
 

                     

 
 

 
 

 
 
  

 
 

   

 
 

 

    

    

 

  

   

   

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

 
    

 
 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY  
AND HEALTH STANDARDS BOARD 
2520 Venture Oaks, Suite 350 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(916) 274-5721 
FAX (916) 274-5743 
www.dir.ca.gov/oshsb 

MINUTES OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR  
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY ORDERS, SECTION 1695, INDUSTRIAL PAINTER CERTIFICATION  

May 11, 2016  
Sacramento, CA  

Call to Order. 

The first meeting was called to order by the chairman, David Kernazitskas, Senior Safety Engineer, 
Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board (OSHSB), at 9:00 am on Wednesday, May 11, 2016, in 
Sacramento, CA.  The Chair was assisted by Leslie Matsuoka, Staff Services Analyst, OSHSB. 

Opening remarks. 

Mr. Kernazitskas welcomed the attendees and started the introductions of the committee.  He then 
reviewed the Standards Board policy regarding the use of advisory committees, explaining that the Board 
has found advisory committees to be an effective way to develop a proposal given the expertise of the 
attendees.  He also provided general information about the rulemaking process.   

Discussion of the proposed rulemaking: 

Background 

The Chair explained that the advisory committee was convened as a result of Petition 550 (Scott A. 
Kronland and Zoe Palitz, Attorneys representing the International Union of Painters and Allied Trades 
(IUPAT)) to discuss the certification of industrial painters.  Petition 550 was granted by the Board on 
January 21, 2016. 

NACE 13/ACS 1 testing standard – CAS certification 

The Society for Protective Coatings (SSPC) and the National Association of Corrosion Engineers 
(NACE) developed the NACE 13/ACS 1 testing standard to address competency and safety and health 
needs in the industrial painting and coating industry.  In addition to requirements for competency in 
safety and health regulations, the standard also measures a painter’s general science knowledge, 
knowledge of surface preparation techniques and equipment, ability to prepare and apply a mixture 
according to certain specifications, and other factors which can affect the quality and longevity of a paint 
coating.   

The SSPC offers various certifications for painting-related tasks, including sandblasting, lead abatement, 
and spray painting.  The Corrosion Application Specialist (CAS) certification, offered by SSPC, is the 
highest level of professional recognition for an industrial painter. 

http://www.dir.ca.gov/oshsb


   
    

 
 

 
 

   
 

 

   

 
 

 

  
  

 

 

 

   
  

 

 
 

   

  
 

 

 

 
 

 

Advisory Committee Meeting (May 11, 2016) Minutes – 
Construction Safety Orders, Section 1695 
Industrial Painter Certification 

Robert Williams (IUPAT) gave a brief presentation on the reasons IUPAT submitted the petition.  He 
said that in addition to Cal/OSHA regulating the industry, it was also self-regulated through consensus 
standards like NACE 13/ACS 1.  He explained that the industry included a variety of work from power 
plants to bridges. He said that the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard has three levels of certification: Level 1 
corrosion application specialist (CAS) for an employee meeting the minimum requirements of the 
standard; Level 2 CAS for employees with 3,000 hours of field experience and 450 hours of training; and 
Level 3 CAS for Level 2 employees with a specialty in the field. 

He described the certification test as a two-day test with both written and practical elements: The written 
test evaluates an employee’s knowledge of processes including sandblasting, spraying, fall protection, 
lock-out/tag-out, and others.  The practical test involves an exam proctor watching the employee perform 
standardized tasks from set-up to completion.  Mr. Williams said that a CAS-certified employee will 
know the hazards on a worksite and means to effectively control them.  He said that the proposed 
standard is necessary because of the complexity of the industrial painting industry. 

Todd Anderson (Jeffco Painting and Coating) asked Mr. Williams if there were already Cal/OSHA 
requirements for the items he mentioned. Mr. Williams responded that although Cal/OSHA already has 
standards in place, the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard addresses the hazards as they apply specifically to 
industrial painting. 

Ken Meyer (IBEW) asked about the 3,000 hours of experience and the 450 hours of training and how 
they would be tracked.  He asked if all painters would need to participate in an apprenticeship program.  
He also asked who would provide the training, indicating that his employer, PG&E, provides his training, 
but does not document the hours, as far as he knows. 

Mr. Williams responded that anyone could give the training.  Harry Mowrey (IUPAT) said that when 
someone applies to take the CAS exam, the applicant lists training and experience on the application for 
the Society for Protective Coatings (SSPC) to verify.   

John Rogers (Caltrans) asked how the hands-on test worked.  Mr. Mowrey explained that as a proctor for 
the exam, he would travel to the applicant’s facility to administer the test, using standardized testing 
panels.  He asks the applicant questions about proper set-up, preparation, application, and clean-up of the 
job.  If he observes an unsafe practice during the test, he offers correction.  Applicants are given one 
chance to correct an unsafe condition or practice before they fail the examination. 

The day after the exam, Mr. Mowrey inspects the test panel to ensure that the coating was properly 
applied according to specifications.  He said that the NACE 13/ACS 1 testing standard is not entirely 
safety and health based, but “there is a good amount involved.” 

Andy Molk (Jeffco Painting and Coating) asked what percent of the NACE 13/ACS 1 testing standard is 
related to employee health and safety.  Mr. Mowrey replied that he did not know, but could find out. 

Rod Teeter (Department of Water Resources (DWR)) asked about the recertification process.  Mr. 
Mowrey responded that employees would need to recertify every three years and prove that they still 
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Advisory Committee Meeting (May 11, 2016) Minutes – 
Construction Safety Orders, Section 1695 
Industrial Painter Certification 

worked in the industry.  To recertify, painters must show that they have received 60 or more hours of 
relevant training and performed at least 3,000 hours of related work in the past three years. 

As an outline for discussing the necessity of the proposal, the Chair suggested addressing the six 
questions mentioned by the Board in its petition decision.   

1. The need for employees to be trained and certified to perform corrosion prevention work 

The Chair reviewed areas in Title 8 that are associated with certification: cranes, forklifts, and competent 
/ qualified employees. He also discussed the certified safety professional (CSP) and certified industrial 
hygienist (CIH) certifications.  He said that the CAS certification could be compared to a driver’s license 
inasmuch as there is a written and practical test based on a driver’s training and experience.  He pointed 
out, though, that having a driver’s license does not necessarily make someone a safe driver. He asked if 
having the CAS certification would make someone a safe painter.  He also asked if CAS certification 
should be optional or mandatory. 

James Mackenzie (Southern California Edison (SCE)) said that a private certification should be 
voluntary.  He pointed out that crane and forklift certifications certify operators to safely operate cranes 
and forklifts, but the CAS certification incorporates areas of existing regulation (fall protection, confined 
spaces, hazard communication, etc.) and redundantly applies them to painters. 

Terry Thedell (San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E)) expressed concern with the driver’s license 
analogy.  He said that one needs a commercial driver’s license to drive a big truck, but not to push a baby 
buggy. He feared that the committee would head in the direction of requiring a commercial driver’s 
license to push a baby buggy. 

The committee discussed the injuries and illnesses associated with industrial paint work.  Mr. Williams 
said that chronic painters syndrome occurs from overexposure to solvents and coatings throughout one’s 
career.  He said that in 1998, the average painter retiree received only 13 (monthly) paychecks before 
dying.  As a result of improved safety protections, including CAS certification, painters today are 
expected to live until 73 years old.  He emphasized the importance of requiring the entire industry to be 
certified so that all painters could be protected, instead of just those who voluntarily comply with SSPC 
requirements like the CAS certification. 

Mr. Mackenzie asserted that if employers comply with Title 8, and provide proper PPE, they can protect 
employees from such hazards. 

Mr. Anderson asked what the CAS certification required at a higher level than what is already required 
by Title 8.  He said that the corrosion prevention elements of CAS are irrelevant to Cal/OSHA and 
occupational safety and health. 

Bill Chapman (Mason Painting) spoke in support of the CAS certification, saying that it makes painters 
more aware of the hazards they face. 
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Mr. Mackenzie cautioned that requiring certification of existing regulations would be a slippery slope.  
He suggested improving individual standards where needed instead of requiring certification of already 
required trainings. 

The committee agreed that training was necessary for the safety of painters and other workers. IUPAT 
representatives insisted that although specific training requirements are already in Title 8, the CAS 
certification helps to ensure that the training actually occurs.  The Chair pointed out that Cal/OSHA 
requires effective training and verifies employee competency during its inspections.  He asked if CAS 
certification would improve upon effective training. 

Mr. Mowrey said that the CAS certification has a practical portion where adherence to safe practices can 
be verified. 

Ken Meyer (IBEW) said there are thousands of employees who do this work.  He was concerned that 
many of them could not pass a written test, but were very skilled at safely performing their job.  He asked 
if they would lose their job if they could not pass the certification test. 

Dave Annis (Caltrans) said that SSPC requirements, including the CAS certification, were advanced 
compared to much of the industrial paint work.  He said that the 3,000 hour requirement for experience 
was equivalent to 18 months of work, but that nobody with that little experience could pass the CAS 
exam.  He opined that if the CAS exam were limited only to safety and health issues, more people would 
pass. 

Chris Hansen (Murphy Industrial Coatings) said that many employers don’t have in-house training like 
PG&E, SCE, and other large companies, and that a CAS certification would be evidence that such 
training took place. 

Rob Reis (DWR) said that he supported requiring all industrial painters to be CAS-certified because he 
has seen workers performing unsafe acts and not working at the skill level necessary to deliver quality 
work. 

The Chair asked Mr. Reis if the contractors were SSPC certified.  Mr. Reis said that the contractors 
provided paperwork stating that they were SSPC compliant, but that DWR did not verify the 
certifications of individual employees—only the company as a whole. 

The Chair asked if the proposal would fix Mr. Reis’ issue.  Mr. Reis felt that it would help. 

Mr. Anderson said there was no need to require CAS certification from all employees because many 
municipalities and job owners already require it. 

Mr. Mackenzie said that CAS certification was a favorable quality for a company to advertise, but it 
should not be mandated for everyone. 
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Seeing the lack of agreement in the committee, the Chair asked various parties if third-party verification 
of training through CAS certification was necessary, since some jobs already require it as part of the 
bidding process.  IUPAT affiliated contractors and representatives said the certification was necessary 
and should be required for all work.  Other committee members including Caltrans, Jeffco Painting and 
Coating, and SCE said that the certification should remain an optional requirement for job owners to ask 
for, or for employees to seek to bolster their resumes. 

2. The suitability of the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard as the primary reference for safety and health 
practices for stakeholders performing painting and corrosion work on industrial and infrastructure 
projects 

The committee agreed that the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard was recognized by the industry as being well-
suited for certifying industrial painters in safety and health practices.   

3. The need for all employees to be certified (rather than the 3:1 ratio mentioned in the proposal) before 
performing corrosion work, other than for training purposes 

The Chair observed that there were no additional safety and health requirements (beyond those in Title 8) 
contained in the requirements for CAS certification.  He pointed out that under existing regulations, all 
employees must be trained to work safely before being assigned to perform a task.  He asked if CAS 
certification of said employees would increase their safety. 

Mr. Mowrey opined that CAS certification is better than the corresponding Title 8 requirements because 
it brings together all of the safety and health hazards that a painter may face into one certification, 
specifically applicable to industrial painting. 

Art Needham (FD Thomas) said that a lot of paint work occurs inside of containment.  He said that an 
employer is unable to observe whether or not the painter is working safely unless he or she gears up and 
enters the containment while the work is performed.  Having a CAS certification provides a level of 
assurance to the employer that the worker is properly trained before going into the containment.  Mr. 
Reis seconded Mr. Needham’s comment. 

The Chair asked how the proctor’s observation and certification of the employee’s competency (during 
testing) was different than the Title 8 requirement for an employer to provide effective training and 
ensure employee compliance.  Mr. Mowrey stated that not all employers follow Title 8. 

Mr. Mackenzie asked Mr. Mowrey what would make an employer comply with CAS requirements if they 
do not comply with Title 8 requirements.  Mr. Mowrey responded that employers would require proof of 
CAS certification before hiring an employee, which would provide evidence of safe working practices. 

Mr. Mackenzie pointed out that just because someone has a driver’s license does not mean they stop 
speeding.  He said that just because an employee has a CAS certification, there is no guarantee that he or 
she will apply the principles to the worksite. 
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Mr. Williams spoke in favor of a 3:1 ratio for CAS certified employees to non-certified employees 
because some people will fail the exam and should still be allowed to work.  He said that the SSPC offers 
specific trainings and certifications that can be used to prepare non-certified employees to pass the exam. 
He said that the training ratio of 3:1 was essentially “a rising tide that lifts all boats.” 

The Chair asked if it was necessary for all employees to be certified in lead, blasting, and spray coatings, 
even if they only performed lead abatement.  Mr. Williams said it would be necessary to have the full 
certification because lead abatement is accomplished through blasting and that all of the elements of the 
certification are interrelated. 

The Chair asked Eric Berg (DOSH) for his thoughts on enforcing a 3:1 ratio.  Mr. Berg said that the 
requirement could be problematic because compliance officers would not expend resources counting to 
the required ratio.  He said that in the crane standard, all employees are required to be certified, instead 
of only a fraction of them. 

The Chair asked for some information on the costs of CAS certification. 

Mr. Teeter reading from the SSPC website said that the CAS Level 1 exam fee ranges between $600 -
$800 / employee depending on the number of students and the exam location. 

Matt Eggley (Jeffco Painting and Coating) said that the preparatory certifications range from several 
hundred dollars to $600 / course and that the CAS examination can cost up to $1,200 / person. 

Mr. Mowrey said that one proctor can give several exams in one day.  If employees take the written test 
on the first day, he said that he and another proctor can observe 10-12 practical exams on the second day. 

Mr. Annis said that requiring the certification would cost Caltrans $100,000 / year and would be a 
logistics nightmare.  He said that wages, exam fees, and one-week classes to prepare employees for the 
exam would not be covered by their existing budget. 

Mr. Mackenzie said that, as written, the regulation would cost SCE about $4 million in exam fees alone.  
He said that paying the salaries of his 6,000 employees to take the test would add another $11.5 million 
to the cost. 

Ms. Palitz said that it was not IUPAT’s intent to require CAS certification for minor industrial paint 
work, such as using aerosol cans to spray-paint transformers. 

Mr. Williams said that he estimated that California only had 3,000 to 3,500 industrial painters, who 
would be required to become CAS certified, and that existing union training funds could be used to offset 
the costs of the certification. 

4. The need for all corrosion prevention work to be covered by the NACE 13/ACS 1 or similar standard 
instead of only the work performed on industrial or infrastructure projects 
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Construction Safety Orders, Section 1695 
Industrial Painter Certification 

Mr. Berg said that the regulation should cover all industrial paint work without an exception for piping 
systems.  He said that work on piping systems can be especially hazardous due to hot pipes and difficulty 
in accessing their location. 

Mr. Williams said that the scope needed to be modified. 

Mr. Anderson said that safety and health hazards exist in commercial and residential painting, as well as 
in industrial painting.  He said that all hazards should be addressed. 

Mr. Hansen pointed out that many contractors regularly switch between commercial and industrial paint 
work, sometimes on the same job.  He said that anyone doing more than painting a room with latex paint 
should have training as an industrial painter. 

Mr. Meyer said that there was no such thing as a “touch-up” job.  He said that all jobs must be done 
according to specifications, so all paint work needs complete training. 

The Chair asked if some commercial painting should be required to be performed by CAS certified 
painters. 

Mr. Mowrey responded that the prerequisites for the CAS examination require documentation of 
industrial painting experience and that commercial work would not qualify. 

5. The nature of corrosion prevention work and how it differs from painting in auto body and similar 
industries 

Mr. Hansen said that painting a car in a spray booth was very different than painting outdoors, but that 
hazardous chemicals are present in both situations.  The committee agreed that painters face serious 
hazards in industrial painting to a greater extent than those of other types of painting.  They also said that 
industrial painting has a wider variety of hazardous locations. 

6. The training competency, and experience of the entities able to train and certify employees 

The Chair asked who certifies the SSPC to offer the CAS certification.  Mr. Williams said that ANSI 
oversees the standard and that anyone complying with the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard, or an equivalent 
standard, can offer the certification. 

Discussion of path forward 

The Chair observed that the committee was not progressing toward consensus.  He noted that some of the 
committee favored CAS certification for all industrial paint work, while others felt that the certification 
would be an unnecessary and costly burden with no safety and health improvement beyond what they 
already require for their employees.  He proposed four options for moving forward: 

1.  CAS certification required for all – Proceed with the original request of the IUPAT petition, 
making adjustments to the scope where needed. 
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2.  Separate out the specific safety and health requirements from the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard and 
put together a list of elements on which employers would be required to train their employees.  
No certification of such training would be required. 

3.  Separate out the specific safety and health requirements from the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard and 
put together a list of elements on which employers would be required to train their employees.  A 
generic employer certification or a third-party certification (such as CAS) would be required.   

4.  Leave the regulations as they are.  The job owners will choose which jobs require CAS  
certification and bidding contractors will voluntarily comply with contract requirements.  

The committee expressed their opinions on the above options with no clear consensus toward any single 
option for moving forward.  A significant portion of the committee favored leaving the regulation as is 
(option four), or at most putting together a list of training topics for employers to cover when providing 
training to their employees.  They said that no certification was necessary (option two). 

Another portion of the committee insisted that certification was necessary, even if not done by SSPC 
(options 1 or 3). 

The Chair reminded the committee that improving employee safety was the focus and purpose of the 
meeting and asked whether the third option would be the best compromise for moving forward and 
ensuring that employee safety is maximized where possible. He proposed patterning the language after 
Section 3668 “Powered Industrial Truck Operator Training,” which requires training and observance of 
employees operating such equipment.  The committee agreed that this would be the best path forward to 
attempt to improve painter safety. 

Michael Manieri (Board Principal Engineer) suggested the formation of a subcommittee to discuss 
training requirements relevant to employee safety and health.  The subcommittee would separate the 
safety and health issues from the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard and put them into a new proposal for the full 
committee to review.  The subcommittee would also discuss the scope and definitions of the proposed 
regulation to make it more palatable to the full committee. 

Conclusion. 

The committee selected volunteers to participate in the subcommittee and the Chair said he would 
contact them shortly to schedule the meeting. 

The Chair thanked the committee members for their attendance and participation and adjourned the 
meeting at 3:50 p.m.   
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