
 

                    

 
 

 
 

 
 
  

 
 

    
 

 

 
 

   
 

    

 

   

 

 
 

 
 

  

  

  

  

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 SUBCOMMITTEE FOR  
CONSTRUCTION SAFETY ORDERS, ARTICLE 28, SECTION 1695, INDUSTRIAL PAINTER  

CERTIFICATION  

Tuesday, July 12, 2016  
Sacramento, CA  

1. Call to Order. 

The meeting was called to order by the chairman, David Kernazitskas, Senior Safety Engineer, 
Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board (OSHSB), at 9:30 am.  The Chair was assisted by 
Leslie Matsuoka, Staff Services Analyst, OSHSB. 

2. Opening remarks. 

Mr. Kernazitskas made introductory comments and started the introductions of the attendees.  He then 
reviewed the progress of the May 11, 2016, advisory committee and the events leading up to today’s 
meeting.   

3. Discussion of the subcommittee agenda: 

Background 

The Chair explained that the May 11 advisory committee was convened as a result of Petition 550 (Zoe 
Palitz, representing the International Union of Painters and Allied Trades (IUPAT)).  He reviewed the 
Petition decision and discussed a letter submitted by IUPAT, which addressed concerns posed in the 
Petition decision.  He explained that the full committee was unable to agree on the necessity for requiring 
that all industrial paint and corrosion work be performed by Corrosion Application Specialists (CAS).   

Given the lack of consensus for making CAS certification mandatory, the Chair proposed four options to 
the committee as a path forward: 

1. CAS required for all work (we can work on trainee supervision definition) 

2. Specific training requirements taken from NACE 13/ACS 1 test criteria, NO CERT 

3. Specific training requirements taken from NACE 13/ACS 1 test criteria, w/ generic cert or CAS 

4. Leave regulation as is (job owner writes job requirements which may include CAS, etc.) 

The consensus of the full committee was to move forward using option 3.  The committee decided to 
create a subcommittee to discuss the training requirements found in the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard that 
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Advisory Subcommittee Meeting (July 12, 2016) Minutes – 
Construction Safety Orders, Section 1695 
Industrial Painter Certification 

are directly applicable to employee safety and health.  The training requirements identified by the 
subcommittee would be used to propose a new standard to the full committee for further discussion. 

He also mentioned that he asked IUPAT to propose a new scope and possibly new definitions for the 
subcommittee discussion to avoid requiring a CAS for small painting jobs, such as touching up an 
electrical box.  

IUPAT representatives expressed support for their original proposal (option 1 – requiring CAS 
certification for all industrial painting and corrosion work) throughout the subcommittee meeting.  
Robert Williams (Business Representative, IUPAT) voiced opposition to option 3, comparing a generic 
certification to “a wolf guarding the hen house.”  He emphasized the importance of the three-year 
apprenticeship program or the five years of related work experience requirement and their contribution to 
employee safety.  He also opined that carrying a card, indicating CAS certification, would make it easier 
to identify workers who met the NACE and SSPC requirements, as well as aid Cal/OSHA in the 
enforcement of the regulation.   

Discussion on Scope 

Zoe Palitz (Attorney for IUPAT) proposed modifying the scope to apply only to jobs larger than 100 
square feet or 100 linear feet.  She said that the proposed language was based on the lead standard. 

Mr. Williams read the updated proposed scope to the committee: 

(a) Scope and Application. This section applies to employers performing surface preparation and 
application of protective coatings and linings to steel and concrete surfaces for the purpose of 
corrosion prevention on industrial or infrastructure projects.  This section does not include work 
on sheet metal and ventilation systems, nor does it include work on plumbing and piping systems 
or precast concrete work that is performed offsite.  This section does not apply if the surface to 
be prepared and the surface to be coated are both smaller than 100 square feet or 100 linear 
feet. 

Mr. Williams said that the exception for the size of the job was added to address the concerns of the 
power industry, which makes up only a small portion of the work in the field of industrial painting. 

Eric Berg (Division of Occupational Safety and Health) requested the removal of the language that 
excluded piping systems because he believes it to be some of the most hazardous work.  He questioned if 
there was a safety basis for excluding ventilation systems. 

Mr. Williams said that a sealant is applied to sheet metal and ventilation systems where they connect and 
IUPAT did not intend to require a CAS certification for such coatings.  Mr. Berg stated that size 
limitation in the scope would exclude such work.  The committee agreed to delete the exclusions for 
sheet metal, ventilation, plumbing and piping systems. 
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100 Square or Linear Feet 

Ms. Palitz asked the committee if the modification of the scope made it clear that the CAS certification 
was not necessary for small projects.  Terry Thedell (San Diego Gas & Electric) said that the change was 
very helpful to his organization for excluding small touch up work projects.  He said that his company 
would hire large contractors for larger jobs. 

The Chair asked if 100 square feet and 100 linear feet were sufficient measurements for the cutoff 
between CAS certified work and not.  Mr. Berg stated that the 100 linear feet requirement appeared in 
regulations for asbestos and that the measurements were consistent with other regulations. 

Donald Pomi (PG&E) said that the requirements for 100 linear feet in the scope were similar to lead and 
asbestos regulations.  He asked if we should clarify that several smaller jobs that added up to more than 
100 square or linear feet would still be exempt from the regulation.  Rob Reis (Department of Water 
Resources) said that he has jobs where he performs touch-up on several pumps, each smaller than 100 
square feet.  He and Mr. Pomi agreed that small non-continuous jobs like these should be exempt from 
the standard. 

Mr. Berg stated that Section 341.6(e) described how to calculate 100 square or linear feet. 

Section 341.6(e), referring to asbestos, states: 

(e) The square footage of asbestos containing construction material, as defined in subsection (c) of this 
section, shall be determined by computing the surface area of any such material which will be handled 
during the course of the work being performed by the employer at a single worksite. If the asbestos 
containing construction material is situated in noncontiguous locations at a single worksite, the total 
square footage of such asbestos containing construction material shall be included in the computation, 
unless the work is performed as part of a routine and continuing maintenance and repair plan of existing 
fixtures or machinery where each component of such work involves less than 100 square feet. 

Blasting 

John Rogers (Caltrans) asked if the scope should say “blasting” instead of “surface preparation” because 
surface preparation could be performed with hand tools, which present a much lesser hazard.  He asked if 
the regulation would require employees using hand tools for surface preparation to be CAS certified.   

Mr. Williams responded that small jobs could be done with power and hand tools, but the larger jobs 
would require blasting equipment.  He felt that the size requirement in the scope would effectively 
address the different tools that could be used. 

Brush and Roll 

Mr. Rogers asked if the scope could say “spray applications.” Ken Meyer (IBEW) said that his 
organization does a lot of “brush and roll” work.  He says he cannot spray because of nearby cars and 
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must use paint brushes and paint rollers to do large jobs on occasion.  He recommended leaving the scope 
as is because “protective coatings” would cover “brush and roll” jobs as well as spray applications. 

Mr. Rogers said that Caltrans often performs “brush and roll” work on jobs larger than 100 square feet.  
Mr. Reis said he uses contractors as well as internal employees to perform “brush and roll” work.  

Mr. Rogers pointed out that the SSPC website only requires CAS certification for blasting and spray 
coating and not all industrial paint work. Mr. Williams responded that the website clarifies that CAS 
certification is only required for jobs with more than four employees.  He also stated that the scope of the 
NACE 13/ACS 1 standard includes all industrial paint work, including “brush and roll.”  Ms. Palitz said 
that the Body of Knowledge section of the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard also indicated that the standard 
would apply to all painting work, regardless of how the paint or coatings are applied. 

The Chair posed a question to the subcommittee, asking if the safety and health hazards for blasting and 
spraying were on the same scale as those for brushing and rolling. He asked if CAS certification should 
be required for “brush and roll” jobs.  Mr. Meyer said that spray painting was more hazardous than 
“brush and roll.” Mr. Pomi agreed with Mr. Meyer, adding that because respiratory protection was 
required for spraying and blasting jobs, there was a greater hazard posed than “brush and roll” jobs.  He 
pointed out, though, that the chemical being applied was the same, whether sprayed or brushed on. 

The Chair asked if excluding “brush and roll” jobs was necessary to move forward with the major 
purposes of the rulemaking effort.  

Mr. Williams suggested discussing the issue later in the day after the committee had more time to 
consider the matter.  He said that “brush and roll” was a gray area that may need to be worked out among 
the parties. 

After concluding the discussion on scope, the Chair asked if there were any updates to the definitions.  
No modifications to the definitions were proposed.  The Chair explained that he would prepare the 
proposed language for the full committee, incorporating the new scope. 

Discussion on Safety and Health Requirements of NACE 13/ACS 1 (Appendix A) 

The Chair then suggested that the committee discussion move to the main purpose of the day’s meeting 
and discuss the elements of the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard, which directly apply to employee safety and 
health.  He reminded the committee that the consensus of the full committee was to develop a proposal 
based upon the framework of Section 3668 “Powered Industrial Truck Operator Training”. 

The subcommittee decided to use Appendix A of the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard to identify the safety and 
health requirements of the CAS certification. 

Mr. Williams stated that he is against patterning the standard after the forklift regulation.  He said that his 
impression is that with the newly proposed scope, the subcommittee is in support of the original aim of 
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the petition to require CAS certification for all industrial painting work over 100 square or linear feet in 
size.  He did not think that it was necessary to separate out the safety and health issues as a result. 

The Chair responded that the full committee decided to create the subcommittee with the express purpose 
of separating out the safety and health issues. He recognized that IUPAT representatives preferred option 
1, but pointed out that everybody in the full committee meeting agreed that employee safety was more 
important than 3rd party verification.  He opined that insisting on option 1 in the full committee would not 
have led to consensus and may have precluded an opportunity to improve protections for industrial 
painters.  He explained that his focus was on moving the rulemaking effort forward to identify any areas 
where there may be a need for improvement. Any findings would be presented to the full committee for 
discussion.  

Ms. Palitz asked the committee if we could fix the scope issues, making it clear when the regulation 
would apply and when it would not, if we could move forward with full CAS certification for large 
projects.   

Mr. Rogers said that he still favored option 3.  He said that we should try employer certification and see 
how it works.  If we learn that it is not working well, we can meet again in the future and make changes 
to the regulation.  He said that he was more supportive of option 2 or 3 than option 1.  He said that he had 
discussed this matter with another Caltrans representative and they both felt the same way. 

Jo Forchione (PG&E) said that she agreed with Mr. Rogers and that option 1 would be a “deal killer”, 
especially for small employers. 

Mr. Meyer said that at PG&E, employees are already trained and tested above the requirements being 
discussed.  Ms. Forchione said that the only impacts (of the new regulation) for PG&E would be who 
owns the training program, how it is administered, and what it is going to cost.  PG&E already provides 
the training to its employees.  She said that paying an additional $1,000 per employee to do what they are 
already doing would be a problem. 

The Chair began discussion on Appendix A of the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard to identify requirements 
directly related to employee safety and health. The subcommittee discussed the importance of being able 
to locate information on safety data sheets and product data sheets and understand how to apply the 
information to the work.   

As the committee discussed the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard, it noted that the standard lists several specific 
training elements that may not apply to all industrial coating work and may need to be worded 
differently.  For example, committee members suggested that instead of requiring training on benzene (as 
listed in A1.5.4 of Appendix A), training be provided on all solvents which may be used in the process. 

The committee discussed the surface preparation standards in A4.2.6 - A4.2.9 and whether or not a 
certification in each of these areas would be required. IUPAT representatives pointed out that the 
certifications are offered by the SSPC as C3, C5, C7, and C12 certifications, and insisted that they were 
necessary to ensure continuing education in the applicable areas. 

5  



     
    

 
 

 
  

  

     
 

     

 
 

 

  
  

 

 

Advisory Subcommittee Meeting (July 12, 2016) Minutes – 
Construction Safety Orders, Section 1695 
Industrial Painter Certification 

Mr. Williams said that the certifications were similar to those required for lead work currently.  Ms. 
Forchione said that the lead standard has several exceptions and that similar certification requirements 
would not be appropriate for the present rulemaking effort.  The Chair said that he would review the lead 
standard and consider whether or not a similar certification would be appropriate. 

The Chair asked if there were any other training elements in the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard that needed to 
be in the proposal.  Ms. Palitz asked if it was necessary to add ambient conditions to the list of training 
requirements.  Mr. Mowrey said that the work often occurs inside of a containment of some sort, but that 
heat can be an issue.  The committee acknowledged that environmental conditions need to be accounted 
for, but felt that they are sufficiently addressed by existing regulations. 

Mr. Mowrey said that Appendix B in the NACE 13/ACS 1 standard provided guidance on measuring 
competency of the employees training in accordance with Appendix A.  He said that the CAS 
certification would ensure that employees are not only trained, but also measure the degree of training 
and competency.  

The Chair said that he would prepare the minutes and a draft of the newly proposed language and send 
them to the subcommittee for a brief review before forwarding them to the full committee for 
consideration.   

The Chair adjourned the meeting at approximately 12 pm. 
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