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important aspectsg involving interim accreditation. 1p addition,
I want to Jlet You know who at Headquarters will be involveq with

Overview

Under AHERA, only accredited inspectors, Mmanagement Planners
&nd individualg who design ang conduct response actions can
Udndertake asbestos-related wWork in schools. Individuals can

States must adopt accreditation Programs at least as stringent

S the EPA Model. In addition, AHERA Stipulates that the accredi-
tation process must include an initial training course, an exam,
snd continuing educatijion,



nationwide ang Prevent training course sponsors from Seeking
approval for their course in multiple Regions. 1p addition,
My staff will pe available to consult with Regional staff on
any general or Specific issyes regarding the approval of
State accreditatijion Programs ang training Courses.

In the three Sections that follow, 1 wWould like to describe
the process and fequirements for EPA approval of: (1) state

On-site inspections of training courses to ensure the course
Meets the State'sg fequirements. This element,.although not
Mentioned specifically in the Epa Model, is important Since

the State must Show some Means to oversee the quality of
trainjng courses. ye have the oPportunity to review a State's
entire program, hOWever, since a State must submit to the

Region their leglslation and regulations, -
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In addition, the Model Accreditation Plan also requires
a letter to be Sent by States to the RAC that Clearly indicates
how the State meets the program Fequirements of the Model
Contractor Accreditation Plan for States. _This letter shoulg

be specific about alj aspects of the State's accreditation 4

Third, in reviewing a State's application, Regions
should use the Model Accreditation Plan for states as a
Checklist, Specifically, the State's training requirements

/
Fourth, for each State program we approve, we also automatic:
approve all the training Courses approved by that State Program
Since we have determined that the State meets the requirements of
the EPA Model. For example, if 3 Particular sState that we approve
has approved 20 abatement Worker training courses, these Courses
become Epa approved. wWhen You notify g Particular state that it
has become EPA approved, ask your State contact to seng You as

Soon as possible a list of training courses the sState has approved.

accept or reject g State's Program, the Region shoulg include a
Copy of the Materiagls submittegd by the State. The recommendation

[ecommendation, the Region should send a letter informing the
State whether it has feceived Epa approval. gpa will beriodically

Publish in the Federal Register a list Of approved State programs,



Training Courses

of tr
courses may look good based ogn the written application, but
have serious deficiences in actual Practice. 1f your staff
Le€sources do not permit you to Send someone to inspect the

on-site inspection. If the course fails ap on-site inspection,
EPA can withdraw approval at that point. Persons who took

the course while the course was approved on a contingent

basis maintajn their accreditation, Subsequent course
offerings, however, 1lose their Epa approved statys.

Whenever you c€an, please try to withholg EPA approval
until after the on-site inspectijop 1s completed. This will
simplify the Process a great deal. 1 realize, however, that
this may be difficult to do in al}] cases. Contingent approval
may have to be Used early in the Process when we Mmay receive
a large number of requests for approval.

Fourth, the revjey of training courses should resylt jp
one of three determinations for a course, Courses can be
approved, approved contingent on an Oon-site inspection, or



In addition, the Regional [ecommendation tg approve the
course must have been ratifieg by Headquarters, Approved
Courses contingent‘on an on-site inspection are those Courses
that have submitteg satisfactory written materials byt have

courses must have been approved by the Region ang Headquarterg,
Courses that are not approved are those that have inadequate

training course. The training course sponsor €an then cover
the additjona] material during course breaks or jip review

for a worker training course, Suggest the Region not recommend

approving a Course or fecommend i ing conti 1.

For gray areas, the Regions may want to consult with Headquartersg
Staff or other Regions, ' .

Fifth, {n reviewing training Courses, Regional staff
Should revjeyw very closely the training course Materialg
Submitted that involve the €Xam, hands-on training, Certificates,
and the qyalifications of instructors, The training course

evidence that the exam wWas validateq, In addition, the exam
Must cover all aspects of the training course., For example,
a worker's exam that did not include questions on respirators



Assessing the Qualificationg of instructors will be g4
difficult task. as Many of you know, training Courses Toutinely
have different individuals teach various partg of the course,

AHERA approval Drocess, focus on the qualificationg of the
pPrimary instructors. These are the individuals wWho run the

In addition, check to See that each topic Covered in the
course will be addressed by a speaker With suitable qualifica-

Process Utilizes some of the lessons ang efficiences we

Seeking approval under the Model Accreditation'Plan. Approving
Qualifijed State accreditatijion Programs ag quickly as PoOssible
wWill reduce the number of individgal courses that neeg to be
reviewed by Epa staff,

courses may be the most difficult task of the three tasks
discussed in this memo. Before describing EPA procedures for
handling interim acCreditation, let me highlight the key
aspects of interim aCCreditation a8s discusseg in the Model



€Xamination in their discipline. Only those_persons who have
taken acceptable training Courses since January 1, 1985 wil}
be considered under these interim accreditation Provisions.

For purposes Of the Mode] Plan, an equivalent training
course is one that is €Ssentially similar “ip length ang
content to the curriculum found in the Model Plan. 1p Practice,
this means 5 training Course offered Previously that addressed
adequately the Curriculum ip the Model Plan, Provided that
the length of the training course was equa) O _or greater

in the Model Plan, wil] be accCeptable for Purposes of interim
dccreditation. For example, worker training in the Model
Plan fequires three days of training. A two day course
offered ‘since January 1, 1985 Covering almost all of the Same
topics is €quivalent, However, a ope day worker training
course is deemegq not equivalent tegardless of the content of
the curriculum.

Obviously, previously offered training courses may not
have covereg topics Fequired under AHERA'g Proposed regulations.
In addition, courses offered before osya issued the construction
Standard dig not address that Particular regulation. Other
than these types of €Xceptions, the "equivalent" Course needs
to adeduately cover the other topics in a particular discipline's

In addition, previously offered inspector, abatement
contractor/supervisor and worker training courses that dig

that did not inclyude hands-on training, however, must stil}
have addressed adequately the topics ip the Model Plan
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Exams offered in the past also have to pe essentially
similar. Information available to Headquarters staff Suggests
that most training courses for abatement contractors and
Supervisors have used 100 question multiple choice exams.,
Conversely, exams for worker courses have varijed quite a bit
in length. 1n general, a multiple choice exam with at least
half the number of questions as required under the Model Plan
is needed. Please contact my staff if you encounter difficulties
with the exam issue. I anticipate some potential problems in
this area.

AHERA, there were only a handful of inspector and management
pPlanner courses. In fact, our information Suggests that only

In reviewing Previously offered training courses for

interim accreditation Purposes, we will use an almost identical
System as describegd in the Previous two sections on State

has had a brogram that meets or exceeds the Epa Model, individuals
accredited by the State after January 1, 1985 are fully _
accredited. Other than refresher course training, no further
training is required. Training courses approved by such

States are Epa approved.

On the other hand, if a state has a training requirement
that falls short Oof the Model's requirements, byt meets the
fequirements for interim accreditation, individuals accredited
by the State can do school asbestos work under the interim
accreditation provision. These Persons have one Year after the
State upgrades their accreditation Program to become fully
accredited. Training courses approved by such States are Epa

State approvals, except the EPA approval of the training
courses in guch States is for interim accreditation only.

interim accreditation. Both States currently require two
days of training for workers. 1In any States that have programs
that are suitable sources for interim accreditation, Please

approved by the State, Please send a memo to Headquarters
with a recommendatiop regarding interim accreditation for
Persons who have taken training courses approved by such
State programs.
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For training courses that submit their course Materials
for EPa approval as discussed ip the section on training
course approvals, Regional staff should determine how long
the course has been conductegd utilizing the submittegd materials,
If course materialg have varjed Since January 1, 1985, Regional
Staff should ask the training course Sponsor to submit the
Previously used course materials as well as the other information
fequested in the Federa] Register on bPages 15881.and 15882.

If hands-on training had to be included for interim accreditation
Purposes, we could only approve a few courses. As a result,

few accredited Persons would bpe available to conduct work

when the AHERA regulations are finalized,

An area to emphasize, however, igs whether certificates_or
identification cards were awarded to students Passing the
examination. a training course must have adequate records to
confirm that a student Successfully completed the course by
Passing the examination. Without certificates ang records,
there will pe nNo way for schools to verify whether 3 Potential
contractor isg fully accredited or interimly accredited.

Plan's_requirements. Several of EPA's training center courses
may be examples of Such progranms. If this is the case, and

We approve the training course, all individuals who have

Passed these courses become fully accredited. These individualg

regarding the Model Accreditation Plan, Regiong may get
inquiries from Previously trained contractors ang workers
about the difference between interim acCreditation and full
accreditation. To feiterate, interim acCreditation means a



Regions may alse be contacted by individuals who have

taken a training course for interim acCreditation Purposes

training centers shouyld be.prepared to offer exams for such
individuals who have Proof they have taken a training course
approved by Epa ag & source for interim accreditation.
Regions should remind training centers about this AHERA
requirement. ’

Headquarter Staff Responsibilities

To implement Successfully the Epa approval process
described above, we wijll need strong communications between
the Regions and Headquartersg. Regional Offices may also want
to work with each other to ensure consistency in the review
Process. at Headquarters, Bob McNally will be in charge of

Offered courses,

need accreditatiogn, I would like the Regions to review
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during June and July as many EPA funded training and satellite
centers, large training course brograms and States with
accreditation Programs as possible and send your recommendations
to me by July 30.

I realize this will be a complicated and difficult
process for all of us. I hope this guidance memo has clarified
Some of the key issues we will face in the next few months.
I look forward to discussing these accreditation issues and
Others with you on June 25, 1f You have any gquestions before
that, please call Bob, Karen or me.

CC: Susan Vogt
Mike Wood
Jack Neylan
Candace Dorrough
Bob McNally
Lawrence Culleen
David Kling
Karen Hoffman
Steve Schanamann
Terry Stanuch



