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May 21, 2009

, Sheraton Pleasanton Hotel

Lnspngtion 5990 Stoneridge Mall Road
Agpneics Pleasanton, CA 94588
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Minutes - General Business Meeting

1. Cadl to Order — Mike Parker
a Time
*The meeting was called to order by President Michael Parker at 3:09 p.m.
b. Self-introductions

Jim Auser (BSK Associates) Osama El-Fiky (Condor Earth Technologies)
Jim Backman (CEL) Mike Kleames (Pacific Crest Engineering)
John Byerly (John R. Byerly, Inc.)  Elizabeth Levi (BSK Associates)

Jeff Cannon (Kleinfelder) Smon Makdessi (Terrasearch)

Dave Chippero (Testing Engineers) Martha McDonnell (Youngdahl)

Cliff Craig (DCI) Michael Parker (Testing Engineers)

Miki Craig (DCI) Tim Rodriguez (Sgnet Testing Labs)

Terry Egland (Testing Engineers)  William Wahbeh (Sgnet Testing Labs)

2. Approva of Minutes—Miki Craig
a April 23, 2009
*The minutes were approved as corrected (minor typo in Item 6c).

3. Financial Report — Elizabeth Levi
a. Asof April 30, 2009
*The current checking account balance is $34,955.59. A $1,000 deposit is pending.
The taxes arein for 2008.

4. Committee Reports

a. San Francisco DBI — Dave Chippero, Liaison
*No report

b. ICC/Local Jurisdictions— Miki Craig, Chair (3 handouts)
*Secretary Craig reminded attendees the Tri-Chapter Meeting is June 5, 2009.
Reservations must be made by June 1°.
» The April 9, 2009 TUCC Minutes were distributed, along with TUCC Policy 12
“ Shear Wall Continuous Tie-Down Systems” and TUCC Policy 13 *“ Exemption of
Foundation & Soils Investigation” .
*The Monterey Bay Chapter of ICC will beissuing a letter to the coalition
participants requesting Moe Tavakolian, with Advanced Testing & Inspection, LLC,
be allowed to attend their meetings on behalf of the Chapter.

c. ASTM — Jeff Cannon, Chair
Director Cannon indicated ASTM Committee D04 has created a subcommittee
branching off from E329. It istasked with creating its own accreditation criteria for
agencies providing paving inspections and testing. The effort is being led by
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AASHTO. If the subcommittee is successful in its efforts, there will be new standard
in conflict with E329.
. SEAONC CQA —Ross Esfandiari, Chair
*No report
DSA - John Byerly, Chair
*Director Byerly stated the T & | Advisory Committee would be meeting next month.
Please give comments/topics you would like the Committee to address to him as soon
as possible. Director Byerly will be sending DSA the list of CCTIA volunteers for
vetting the new HSB IR.
*Will Wahbeh asked if anyone remembered seeing a guide recommending sampling 2
boltsif no other instructions available. None of the attendees recalled such a guide.
*Some discussion ensued regarding Eric France' s apparent shift in policy concerning
when a DSA-292 would be required for batch plant inspections. Director Byerly will
address this when he sees him next month in order to clarify DSA's policy. It was
noted that it is often difficult to ascertain if a waiver of batch plant inspection was
approved by DSA, so it is not always clear if specifying “ periodic inspection” on the
DSA-292 is appropriate. Member Osama El-Fiky noted his firm recently had a
project where BPI was officially waived. Should he issue a DSA-292? The consensus
of those present was yes, but it should include a notation that inspection was periodic.
*Treasurer Elizabeth Levi hasinvited DSA (Messrs. Thorman, France, and Enzer) to
the Anaheim meeting in October. Sheisawaiting their response.
ACI - Cliff Craig, Chair
*Committee Chair Cliff Craig indicated NCAWNV Chapter’s Certification Committee
is still struggling with some of the new certifications that ACI International istrying
to promote. Heinquired if anyone was requiring the ACI Lab certs— Lab Tech Level
| or Il, Aggregate Tester Level | or |1, or Srength Tester? The Strength Tester and
Lab Tech Level 1 areprimarily in use, but it is very difficult to get the testing done
locally. It appearsto be impossible to get the Lab Tech Level 2 scheduled at all.
There was a suggestion that it might work better if the proctor came to an
individual’s lab and tested onsite. Chair Craig indicated it would be logistically
difficult to comply with this program under this scenario. The biggest problemis
proper equipment. Chair Craig will inform the Certification Committee there may
still be some interest in the Aggregate Tester Level 2 and Lab Tech Level 2 programs.
*Concrete International recently published an article regarding the use of two versus
three cylinders when using 4” x8” cylindersfor strength testing. The coefficient of
variation went down when only two cylinders were tested. The statistical data
appears to be showing that smaller cylinders are as accurate as larger.
. Membership — Jim Backman/John Byerly, Co-Chairs

*Satus of 2009 Dues Payments — Twining Labs of SoCal, Inland Foundation
Engineering, Nova, Heider Engineering, Leighton have all paid; 19’ s payment isin
the mail; KC Engineering has already paid and was listed as unpaid in error; Brown
& Millsand CTE are dropping membership; Krazan is undecided at thistime asto
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whether it will renew or not; Geotek, TEI San Diego, Ninyo & Moore, PS and
Geocon have not paid.

*Guest Mike Kleames, with Pacific Crest Engineering, introduced himself and
indicated hisfirmwill be applying for membership.

*Secretary Craig indicated there is a new member ship application form on website.
The formis now a fill-in Word document, and much easier to use.

. Code Adoption/IBC — Simon Makdessi, Chair

*No report

Newsletter — Elizabeth Levi, Editor

*Treasurer Levi indicated she would like to publish the next edition at the end of June
or early July. Please submit articles as soon as possible.

Internal Auditing — Terry Egland, Chair

*No action

. ASFE — Elizabeth Levi, Liaison

*No action
Standard of Practice — Miki Craig, Chair
*Renewal reminder letters for CAP have been sent to B, Apex, HP, IS and Sgnet.
The Committee has received a renewal application from RES which is pending
review.
. Education — Rick Van Horn, Chair
*No action
. FAQ's—Terry Egland/William Wahbeh, Co-Chairs

*Chair Terry Egland indicated Eric France with DSA is working on an FAQ response
for us. Another FAQ submitted to the City of San Francisco is apparently being
ignored.
Pins & Honors — William Wahbeh/Mike Parker, Co-Chairs
*No action
. Website — Miki Craig, Webmaster
*Secretary Craig indicated she was waiting to update membership listing on the
website until CCTIA’ s BOD makes the final decision regarding any dropped
members.

5. Old Business
a. Meeting Arrangements w/Caltrans re Certification of Technicians

*Director Jeff Cannon forgot to bring the name of the appropriate contact person to
the meeting, but he will email it to President Parker.

. Sponsorship of DSA Academy Program for Architects, Engineers & CMs

*Deferred to next meeting

2010 ABM inLasVegas

*Treasurer Levi recommended the event be moved back to coincide with the weekend
prior to the World of Concrete, as rates are much cheaper than when we are fighting
with the Super Bowl crowd in January. The 2010 dates would be January 29" and
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30". Members present approved this proposal. Treasurer Levi will bring proposals
from the various venues to the next board meeting.

High Fly Ash Mixes

*Condor’ s representative mentioned the firm had a recent problem with a concrete
mix containing a high amount of slag. When it was removed from the mix, the
concrete performed just fine. Member El-Fiky asked if anyone else had had problems
with this type of mix? It was noted that trial batching is critical to understanding the
performance of any mix, but the testing agency should also work with the supplier to
establish what is impacting the characteristics of the mix.

6. New Business

a

American Society of Concrete Contractors (handout)

*Member Terry Egland indicated the ASCC has published a relatively good article
concerning coring concrete. Director Cannon asked if the article specified what
portion of a long core should be used for compression testing. Member Egland
replied that it does not, but does recommend that when coring a column, the sample
should be taken from the middle due to consolidation concerns.

7. Adjournment — Mike Parker

a

b.

Time

*There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:14 p.m.
Next meeting

«June 25, 2009, 2:00 p.m., at the Four Points Sheraton International Airport,
Sacramento

Respectfully submitted,

Miki Craig
Secretary
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Tri-Chapter Uniform Code Committee (TUCC)

Meeting Minutes for April 9, 2009
Milpitas City Hall

455 E. Calaveras Rd.

Call to Order:

Meeting called to order at 1:20 p.m. by committee co-chairperson Sheila Lee, City of
Santa Clara.

1. In Attendance/Self Introductions:

*Sheila Lee, City of Santa Clara Kathryn Sedwick, City of San Jose
**David Basinger, Shums Coda Associates Giyan Senaratne, WC3

+Ray Kansara, RK Associates Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas
David Chung, City of Gilroy Betty Chan, City of Milpitas

Mac Saberi, City of Palo Alto Oliver Chan, City of Milpitas
Anthony Ghiossi, Town of Los Gatos Leon Sheyman, City of Milpitas
Kurt Newick, Sierra Club Jennifer Hutchinson, Co. of Santa Cruz
Brooks MacNeil, City of Burlingame Suresh Acharya, City of Concord
Stephan Lau, City of San Mateo Kevin Mulcahy, City of Concord
Homer Maiel, City of San Jose Mark Soltes, City of San Leandro
Michael Richards, Foster City Matin Miraftab, City of San Leandro

* Chairperson
** Secretary
+ Additional/Back-up Secretary

2. Minutes Approval:

The previous minutes were reviewed and approved with a minor amendment to Rubin's
title at the City of Milpitas.

3. Simplified Wind Design (Giyan Senaratne):

Giyan indicated that there was some issue in sending larger files via email, but he was
finally able to send the data to Suresh and Matt prior to the meeting, but with little time to
finish their analysis that was requested at the last meeting. There was again a brief
discussion on how to use these numbers in the context of a plan review, but the group
clarified that this is primarily a method of review to establish a minimum worst-case load
that will be acceptable without calculations. Giyan suggested that the assumed that the
single-story construction loading would be less conservative than the previous UBC
(about 25% max.) with the new calculations.

Action taken: Giyan to work with Matt and Suresh further to compare the numbers, and
come back next meeting to finalize the policy/interpretation.

4. Announcements for the Group/P.V. Discussion (Sheila Lee):




Sheila indicated that Bill Brooks is working with the solar guidelines we've provided to
modify our recommendations and create a more detailed electrical diagram to the PV
committee. The sub-committee will modify and perhaps come back with a revisions to
the guideline/policy for PV residential submittals.

On a related discussion point, Kurt Newick was in attendance, and there was a brief
discussion with regards to the Sierra Club's letter on jurisdictional fees charged for
commercial P.V. systems. Sheila indicated that this sort of information would be more
helpful if sent to the Building Official first (prior to the Council/City Manager), as fees are
typically approved by council, but the Building Official is the person who must prepare
and report needs for fee reduction/increases.

5. Soils Report Policy (Homer Maiel):

Homer presented the revised document based on the suggestions from last month's
meeting. There was a brief discussion and clarification of final points and intent of the
document. Homer agreed to incorporate the final group recommendations into the final
policy (i.e., clarification of terms used in relationship to the Building Code section
language, etc.).

Action taken: Unanimously approved as policy #13 - Dave to distribute.

6. Meeting open for general code item discussions:

The majority of the final portion of the meeting dealt with some specific questions
brought by Giyan, regarding a particular project that he was currently reviewing, in an
effort to define some general interpretation points from the group:

A. The first question asked for a better definition of public assemblies with more than
300 occupants, and category Il buildings per CBC Table 1604.5. The group
generally felt that the any occupancy with more than 300 could classify as an
assembly public area (already in the interpretation). Sheila noted that the code
would allow for this to be considered a non-separated use is the assembly was
less than or equal to 10% of the primary occupancy. This raised the question of
"primary" occupancy, and the group agreed that the definition could not be too
specific, as it needed to be applied on a case-by-case basis. The group also
agreed that the issue was very complex, but there was no need for a
policy/guideline.

B. The second item asked question on how to deal with seismic calculations for
Category lll buildings, but the group felt that this was discussed previously and
resolved earlier. No real discussion point on this item.

C. How to deal with the new multiple accommodation toilet compartment clearances
(not in effect until August 1, 2009) - has anyone developed a strategy to deal with
this item for the future. Sheila will call DSA to address how this is to be
implemented into existing restrooms. For now, the group felt that an automatic
actuator at the stall door would provide (albeit an unusual) solution to the problem
for now.



D. CBC Section 1136A.2 also has new reach ranges for microwaves, stoves, etc. -
how is this being dealt with by jurisdictions. Keyvan indicated that he would not
allow this at extended stay hotels, but if the microwave or other item was not built-
in equipment, the requirement would not apply.

E. Final item related to an R-2 occupancy over a podium and a built height of 60-ft.,
applicant would like to count 60-ft. from the grade plane - all agree that this is
possible. Kathryn noted that the code would allow for a 20-ft. increase and an extra
story, but the R-2 cannot exceed 60-ft.

Keyvan had one draft document distributed to clarify how clearances and protection
against decay and termites of wood members in a crawl space with a garage conversion
were being handled. The applicant would like to reduce the 18" clearance for utility
access, but the pest control would still need to have access to inspect the space (Homer
indicated that the pest control section of the code would allow for 12" minimum
clearance). Others suggested that a vapor barrier installed could eliminate the pressure
treated joists.

Next meeting scheduled for May 14, at 1:15 p.m.

Meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.



ICC
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PENINSULA CHAPTER

NUMBER: 12

APPROVAL DATE: March 12, 2009

SUBJECT: Shear Wall Continuous Tie-Down Systems

This guideline is developed by the Tri-chapter Uniform Code Committee and is intended to
enhance regional consistency in application and enforcement of the Building Code. Please verify
acceptance of this guideline with your local building department prior to its application.

Background

In recent years engineered tie-down anchoring systems for wood shear walls have been utilized
on multi-level wood framed buildings. These innovative anchorage systems typically consist of
a continuous rod or cable, plate, cage, and shrinkage compensating device. There are no industry
standards for design, detailing or installation of these systems. Understanding the design and
detailing of the anchorage components by different manufacturers would help establish and
ensure proper installation of safe and reliable systems in buildings.

Code references:

2007 CBC Ch. 16 & 23
Issues:
Cities and counties in the ICC Tri-chapter area do not have uniform policy or guideline for plan

review and inspection of various wood shear wall continuous tie-down systems. As a result,
jurisdictions are enforcing different requirements.

Proposed guidelines:

The use of tie-down anchoring devices based on rods or cables are allowed to be installed in the
multi-story wood framed buildings of any height and number of stories permitted by the
California Building Code (CBC) when the following conditions are satisfied.



1.

Complete design including shear wall drift and corresponding calculations demonstrating that
the applied loads per the current CBC can be transferred through all components of the tie-
down anchoring components from the shear wall to the foundation or the rigid base shall be
submitted for review.

Total Vertical Movement:

Maximum rod or cable elongation shall not exceed 1/8 inch per floor or 1/8 inch between
connectors/restraints under the CBC prescribed allowable load (Allowable Stress Design).
Under no circumstances shall the total vertical movement exceed 0.2 inch per floor or 0.2
inch between connectors/restraints. The accumulation of the vertical movement shall include
rod or cable elongation, bearing plate-grain deformation, looseness due to take up/shrinkage
compensating devices, and other components of the tie-down system resisting the uplift
forces.

Combining and/or mixing of continuous tie-down systems and conventional hold-downs
within a common shear wall is prohibited.

All plans and calculations for the tie-down system shall bear the stamp and signature of a
civil or structural engineer licensed by the State of California.
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POLICY NUMBER: 13

APPROVAL DATE: April 9,2009

SUBJECT: Exemption of Foundation and Soils Investigation

This guideline is developed by the Tri-chapter Uniform Code Committee and is intended
to enhance regional consistency in application and enforcement of the Building Code.
Please verify acceptance of this guideline with your local building department prior to its
application.

CODE REFERENCES:
2007 CBC 1802.2

ISSUE:

The 2007 California Building Code (CBC) Section 1802.2 defines when a site specific
foundation and soils investigation for building and foundation systems are required. This
directive provides the criteria to determine what projects may be exempted from a soils
investigation. It also delineates the minimum requirements for the design and
construction of the foundation systems.

PROPOSED GUIDELINES/
INTERPRETATION:
A. The following are general criteria to determine when foundation and soils
investigations may be exempted.

1. A site-specific study may be exempted for buildings that are classified in
Occupancy Category I per CBC Table 1604.5 (i.e. agricultural facilities,
temporary facilities, sheds, private detached garages, and pools).

2.Unless otherwise required by the local jurisdiction, a site-specific study
may be exempted for projects meeting the following criteria:

a) New single family or duplex residential buildings classified as R-
3 occupancy where buildings are no more than two stories in
height and have no basement.

b) Additions or alterations to single family or duplex residential
buildings classified as R-3 occupancy where buildings are no
more than two stories in height and have no basement.



B. When a site specific foundation and soils investigation is exempted, the building and
foundation systems shall comply with the following general guidelines on the basis
of their location:

1. Non-Geological Hazard Zones:

a) The maximum allowable foundation pressure shall not exceed 1500 psf.

2. Geological Hazard Zones:

a) The maximum allowable foundation pressure shall not exceed 1000 psf.

3. For both zones:

a) The minimum depth of footings shall be 18 inches below the
undisturbed ground surface.

b) The new foundation type shall be compatible with the existing
foundation (where applicable).

¢) The maximum allowable lateral bearing shall not exceed 100
psf/t.

d) Specified compressive strength of concrete shall not be less than
2500 psi.

e) Site slope not to be steeper than one unit vertical in six and half
units horizontal (15.4%).

(Note: A site-specific study may still be required by the City geologist.)

Exemption from the foundation and soils investigation requirements shall not be deemed
to grant authorization for any work to be performed in any manner in violation of the
requirements set forth in Chapter 18 of the CBC, including meeting setbacks from
ascending or descending slopes per CBC section 1805.3.






. TECHNICAL CHECKLIST

Strength level of concrete in the area represented by core tests is considered adequate
when the average compressive strength of the three cores is equal to at least 85% of the
specified compressive strength and no single core strength is less than 75% of the
specified compressive strength.

References: ACI 318-08, Section 5.6.5.4
ACI 301-05, Section 1.6.7.3.

Importance of
following ASTM
Procedures

Low core strengths can result if the cores are not drilled, stored, and tested in accor-
dance with the requirements of ASTM C 42. Drilling and storage are important for
concrete of any strength, and following standard testing methods is especially impor-
tant for high-strength concretes. When drilling holes to provide access for penetrations
in a finished structure, the only goal is to provide an opening of the correct size and
alignment. But when drilling is done to produce cores for strength testing, the goal is
to provide a core that best represents the in-place concrete.

The following checklist allows contractors and concrete producers to ensure that core
strengths best represent the condition of the in-place concrete. Each item in the check-
list is based on ASTM C 42-04, “Standard Test Method for Obtaining and Testing
Drilled Cores and Sawed Beams of Concrete”

Sampling

OO A. Take core samples after concrete is strong enough to permit sample removal with-
out disturbing the bond between the mortar and coarse aggregate. Cut surfaces
should not display erosion of the mortar and the exposed coarse aggregate
particles should be firmly embedded in the mortar. Don’t use samples that have
been damaged during removal.

O B. Locate reinforcement and drill cores so they don’t contain any embedded rein-
forcement.

O C. Dirill cores perpendicular to surface and not near formed joints or obvious edges of
a concrete placement (unit of deposit).

O D. Take cores near the middle of a concrete placement (unit of deposit) when possible.
In columns or walls, for instance, samples should be taken near mid-height—not at

the top or bottom.

O E. Adequately anchor coring machine to minimize damage due to drilling.

Core Specimens

O A. The diameter of the core specimens must be at least 3.70 in. The preferred length
of the capped or ground specimen is between 1.9 to 2.1 times the diameter. How-
ever, ASTM C 42 provides correction factors for tests on cores with length-to-
diameter ratios between 1 and 2.

O B. After the cores have been drilled, wipe drilling water off the surface and allow the
remaining surface moisture to evaporate.

O C. When surfaces appear dry, but not later than 1 hr after drilling, place cores in separate

n plastic bags or nonabsorbent containers and seal the bags to prevent moisture loss.
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CONCRETE CONTRACTORS



TECHNICAL CHECKLIST

O D.

O E.

O H.

OL

Transport cores to the testing laboratory as soon as possible.

Keep cores in the sealed plastic bags or nonabsorbent containers at all times except
during end preparation. Leave in laboratory air for no more than 2 hr to permit
capping before testing.

If water is used during the sawing or grinding of core ends, complete these
operations as soon as possible, but no later than 2 days after drilling of cores. After
completing end preparation, wipe off surface moisture, allow the surfaces to dry,
and place the cores in sealed plastic bags or nonabsorbent containers.

. Allow the cores to remain in the sealed plastic bags or nonabsorbent containers for

at least 5 days after last being wetted and before testing.
Saw the ends, when necessary, in accordance with requirements in ASTM C 39.

Cap the ends, when necessary, in accordance with requirements in ASTM C 617.

Core
Measurement

O A.

Before testing, measure the length of the capped or ground specimen to the nearest
0.1 in. and use it to compute the length-to-diameter ratio.

. Determine the average core diameter by averaging two measurements taken at

right angles to each other at the mid-height of the specimen. Measure core diam-
eters to the nearest 0.01 in. when the difference in core diameters doesn’t exceed
2% of their average; otherwise measure to the nearest 0.1 in. Do not test cores if
the difference between the largest and smallest diameter exceeds 5% of the aver-
age diameter.

Core Testing

Test specimens at 7 days after coring.

. Test cores in accordance with the requirements in ASTM C 39.

Core Report

Report core test results in accordance with requirements in ASTM C 42.

1. Length of core to nearest %4 in.

2. Length of test specimen before and after capping or end grinding to the nearest
0.1 in., and average diameter of core to the nearest 0.01 in.

3. Compressive strength to the nearest 10 psi when the diameter is measured to
the nearest 0.01 in. and to the nearest 50 psi when the diameter is measured to
the nearest 0.1 in., after correction for length-diameter when required

4. Direction of application of load on the specimen with respect to the horizontal
plane of the concrete as placed

5. The moisture conditioning history
i. The date and time core was obtained and first placed in sealed bag or non-

absorbent container
ii. If water was used during end preparation, the date and time end preparation
was completed and core placed in sealed bag or nonabsorbent container

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CONCRETE CONTRACTORS



TECHNICAL CHECKLIST

O 6. The date and time when tested

O 7. Nominal maximum size of concrete aggregate

O 8. Ifdetermined, the density

O 9. Ifapplicable, description of defects in cores that could not be tested

O 10. If any deviation from this test method was required, describe deviation and

explain why it was necessary.

Distribute this Checklist at the preconstruction conference so all parties—owner, de-
sign professional, general contractor or construction manager, testing laboratory rep-
resentative, concrete producer, and concrete contractor—are aware of the need for
closely following these ASTM procedures. The degree to which core-test results will
reliably estimate strength of the in-place concrete is strongly influenced by the care
taken in sampling, conditioning, storing, preparing, and testing the cores.

References:
ACI 301-05, “Specifications for Structural Concrete,” American Concrete Institute,
Farmington Hills, MI

ACI 318-08, “Building Code Requirements for Structural Concrete,” American Con-
crete Institute, Farmington Hills, MI

ASTM C 39-05, “Standard Test Method for Cylindrical Concrete Specimens,” ASTM,
West Conshohocken, PA

ASTM C 42-04, “Standard Test Method for Obtaining and Testing Drilled Cores and
Sawed Beams of Concrete,” ASTM, West Conshohocken, PA

ASTM C 617-98, “Standard Practice for Capping Cylindrical Concrete Specimens,”
ASTM, West Conshohocken, PA

Note:
The most recent revisions of ACI documents can be purchased by calling 248-848-
3800 or visiting www.concrete.org.

The most recent revisions of ASTM documents can be purchased by calling 610-832-
9500 or visiting www.astm.org.

Neither the American Society of Concrete Contractors nor its agents are in the business of providing engineering
or architectural services, nor are they licensed to do so. This technical checklist is written by authors as directed by
ASCC and is published by ASCC.

Copyright © 2008 American Society of Concrete Contractors, all rights reserved including rights of reproduction and
the use in any form or by any means, including making copies by any photo process or by any electronic or mechani-
cal device, printed, or written, or oral recording for sound or visual reproduction for use in any knowledge or retrieval
system or device unless permission in writing is obtained from the copyright proprietors.

This ASCC publication should not be regarded as legal advice or a substitute for independent research, investiga-
tion, or consultation with qualified professionals. ASCC makes no warranty or representation as to this publication’s
completeness, accuracy, or in the correctness of its contents, and assumes no liability in connection therewith or any
obligation to review or update this publication, or warn users in the event errors are discovered. It is suggested that
reference be made to your specific state and/or federal regulations.
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