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At the June 22 Membership Meeting, C.A.S.H. Chair Pamela T.
Johnson, Montebello Unified School District and Immediate
Past Chair, Eric J. Hall, San Dieguito Union High School
District, presented Dave Doomey, Past Chair, Capistrano
Unified School District with an award for his many years of
dedication and service as the C.A.S.H. representative to the
State Allocation Board’s Implementation Committee.  Dave
served from 1998 to 2005.  Eric J. Hall has been appointed
as the new C.A.S.H. representative to the Committee.

(from l to r) Pamela T. Johnson, Dave Doomey, Eric J. Hall

Legislative
Update

AB 315 (Hancock) –
CHPS Standards

Approved by the Senate Education
Committee on a 7-0 party line vote.

AB 315 requires that in subsequent
statewide school bonds, the SAB must
develop, and districts must follow
design standards based on CHPS
guidelines concerning energy efficiency,
indoor air quality, etc. C.A.S.H.
initially opposed the bill until the
author addressed C.A.S.H.’s concerns
about the lack of funding by including
a funding mechanism similar to the SB
575 funding mechanism, and the
difficulty of reaching specified energy
saving thresholds when executing
modernization projects by limiting the
bill only to New Construction projects.
In response to these amendments,
C.A.S.H. has changed its position to
support.

SB 327 (Lowenthal) –
Piggyback Contracts

Approved by the Assembly Educa-
tion Committee on a 9-1 vote.

SB 327 prohibits school districts
from authorizing public projects and
public works contracts without advertis-
ing for bids and includes in the defini-
tion of personal property, which is
authorized to be purchased without
advertising for bids, relocatable class-
rooms. Defines relocatable classroom as
any building with an integral floor
structure which is capable of being
readily moved and transported over
public streets without the separation of
the roof and floor from the building,
and includes the delivery, installation,
maintenance, repair, and removal
thereof.

C.A.S.H. was the only organization
to oppose SB 327. Specifically,
C.A.S.H. opposed SB 327 because the
bill limits the ability of districts to
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provide cost and time-efficient solutions
to their facilities needs.

AB 491 (Goldberg) –
Enrollment Projection Methodology

Approved by the Senate Education
Committee on an 8-1 vote. The bill was
amended in Committee; however,
C.A.S.H. has not received the final
amendments. C.A.S.H. was consulted
on the amendments, but because of the
intense negotiations between Senator
Scott and the author, a final version of
the language was not available at the
time the bill was voted on.

AB 539 (Daucher) –
Cost Index Unanimously
approved by the Senate
Education Committee

This bill authorizes inflation adjust-
ments to school facility construction
and modernization apportionments at
the time of bid opening or nine months
after the apportionment, whichever
comes first.

C.A.S.H. testified in support of AB 539.

AB 952 (Coto) –
Sale of Surplus Property

Approved by the Senate Education
Committee on a 7-0 party line vote.

This bill would allow specified
districts to deposit the proceeds from
the sale or lease of surplus property to
be deposited into the district’s general
fund.

Chairman of the Senate Education
Committee Jack Scott stated that he
was concerned about the proliferation
of legislation in the past few years that
has allows the proceeds from the sale or
lease of surplus property to be deposited
into the district’s general fund on a
district-specific basis. Chairman Scott
also expressed concern that a district
affected by the bill had already sold the
land and pursued this bill only after
they were informed by OPSC that
under existing law the proceeds derived
from the sale of surplus property must
be used for capital purposes. The author
responded that the Legislature and
Governor has provided individual

exemptions for some suburban districts,
and that AB 952 would provide the
same exemptions for urban districts.
Senator Scott responded that he would
like more specifics concerning for what
purpose these funds would be used.

The Committee closed down for
scheduling reasons, and resumed the
next morning to continue its delibera-
tions on AB 952. During the break, the
author provided the Committee a list of
items that the funding would be spent
on, a list which contained many items
that were “capital” in nature such as
deferred maintenance, and some that
were more “operational in nature”. The
bill was also amended to prohibit these
funds from being used for teacher
salaries and benefits.

C.A.S.H. opposed the bill on the
grounds that, while we recognize that,
that many districts are seeking flexibil-
ity in these lean budget times, it is a
cornerstone of C.A.S.H.’s philosophy
to ensure that funding intended for
capital purposes is not used for opera-
tions. Specifically, C.A.S.H. testified
that while we continue to be concerned
about the erosion of the distinction
between capital and operational funds,
we are pleased that the Committee
required that the funds be utilized for
capital purposes to a greater extent.

AB 1297 (Evans) –
Indoor Air Quality

Approved by the Senate Education
Committee on an 8-0 party line vote.

AB 1297 would a) allow districts to
used Deferred Maintenance Program
(DMP) funds to improve indoor air
quality (note: current law already allows
districts to use DMP funds for this
purpose), b) requires districts to develop
indoor air quality standards according
to 142.3 of the Labor Code relating to
Cal-OSHA standards, c) require
districts to contract for consultants who
are certified by a nationally recognized
organization to maintain their HVAC
systems.

Senator Scott stated that he sup-
ported the goal of improving indoor air
quality in schools, but was concerned

that this bill could reduce flexibility at
the local level. C.A.S.H. and the
Association of California School
Administrators (ACSA) opposed the
bill. Specifically, C.A.S.H. stated that
we believe indoor air quality is an
important issue, but objected to the
following provisions of the bill:

A) Requirement that schools develop
indoor air quality standards based on
142.3 of the Labor Code (Cal-OSHA
standards). C.A.S.H. argued that it
would be much more effective to
require the State Allocation Board
(SAB) to develop the standards because
they administer the School Facility
Program (SFP).

B) Requirement for districts to
utilize contractors who are certified by a
nationally recognized organization to
maintain the HVAC systems. C.A.S.H.
recommended an amendment that
would allow qualified district staff to
maintain the HVAC systems, but the
Committee did not accept these
amendments. Instead, amendments
were negotiated that require initial
installation and inspection of HVAC
system activities to be conducted by a
contractor certified by a nationally
recognized organization, but general
maintenance activities will continue to
be conducted by district maintenance
staff.

AB 1451 (Montañez) –
MTYRE/Eligibility Calculations

Remained on Suspense File.
This bill would increase the eligibil-

ity for state school construction funding
for most school districts by eliminating
current reductions to eligibility calcula-
tions required if a district: 1) receives
multi-track year round education
(MTYRE) grants, or 2) does not have
sufficient MTYRE schools.

C.A.S.H. supported the bill because
it would have eliminated the 6% “hit”
for districts that do not operate schools
serving at least 30% of K-6 ADA on
MTYRE schedules, and would allow
districts to build off of MTYRE
schedules.  
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Effective pest management for
schools is a challenge. Too often, the
design of school facilities unintention-
ally provides ideal entry points and
harborage for pest insects, rodents, and
other unwelcome wildlife. However,
you can create conditions that discour-
age pest infestations and make it easier
to manage pests.  Consider pest man-
agement needs during facility design
and incorporate features that exclude
pests, minimize pest habitat, promote
proper sanitation, and facilitate inspec-
tion.

“Prevention is the key to effective,
least-hazardous pest management
programs in schools,” advises Mary-
Ann Warmerdam, Director of the
Department of Pesticide Regulation.
“Pest prevention needs to be a part of
the early planning stage of school
design. A good design will keep out
pests, eliminate pest shelter and make
easy cleaning possible. It also reduces
the need for future corrective measures
and pest management services that can
be expensive, as well as disruptive to
school operations and activities,” she
said.

“In the long term, pest prevention
through facility design will reduce
overall costs for schools,” said Director
Warmerdam.

Several basic structural features cause
most problems with pest prevention
efforts. Many buildings have doorways
and windows that do not fit tightly.
Openings associated with heating,
ventilation and air conditioning,

Continued on page 8

Presenters at the June workshop - So What Is Happening with
Piggyback Contracts – in Sacramento were Tom Duffy, Murdoch
Walrath & Holmes, Denise Wakefield, Tracy Joint Unified School
District, Dennis Dunston, HMC Architects, Patrick Gunn,
Atkinson Andelson Loya Ruud & Romo, Sima Salek, Orbach
Huff & Suarez, LLP, and Bill Meehleis, Meehleis Modular
Buildings, Inc.   Not pictured are Matt Hicks, Bergman &
Dacey, Inc. and Ron Kuehl, Neff Construction, Inc.

Presenters at the June workshop - So What Is Happening with
Piggyback Contracts – in Ontario were Gregory Bergman,
Bergman & Dacey, Inc., Ted Rozzi, Corona Norco Unified School
District, Rosalie Aja, Corona Norco Unified School District, Steve
Crivelli, Meehleis Modular Buildings, Inc., Patrick Gunn,
Atkinson Andelson Loya Ruud & Romo, Tom Duffy, Murdoch
Walrath & Holmes and David Huff, Orbach Huff & Suarez,
LLP.  Not pictured are Don Lussier, Corona Norco Unified School
District and Ron Kuehl, Neff Construction, Inc.

Workshop Presenters
Pest
Prevention
By Sewell Simmons

Facility Design
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When the Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act was passed in 1991, the California
Geological Survey (CGS) began
mapping areas prone to landslides,
liquefaction, and strong ground shak-
ing.  Once hazard zones are established
for an area, a thorough geological
investigation is required for residential
and commercial construction in order
to get a building permit from the local
jurisdiction.  For hospitals, schools and
state-owned buildings, permit approval
is required from the Division of the
State Architect (DSA).  This article
summarizes the current geologic review
required prior to permit approval for
schools.

There are two processes that all
public schools must go through to
ensure their foundations are built on
stable ground.  During the site selection
process, a preliminary Geologic Hazard
Report is required in order to help
determine which campus site among
the alternative sites is the best to
purchase.  Once the site has been
purchased and the school project is at
the planning stage, a more detailed final
Geologic Hazard Report is required to
ensure that the foundation conditions
found at the site have been adequately
considered prior to designing the
buildings.

In the past, the California Geological
Survey has been providing geologic
reviews as requested by DSA and
usually only for difficult site conditions
found on school projects.  Currently,
CGS is reviewing about 400 school
projects annually.  Many of those
reviews request additional information
on ground shaking levels, building
settlement calculations and deep soils
information.  Some of the review
questions have resulted in additional
site investigations by the consultant to
ensure complete understanding of the
geologic conditions.

Preliminary Geologic Hazard
Reports

Geologic Hazard Reports are a
critical part of the evaluation process for
a proposed new school site.  Hospitals
and schools are held to higher standards
of construction than regular buildings.
In a sense, the geologic review helps
enforce existing laws under CEQA and
the Department of Education.  It is the
responsibility of the reviewer to ensure
that each geological investigation and
the resulting report adequately ad-
dresses the regional geologic constraints
at a given site.  This evaluation is often
made with only minimal subsurface
information.

Final Geologic Hazard Reports
The requirements for final Geologic

Hazard Reports submitted for school
projects are contained in DSA’s Inter-
pretation of Regulations, IR A-4.
Basically, all new school campuses,
major buildings and structures on
existing campuses, all schools within
hazards zones and any site where DSA
requests geological review are evaluated
by the California Geological Survey.  In
order to receive final project approval,
the engineering geologic report must
include at least:

• onsite drilling, exploration and soil
testing to a depth of 50 feet;

• calculated ground shaking values
from currently accepted maps,
and;

• evaluation by a civil engineer and
an engineering geologist.

In California, geotechnical firms
must have licensed geotechnical engi-
neers and certified engineering geolo-
gists (CEG) in order to prepare reports
for schools.  Both professionals are
required in order to make the appropri-
ate evaluations found in engineering
geologic reports.  Reviewers need to be
experienced geologists familiar with the
equipment, techniques and testing
methods employed for site evaluation.
The California Geological Survey
requires that only CEG’s review the
geologic work in geotechnical reports to
ensure quality analysis.  Even so, the
reviewer must know their limitations
and ask for the opinions of others more
qualified in specialty fields when
necessary.  The primary purpose of the
geologic review process is to assure the
adequacy of geologic investigation and
that reports are in compliance with
California Code of Regulations-Title 24
CBC.  Reviewers are currently using an
interpretation of the 2001 CBC based
on Note #48 (www.consrv.ca.gov) for
guidance.

Is Your School Built on
a Stable Foundation?
By Jack R. McMillan

Continued on page 9



6 CASH REGISTER • JUNE 2005

Was it really inspected?
Ultrasonic testing is required for

welded, fully restrained connections
between the primary members of
ordinary moment frames and special
moment-resisting frames in accordance
with the provisions of 2001 California
Building Code section 1703A.1.
Unfortunately, the required nondestruc-
tive test is not always performed, and
only a document signed by the Level 2
Ultrasonic Testing Technician is
provided to certify that the Ultrasonic
Test was performed.  I have observed
and reported these occurrences on
several assignments.  The canned
excuses are as follows: “I saw the work
of the welders,” “We will UT it out in
the field,” “I only need to test a per-
centage of the work,” “The connection
was inaccessible for UT inspection,” or
“The engineer over designed it anyway.”
I once listened to the manager of the
structural steel department of a DSA

Approved Testing Laboratory boast
about the drive-by Ultrasonic Tests that
he performs, as he claimed in a meeting
of managers, “He sticks the UT trans-
ducer outside the window of his truck
as he drives by the job.”   The amount
of school district money for UT
inspection work that is not really
performed must be a staggering figure.
The inspection labs are usually charging
a minimum of two to four hours at
more than fifty dollars per hour and up
to more than eighty dollars per hour in
many cases because UT inspection is
considered a higher level of inspection
responsibility.

How can you tell if the Ultrasonic
Tests were performed?

Review the report prepared by the
Level 2 Ultrasonic Testing Technician.
The locations of the tests are usually
specified by reference to column lines
and floor framing levels, and with

directional reference to the North
Arrow orientation on the approved
structural drawings. Go to that location
on the site and look at the connection.
If you look at the connection in a
timely manner and before any rainy
weather has occurred a residue from the
ultrasonic test couplant material will be
present.  The couplant is defined as a
substance used between the face of the
transducer and test surface to permit or
improve transmission of ultrasonic
energy across this boundary or inter-
face, primarily used to remove the air in
the interface.  UT technicians would
not normally remove the couplant from
the steel surface after the tests are
complete.  A recently completed UT
examination should be evident by a
residue from the couplant.  Welding is a
messy job.  Residue from smoke and
molten particles of metal will be left
behind.  These particles or bumps
around the welded joint are referred to
as “Spatter.”  In order for an Ultrasonic
Transducer Block to perform effectively
the area must be cleaned to allow free
movement of the block across the
surface of the steel.  If the surface is
covered with spatter, the ultrasonic test
was not performed.

What should you do?
Make like a good inspector who has

identified a serious nonconforming
building connection and, without
alerting anyone, proceed to every
accessible connection that has been
reported as having an ultrasonic test
completed.  Prepare a report of every
location and present the report to the
DSA field engineer for review and
request an unscheduled visit to the
structural steel fabrication shop if
additional UT inspections were per-
formed at a shop and prior to the
delivery of the steel.  The welded
material from the shops can be identi-
fied in the field in the same manner
mentioned above.  If you go to the
structural steel fabricator, don’t be
surprised to find that constant inspec-

Ultrasonic TestingUltrasonic Testing

Continued on page 9

By Clay Salzman
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Morgan Creek Elementary
School – Dry Creek Joint
Unified School District
Creating a Model for California School Districts

Dry Creek Joint Elementary School
District in Roseville, California, has
presented a program and a challenge to
Stafford King Wiese ARCHITECTS of
Sacramento, California – design a 750-
student elementary school that includes
a multipurpose, administration, and
library/resource center buildings and 24
classrooms within LEED Gold stan-
dards (set forth by the U.S. Green
Building Council), overcome site
challenges and do it all within a budget

of $14 million under the funding
guidelines of the Office of Public
School Construction. Stafford King
Wiese ARCHITECTS accepted the
challenge and completion of Morgan
Creek Elementary School is anticipated
in August 2006.

“Morgan Creek Elementary School will
be a three-dimensional textbook and will
support the educational objectives of the
District,” says Dr. Kelvin Lee, Ed.D,
Superintendent. The mission set forth by

the District is to meet the educational
needs of the District by creating a new
and exciting learning environment,
become an active community partner
with joint-use facilities and implement
high sustainable design standards. The
District would like to be a model for
other districts in the State of California.

Site constraints are being addressed
with a two-story classroom oriented to
maximize natural elevations of the site
as well as sun angles and wind direc-
tion. The design of the site will include
paths and a dry creek bed. It has a small
preserved grassland for drainage, two
knolls sloping downward creating a 
ten-foot difference in elevation from
one side of the site to the other. The
shape of the site also provides a
challenge with its unusual dimensions.

An artificial creek is being developed
to collect surface and roof run-off water.
The creek will be dry in the summer
and act as a filtering median during the
rainy season. The creek is designed
prominently passing through the heart
of the campus serving as a living
laboratory. The creek path design
concept is further developed and
implemented by careful placement and
orientation of buildings resolving
program connectivity requirements,
way-finding and a reminder of the 
ever-present site and the natural
environment.

The District in conjunction with
the Morgan Creek Golf and Country
Club, the Placer County Parks Depart-
ment, and the Roseville community
has made this project a reality. Once
complete, this elementary school will
be the most sustainable building in the
Dry Creek Joint Elementary School
District.  To further the partnership
with the Roseville community, the
campus serves as a link between the
guarded golfing community and the
public community opposite the school
site. The school will be home to a five-
acre park with joint-use programs
between the District and the Placer
County Parks Department.  
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Facility Design: Pest Prevention

Continued from page 4

• Specify windows with no clear
passageways to the inside to prevent
access and harborage for pests. Use
screen or mesh to modify weep holes
in window frames to prevent access
by paper wasps.

• Correct structural features that
provide opportunities for bird
roosting or nesting.
• Avoid locating decorative lattices

over entrances to food services
facilities; they inadvertently may
serve as bird roosts.

• Install bird-proof barriers designed
to prevent both pigeon and
sparrow access to preferred nesting
sites.

• Specify light fixture designs that do
not provide opportunities for bird
perching, roosting or nesting.

• Fit eave roof tiles with bird stops
(that will also exclude bats, bees
and wasps).

• Correct structural features that
provide opportunities for rodent
harborage or burrowing.
• Screen or otherwise eliminate

animal access under decks,
porches, and stairways. Seal
porches and ramps to the building
foundation with 1/4-inch hard-
ware cloth screen mesh to form a
barrier to digging pests such as rats
and skunks. This screen must
extend 12 inches into the ground
and must have a right-angled, 6-
inch wide, outward-extending shelf
to prevent burrowing under the
screen.

• Screen ventilation louvers with
1/4-inch hardware cloth screen
mesh to exclude cats, birds,
rodents, and other wildlife (coordi-
nate with mechanical require-
ments).

• Maintain a 2-foot wide pea gravel
strip (where not readily accessible
to students) around buildings to
prevent rodent burrowing.

• Use a 3-inch layer of sand for the
sand barrier underneath slab con-
struction. Use 1–3 millimeter particle

plumbing, electrical service, and fire
sprinklers are other common pest entry
points. Even in new buildings, electrical
conduit, water and gas lines, and
communication cables generally have
openings large enough to permit pest
entry into the building. Wall cavities,
ceiling cavities, and the space beneath
floors can all provide expansive areas of
pest harbor-
age inside
the
building.
From these
areas, pests
can easily
enter the rest of
a building via
the utilities,
overhead sus-
pended ceilings,
and air condition-
ing ducts that all
provide a very
effective pest
distribution
system.

While building codes effectively
establish the first line of defense for pest
prevention, an effective pest prevention
program must go beyond the building
code requirements, particularly in aging
structures where years of use, break-
down of materials, additions or modifi-
cations, and changes in use have created
conditions favorable to pest access and
harborage.

Following are some techniques that
managers, staff, and contractors can
practice to reduce long-term operating
costs.

FACILITY DESIGN
OUTDOOR AREAS
BUILDING EXTERIORS AND
PERIMETERS:
• Maintain a plant-free zone of about

12 inches around buildings to
discourage insects from entering.

size in place of unsifted sand to
provide a permanent sand barrier to
termites (both western subterranean
and Formosan termites). This will
prevent termites from penetrating
cracks in slab construction.

REFUSE AND RECYCLING AREAS:
• Place outdoor garbage containers,

bins, and compactors on hard,
cleanable surfaces, away from build-
ing entrances (at least 30 feet from
doorways).  Design site with properly
graded concrete or asphalt pads to
prevent rats from establishing bur-
rows beneath them.

• Design site with solid enclosure that
extends all the way to the ground
level. Use metal or synthetic materi-
als, not wood or chain-link fence, for
example, to prevent rodents from
gnawing and climbing the enclosure.

• If trash will be stored, design storage
areas that can be closed off from the
rest of the building.

• Locate storage areas for boxes, paper
supplies and other materials in areas
separate from where food or trash is
stored. When stored together, these
materials favor pests by providing
food and shelter.

LANDSCAPED AREAS:
• When selecting plants, choose plants

known to do well in the area intended
for planting. Avoid those known to
have a history of pest problems. Use
resistant plant species and cultivars
when available. Plant a variety of trees
and shrubs. Check with your univer-
sity or cooperative extension service
for recommendations.

• Give preference to plants that shed a
minimum of blossoms, seeds and
fruits, since they may attract and
support insects, rodents, and undes-
ired birds.

• Design with diversity. Include a wide
variety of plants in the landscape to
reduce the pest damage potential.

• Provide a properly prepared site. Site
selection is critical; the site must be
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It is critical that geological investiga-
tions are completed prior to final
structural design of school projects.
The purpose of the geological review is
to ensure that the geologic and seismic
site conditions have been recognized
and the propose mitigations are appro-
priate for the site characteristics.  The
end result is that geological consultants
document geologic restrictions so that
school districts can avoid or change
design plans in response to potentially
hazardous site conditions.  The evolu-
tion of geotechnical engineering
practices, code requirements and
earthquake shaking levels has made
geologic review an integral part of
permit approval for school construction
process.  All facility managers must
factor geologic review into project
development in order to ensure
timely completion and construction
of schools.  

References:
1) California Public Resources Code, Chapter 7.8, Section

2690-2699.6, “Seismic Hazards Mapping Act”.
2) California Code of Regulations-Title 24 2001

California Building Code.
3) DSA Interpretation of Regulations, IR A-4, “Geologic

Hazard Report Requirements  (Rev. 6/31/05).
4) California Geological Survey Note # 48, “Checklist for

the Review of Engineering Geology and Seismology
Reports for California Public Schools, Hospitals and
Essential Services Buildings”.

– Jack R. McMillan, is the Senior Engineering
Geologist, School Review Project, California
Geological Survey, 801 K Street, Sacramento, CA
95814-3531

Is Your School Built on
a Stable Foundation?

Continued from page 5

tion work as required by 2001 CBC
section 1701A.5 is being constructed
and the welding inspector is no
where to be found, but that is another
article.  

– Clay holds the following certifications, DSA-
Approved Assistant Inspector, DSA Masonry
Inspector # 2865, DSA Pneumatically Placed
Concrete Inspector # 3807, and AWS Certified
Welding Inspector # 30751. Clay is a Plans
Examiner for Willdan and can be reached at
CSalzman@Willdan.com.

Ultrasonic Testing

Continued from page 6

compatible with the plants’ require-
ments.

• Design landscaped areas with flexibil-
ity to allow for campus additions,
which may change drainage, exposure
to sunlight, ventilation, or other plant
requirements.

• Avoid crowding landscape plantings.
• Group plantings with similar cultural

requirements.
• Install or retrofit fence lines and other

turf or landscape borders with
concrete mowing strips.

• Avoid planting vegetation directly
against buildings – this provides
shelter and sheltered runways for
rodents.

• For the same reason, avoid planting
dense vegetation that completely
covers the ground.

• Do not plant vines that climb
building walls as these create runways
for rodents and harborage for undes-
ired bird species.

• Plant trees away from buildings to
prevent easy access to buildings for
insects and rodents.

• Give careful consideration to place-
ment of deciduous trees.  Leaves,
which accumulate along foundations,
provide harborage and sheltered
runways for rodents.

INDOOR AREAS
FOOD PREPARATION AND
SERVING AREAS (main kitchen,
dining room, teachers’ lounge, snack
area, vending machines, and food
storage rooms):
• Ensure that new kitchen appliances

and fixtures are of pest-resistant
design, i.e., open design, few to no
hiding places for roaches, freestanding
and on casters for easy, thorough
cleaning.

• Provide space under and around
appliances and equipment in kitchen
areas to allow maximum ventilation
and ease of (steam) cleaning.

• Use coving at floor-to-wall junctures
to minimize build-up of debris and to
facilitate cleaning.

• Slope floors in kitchen areas to
provide good drainage after cleaning.

• Do not install pegboard in kitchens,
animal rooms, or laboratories because
it provides cockroach harborage.

• Ensure that all pipe insulation has a
smooth surface with no gaps between
pieces.

CLASSROOMS AND OFFICES:
• Ensure that new office and classroom

furniture that is rarely moved (e.g.,
staff desks, bookcases, filing cabinets)
is designed to permit complete
cleaning under and around the
furniture, or is designed to allow
ready movement for cleaning pur-
poses.

• Design or retrofit construction to
provide adequate ventilation indoors,
preventing trapped moisture and
condensation (particularly in rooms
with sinks).

STORAGE AREAS
Equip area with self-closing doors.

Although facility design is the
emphasis here, it cannot stand alone. A
strong preventive maintenance program
is essential on a continuing basis. Poor
sanitation or leaving entryways open
will make even the best-designed and
constructed facility susceptible to pest
problems. Using the practices discussed
above, together with scheduled, routine
inspections and awareness of potential
pest problems, can greatly reduce or
eliminate the potential for infestations,
especially when followed by responsible
maintenance. If you follow these
practices, you will reduce long-term
pest management costs. For a bibliogra-
phy and more resources about facility
design and maintenance practices, go
to www.schoolipm.info, click on
“Managing Pests” in the left column,
then click on “Pest Prevention and
Management.”  

– Sewell Simmons is with the Department of
Pesticide Regulation, Pest Management and
Licensing and can be contacted at 1001 I Street,
Sacramento, CA 95814, by phone at 916-324-
4245 or by email at ssimmons@cdpr.ca.gov
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c/o Murdoch, Walrath & Holmes
1130 K Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, CA 95814

POSTMASTER – TIME VALUE
PLEASE DELIVER PROMPTLY

C.A.S.H. Meetings, Conferences & Workshops
July 26, 2005 Environmental Challenges Facing School Districts
Tuesday (a.m. workshop) Designing Schools to Meet CHPS

and LEED Standards (p.m. workshop)
Doubletree Hotel, 2001 Point West Way, Sacramento, CA

July 27, 2005 C.A.S.H. General Membership Meeting
Wednesday 1215 K Street, 14th Floor, Sacramento, CA

July 29, 2005 Environmental Challenges Facing School Districts
Friday (a.m. workshop) Designing Schools to Meet CHPS

and LEED Standards (p.m. workshop)
Ontario Airport Marriott, 2200 E. Holt Blvd., Ontario, CA

August 2, 2005 Environmental Challenges Facing School Districts
Tuesday (a.m. workshop) Designing Schools to Meet CHPS

and LEED Standards (p.m. workshop)
Waterfront Plaza Hotel, Jack London Square, Oakland, CA

August 23, 2005 TBD Workshops
Tuesday Doubletree Hotel, 2001 Point West Way, Sacramento, CA

August 24, 2005 C.A.S.H. General Membership Meeting
Wednesday 1215 K Street, 14th Floor, Sacramento, CA

August 26, 2005 TBD Workshops
Friday Ontario Airport Marriott, 2200 E. Holt Blvd., Ontario, CA

Monthly C.A.S.H. meetings
are held from 11:00 a.m.
to Noon in Sacramento.
The monthly meetings
are always scheduled to
coincide with the monthly
meetings of the State
Allocation Board on the
fourth Wednesday of the
month, except in November
and December, to enable
C.A.S.H. members to
attend the SAB’s afternoon
session.  Both SAB meetings
and General membership
meetings are subject to
change.
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