SOUTH METRO FIRE RESCUE
Regular Board of Directors' Meeting
October 3, 2022
9195 East Mineral Avenue, Centennial, CO
I. REGULAR BOARD MEETING – 6:00 P.M. – Board Room
A. MEETING CALL TO ORDER
B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
C. ROLL CALL
D. PUBLIC COMMENT
Public Conduct at Meetings. Comments by members of the public shall be made only during the “Public
Comment” portion of the meeting or a specified “Public Hearing,” and shall be limited to three minutes per
individual and five minutes per group spokesperson unless additional opportunity is given at the Board’s
discretion. Each member of the public wishing to speak shall identify themselves by name, address, and
agenda item, if any, to be addressed. Disorderly conduct, harassment, or obstruction of or interference with
meetings by physical action, verbal utterance, nuisance or any other means are prohibited. Such conduct
may result in removal of person(s) responsible for such behavior from the meeting, a request for assistance
from law enforcement, and criminal charges filed against such person(s).

E. PRESENTATION
Staff Academy Overview – Recruit Training Officer Justin LaBorde

F. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are provided for study in the Board packets and introduced in the General Session for
the Board's review. They can be adopted by a single motion. All resolutions and proposed actions must be
read by title prior to a vote on the motion. Any Consent Agenda items may be removed at the request of a
Director and heard separately or tabled.

1. September 12, 2022 South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District Regular Board Meeting
Minutes

G. ACTION ITEMS
1. August 2022 Financial Statements – Miskimins
2. SMFR Resolution No. 2022-08 Proclaiming the Week of October 9-15, 2022 as Fire Prevention
Week – Eckmann

H. DISCUSSION ITEMS
1. 2023 Budget Overview - Miskimins
2. Fire Station Cell Site – Dell’Orfano
I.

INFORMATION ITEMS
1. IGA Update – Dell’Orfano

J. EXECUTIVE SESSION (upon motion)
K. NEXT MEETING(S)
Special Board of Directors’ Meeting to be held on October 17, 2022, 6:00 p.m. at Station 21, 2250
S. Emporia Street, Denver, CO.
Regular Board of Directors’ Meeting to be held on November 7, 2022, 6:00 p.m. at 9195 East
Mineral Avenue, Centennial, CO.
L. ADJOURNMENT
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P:BD Agenda

South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District
Regular Board of Directors’ Meeting Minutes
September 12, 2022
Present:

Jim Albee, Chair
Renee Anderson, Vice Chair
William Shriver, Treasurer
Sue Roche, Secretary
Cindy Hathaway
Kevin Leung
Rich Sokol

Bob Baker, Fire Chief
Mike Dell’Orfano, Chief Govt. Affairs Officer
John Curtis, Deputy Chief – Emergency Services
Jon Adams, Deputy Chief - Internal Services
Kristin Eckman, Deputy Chief – Community Services
Dillon Miskimins, CFO Business Services
Camie Chapman, CHRO Employee Services
Bob Cole, Legal Counsel (absent)

Others Present: SMFR Staff Members

MEETING CALL TO ORDER
Chair Albee called the Regular Meeting of the South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District to order at 6:04 p.m. and
welcomed everyone to the meeting.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Albee led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.
ROLL CALL
All of the Board members were present in person.
PUBLIC COMMENT
N/A
PRESENTATION
Emergenetics/TKI Discussion Continued – Kathy Young from Carlson/Young provided an Emergenetics/TKI overview for
the Board Members and Executive Staff, which included Board Member participation and sharing of their profiles with
other members.
A break was taken at 7:10 p.m.
The meeting reconvened at 7:23 p.m.
EMS UPDATE – DR. APFELBAUM
Chief Curtis introduced & provided a short professional bio for new Division Chief of EMS Jens Pietrzyk and presented him
with his new badge. Chief Curtis added that it was a pleasure to be in the role of Division Chief of EMS for the past few
years and expressed appreciation for the Board’s support especially during the pandemic and other major events. Chief
Curtis reintroduced Dr. John Apfelbaum.
Dr. Apfelbaum provided a short professional bio as a longstanding figure in the EMS community here in Colorado and
across the country. Dr. Apfelbaum provided a Medical Director Update for 2022, highlighting:
• EMS Call Volumes
• Where are we transporting patients?
• How are we doing?

•
•
•
•

CARES Data for 2021
STEMI, Stroke, SEPSIS Alert Data July 2021-July 2022
Special Projects
Goals for the Future

At Director Sokol’s request, Dr. Apfelbaum & Chief Curtis agreed to have Staff provide periodic reports that analyze
medical emergency types and how increased response times have affected the outcome over the last few years.
The Board thanked Dr. Apfelbaum for his presentation.
CONSENT AGENDA
July 11, 2022 South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District Regular Board Meeting Minutes
July 18, 2022 South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District Special Board Meeting Minutes
August 15, 2022 South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District Special Board Meeting Minutes
Motion Ratifying the Cancellation and Waiving the Bylaw Requirement for the August 2022 Meeting of the South Metro
Fire Rescue Fire Protection District Volunteer Firefighter Pension Plan
A motion was made by Sue Roche and seconded by Renee Anderson to approve the consent agenda as presented. All
were in favor and the motion carried.
ACTION ITEMS
Public Hearing: Order by Board of Directors of the South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District for Inclusion of Real
Property (Central Park at Highlands Ranch, LLC).
Chair Albee opened the public hearing at 8:12 p.m.
Chief Dell’Orfano provided an overview of the administrative inclusion, exclusion and dual jurisdiction process and
informed that this inclusion petition includes three parcels located between Plaza Drive and C-470, west of Lucent
Boulevard in Highlands Ranch. The parcels were not originally within the Highlands Ranch Metro District boundaries and
therefore not currently within SMFR’s district as a part of unification. Central Park at Highlands Ranch, LLC is in the process
of combining those parcels into a single, 9.686-acre property – Highlands Ranch Filing No. 159. The property owner has
submitted the Petition for Inclusion and has agreed to pay for the costs associated with inclusion. The land is currently
vacant, so 2022 assessed values total $97,220 resulting in a potential revenue of $900. These parcels and surrounding
area have received emergency services for several years and there are no concerns with SMFR’s ability to continue serving
them.
A motion was made by William Shriver and seconded by Cindy Hathaway to approve the Order by Board of Directors of
the South Metro Fire Rescue Fire Protection District for Inclusion of Real Property (Central Park at Highlands Ranch, LLC)
as presented. All were in favor and the motion carried.
There was no public comment and Chair Albee closed the public hearing at 8:25 p.m.
Special Warranty Deed Conveying Tract F, Trails at Crowfoot, Filing No. 9, Parker, Colorado and Termination of Agreement
Regarding Fire Station Parcel – Chief Dell’Orfano stated that during the 2021 annexation of the Trails at Crowfoot
development into the Town of Parker, the developer was required to formally convey property to SMFR in order to solidify
the commitment to dedicate fire station land several years ago. The developer had been informed by SMFR that we most
likely would not build a fire station on that land but would help with the conveyance so the developer could move forward
with the annexation and final plat. With the relocation of dedicated fire station land nearby, Staff has confirmed that the
Trails at Crowfoot property is not needed. Therefore, we are reversing the land dedication by terminating the 2021
agreement and conveying back the land through a special warranty deed. When the land is developed, the full amount
of excise tax will be collected without any credit for the developer’s initial conveyance of the land to SMFR.

At Director Sokol’s request, Chief Dell’Orfano explained that Station 44 will be relocated to accommodate the needs of
the growing area, the current location is not optimal due to no room for expansion and safety concerns regarding access
at the intersection of Lincoln & Peoria.
At Director Leung’s request, Chief Dell’Orfano explained that unlike the school district, historically developers offer parcels
of land and once determined where those parcels are located, Staff determines which one works best for a station and
returns the others typically without any compensation.
A motion was made by Sue Roche and seconded by William Shriver to approve the Special Warranty Deed Conveying Tract
F, Trails at Crowfoot, Filing No. 9, Parker, Colorado, and Termination of Agreement Regarding Fire Station Parcel as
presented. All were in favor and the motion carried.
Design Services for Station 15 – CFO Miskimins reported that emergency response modeling suggests Station 15 should
remain at the existing location or locate slightly south to maintain response time and coverage. SMFR conducted property
searches for land to replace the existing Station 15 in early 2022, but nearby available land would not justify the expense
of purchasing the land for little or no benefit to response times. Additionally, a preliminary evaluation showed that a twostory fire station could be constructed on the existing site. In June of this year, three architectural firms submitted
proposals for concept drawings for a replacement for Station 15 on the existing site. The firms were asked to model the
typical fire station program, like the recently constructed Station 20, on the existing Station 15 site. OZ Architecture was
selected to complete the concept documents with the best and lowest priced proposal. Staff is now asking that the
completion of design services be awarded to OZ Architecture to complete the project, including the creation of design
development and construction documents for permitting and bid, followed by construction administration. A copy of
their proposal for $654,392 was included in the Board packet. Staff has reviewed the proposal and finds it acceptable.
There are additional Services of approximately $74,000 listed as optional services in the proposal that may be entertained
later. Since these are not necessary to initiate the work, those costs were not included in the action item. The design
services proposal is similar in scope, time, and budget to the recent design contract for Station 20. Board approval is
required based on the proposal exceeding the $500,000 threshold, the significance of the project, and future significant
construction costs. Construction of the station is expected to be completed by February of 2024.
At Director Sokol’s request, Chief Adams explained that the station was built in the 70’s and was not intended to house 4person staffing, needs major updating and there is not enough land for an addition. Chief Baker added that it is residential
construction and needs to be brought up to current safety standards. Chair Albee informed that as a part of the Littleton
Fire Protection District, almost 10 years ago all of the stations were identified as varying states of deficiency and Station
15 was identified as the worst. CFO Miskimins stated that Staff will come back with a comparison of construction costs for
Station 20 to estimates from OZ Architecture.
At Director Shriver’s Request, Chief Adams confirmed that there is not enough room for a drive through bay so they will
probably be taking some of the front yard out for additional driveway.
A motion was made by William Shriver and seconded by Cindy Hathaway to move forward with SMFR Station No. 15 Full
Design Service Proposal from OZ Architecture as presented. Director Sokol stated that he does not have sufficient
knowledge of the station so abstained. Chair Albee clarified that, in accordance with the bylaws, the abstention would be
recorded as a no vote. The remaining board members were in favor and the motion carried.
July 2022 Financial Statements – CFO Miskimins reviewed the financial statements, highlighting:
1. Fund balance decreased by $7.3M compared to the prior month bringing the fund balance to a total of $114.8 M.
2. Through July, the District has collected $124M in property taxes and $5.5M in specific ownership tax revenue,
which reflects 98.71% collection vs. 98.60% at this time last year for property taxes, and 51.20% vs. 64.32% for
specific ownership taxes. A total of $737,632 of property taxes have been diverted to TIF in 2022. Specific

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

ownership tax revenue is trending $763K under year-to-date budget, and if this trend continues, we anticipate it
will come in $1.3M under budget at year-end.
As of July 31st, the District has expended $68.2M in the General Fund related to operations or 55.65% of the annual
budget not including Capital Project transfers.
Ambulance transports have exceeded 2022 budget expectations by 1,316 transports, for a total number of
transports of 13,033 through July. The District’s net revenue is $657K over the year-to-date budgeted amount
and $901K more than the same period last year. Total bad debt has increased in 2022 as compared to 2021.
Through July this year, bad debt as a % of net revenue is at 23.7% as compared to 21.3% in 2021. Collections
received as % of bad debt is at 10% through July this year as compared to 12% in 2021. Due to the increase in bad
debt, we are projecting to end this year close to the total budget for ambulance revenue. The increase in net sales
collection is being offset by the increase in bad debt.
Through July, the District has expended $3.3 million or 24.52% of our total budgeted expenditures in the Capital
Fund.
The District transferred all funds held in Colotrust to CSIP to earn a higher interest rate. Surplus cash of $25M has
been invested in a 120-day maturity at 2.82% interest rate.
In June, the District received approximately $500K from a Stop Loss Insurance refund, bringing the total stop loss
reimbursements to $529,533.
Through July, the District has billed $1.4M in Plan Review Fees or 78.61% of the total budgeted amount.

CFO Miskimins stated that also included in the packet were three reports, the ambulance primary batch report and
quarterly reports from Chandler Asset Management & PFM Asset Management.
At Director Sokol’s request, CFO Miskimins stated that the increase in professional services is likely the timing of the report
& he will confirm that with his Staff. CFO Miskimins reminded that there was a review of staffing and overtime at the last
meeting, which is trending right at or slightly under for administrative expenses. Overall, for expenses versus revenue,
general administrative expenses are within 2% of budget and salary & benefits and overtime are about 7% over budget.
At Chair Albee’s request, CFO Miskimins stated that Chandler Asset Management included a statement of full compliance
with State law and the District’s investment policy & PFM Asset Management provides the same statement of compliance
verbally and he is confident in that statement.
A motion was made by William Shriver and seconded by Rich Sokol to accept the July 2022 Financial Statements as
presented. All were in favor and the motion carried.
DISCUSSION ITEMS
N/A
INFORMATION ITEMS
Dispatch Reaccreditation – IAED & APCO – Emergency Communications Director March reported that the IAED
accreditation is for the Dispatch Center’s call taking process and how medical instructions are provided over the phone
until the responding units arrive. Since 2010, this is the fifth time the Center has been accredited in this process. APCO’s
Project 33 is the accreditation for the Center’s new hire training program. This is a national standard set by the Association
of Public Safety Communications Officials (APCO) that recommends the best practices for training Emergency Dispatchers.
This is the fourth time the Center has been accredited in this process. ECC Director March read a statement from the
Project President commending SMFR for its outstanding performance & Director March gave kudos to Dispatch Supervisor
CJ Bailes for the many hours he worked to make all of this happen.
IGA Update – Chief Dell’Orfano stated that an MOU was signed with the Colorado Department of Human Services for plan
review, permitting, inspections and oversight for fire and related life-safety issues for its facilities.

Correspondence items in the Board’s packet are summarized below as well as other information items that were
communicated:
• Deputy Chief Eckmann provided information on upcoming events:
o The one-year Remembrance Ceremony honoring FF/PM Tony Palato is September 15th at 8:00 a.m. His
name has been added to the wall at HQ and will be unveiled during the ceremony & reminded that SMFR
honors Line of Duty Deaths on the one-year anniversary to place their names on the memorial wall and
subsequent years will be remembered at the annual event.
o The annual IAFF Fallen Firefighter Memorial Ceremony will take place on September 17th at 11:00 a.m. in
Colorado Springs. Chief Troy Jackson will be recognized at this ceremony. If any Board members are
interested in attending, please contact Chief Baker for details.
o There will be an Open House at Station 20 on October 8th from 1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m., which coincides with
fire prevention week so there will be some risk reduction staff on hand with safety tips.
o The Troy Jackson Training Center official dedication, originally cancelled due to COVID & Chief Jackson’s
decline & passing, will be coming up soon. Staff is working with Lori Jackson to get a date set. More
details will be provided when finalized.
o The United Fire Authority held a women’s symposium this year & SMFR has committed to hosting one in
2023. It will be held on May 17th and 18th. More details will be provided when finalized.
o Like other cities and municipalities, SMFR will be holding a State of the District. Staff is looking at several
venues & plan to make this an annual event. More details will be provided when finalized.
• At the Board’s request, Chief Adams provided a 3-year attrition comparison between SFMR and area agencies.
Although SMFR is not the lowest, he feels comfortable with SMFR’s numbers.
• The Dispatch KPI reports for August and September were included in the Board’s packet.
• A thank you note was received from Evergreen Fire Rescue to Fire Inspectors Ryan Long and Dylan Sickler for
assisting their Interim Fire Marshal providing aid in shadowing and training their newly hired Fire Inspectors.
• A thank you note was received from DCSO’s Training Corporal Bach & Lieutenant Hanavan to Captain Chris Wells
and Firefighter Dave Hysmith for assisting law enforcement with Active Threat Training.
• A thank you note was received from Colorado Springs FD Lieutenant John Gleason to the crews from Engine 47
and Medic 41, who responded to transport his dad. His mom, Verna, is a former SMFR employee.
• A thank you letter was received from Arapahoe County Lead Senior Plans Examiner Maulik to Tower 45 and Medic
42 for their professionalism and control of the situation when he was having a heart attack.
• A thank you note was received from the family of former Board Member Ken Molcsan for attendance at the
funeral mass and for planting a tree in his name.
• Director Roche stated she attended an event last night where the Pipes and Drums performed. It was not a huge
turnout probably because it was a Sunday night, but numerous attendees stated they were already making
reservations to attend next year’s event.
• Local 2086 President Dzengelewski reported:
• This year’s goal for MDA collections was $125,000, which was a big jump from the $75,000 goal in 2021. The
total collected was $103,455.65. Once the state/national ranking for collections is known, that information
will be shared. A big thank you to Lieutenant Pierce Jacoway and Paramedic Nick McKibbin for coordinating
the collection effort & for the Board’s support and participation.
• Expressed appreciation to the Board for approving the hiring of an architect to bring Station 15 up to par. He
offered to meet any interested Board members at Station 15 to show them around the station.
• The 33rd Annual Denver Firefighters Chili Cookoff is set for Friday, September 30th at McGregor Square.
Proceeds from the will be donated to the Muscular Dystrophy Association.
EXECUTIVE SESSION (UPON MOTION)
N/A
NEXT MEETING
The next Special South Metro Fire Rescue District Board of Directors’ meeting will take place on September 19, 2022, at
6:00 p.m. at 9195 East Mineral Avenue, Centennial, CO.

The next Regular South Metro Fire Rescue District Board of Directors’ meeting will take place on October 3, 2022, at 6:00
p.m. at 9195 East Mineral Avenue, Centennial, CO.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned by Chair Albee at 9:20 pm.

Attested by: ____________________________________

Date: _______________________

South Metro Fire Rescue
Monthly Financial Reports
For the Month Ending
August 31, 2022
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August 2022 Financial Update
Executive Summary
1. Fund balance decreased by approximately $8.9 million compared to the prior month bringing fund balance to a total of $105.9 million.
2. Through August, the District has collected $124.6 million in property and $6.5 million in specific ownership tax revenue, which reflects 99.08%
collection vs. 99.10% at this time last year for property taxes, and 60.48% vs. 73.20% for specific ownership taxes. A total of $739,101 of
property taxes have been diverted to TIF in 2022.
3. In August, the District collected $992k in specific ownership taxes, which is the highest collection month this year. Although August was a high
collections month, most of this year, specific ownership tax collection as a percentage of property taxes has been lower than prior year. If this
trend continues, we anticipate specific ownership tax revenue will come in $990k under budget.
4. As of August 31st, the District has expended $97 million in the General Fund related to operations or 63.07% of the annual budget not including
Capital Project transfers.
5. Ambulance transports have exceeded 2022 budget expectations by 1,313 transports, for total number of transports of 14,939 through August.
The District’s net revenue is $695k over the year‐to‐date budgeted amount and $970k more than the same period last year. Total bad debt
has increased in 2022 as compared to 2021. Through August this year, bad debt as a % of net revenue is at 23.4% as compared to 21.3% in
2021. Collections received as % of bad debt is at 9.5% through August this year as compared to 12% in 2021. Due to the increase in bad debt,
we are projecting to end this year close to the total budget for ambulance revenue. The increase in net sales collections is being offset by the
increase in bad debt.
6. Through August, the District has recorded $433k in earned interest income and $1.1 million in unrealized market loss from investments.
7. Through August, the District has expended $685k in fuel or 97.33% of the total budgeted amount. With the increased prices of fuel, the District
is expected to come in $320k over budget this year.
8. Through August, the District has billed $1.7 million in Plan Review Fees or 91.88% of the total budgeted amount.
9. Through August, the District has expended approximately $3.6 million or 26.69% of our total budgeted expenditures in the Capital Fund. The
schedule of expenditures from the capital projects fund is included on page 11.
10. Included at the end of the financial reports:
a. Schedule of taxes collected by month.
b. Schedule of capital outlay expenditures.
c. Schedule of COVID‐19 expenditures.
d. Schedule of Prepaid Capital Project Expenditures.
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South Metro Fire Rescue
Balance Sheet
August 31, 2022

Assets
Checking
Money market
CSIP
Investments
Accounts receivable
Interest receivable
Prepaids
Inventory

$

Total Assets
Liabilities
Accounts payable - general
Accounts payable - payroll and benefits
Deferred revenue
Total Liabilities

General

Capital Projects

Building Rental

2,231,704
2,025
60,777,660
6,326,712
6,766,972
81,397
1,537,714
1,425,568

$

$

692,007
9,417
15,000,000
58,157
10,605,147
-

565,627
17,955
36,858
-

Self Insured
Medical

$

164,781
1,981,513
-

Prior Month
Totals

Total
$

3,654,119
2,025
62,786,545
21,326,712
6,861,987
81,397
12,142,861
1,425,568

$

Variance from
Prior Month

3,474,171 $
476,037
70,692,124
21,594,081
7,859,004
90,060
12,719,078
1,371,177

79,149,752

26,364,728

620,440

2,146,294

108,281,214

118,275,732

(9,994,518)

821,341
233,241
98,500

428,840
-

121,605
-

710,705
-

2,082,492
233,241
98,500
-

2,362,791
1,052,377
98,500

(280,299)
(819,136)
--

1,153,082

428,840

121,605

710,705

2,414,233

3,513,668

(1,099,435)

Current Year Subtotals
Nonspendable:
Prepaid Items
Inventory

1,537,714
1,425,568

10,605,147
-

-

-

12,142,861
1,425,568
13,568,429

Restricted:
TABOR Reserve (3%)
Excise Tax Reserve
Self Insurance

4,808,308
-

1,256,818
-

-

1,435,589

4,808,308
1,256,818
1,435,589
7,500,715

Committed:
Capital Projects Reserve
Operating Reserve (20%)

30,755,152

14,073,923
-

-

-

14,073,923
30,755,152
44,829,075

Assigned:
Building Rental
JACC Projects

184,866

-

498,835
-

-

498,835
184,866
683,701

Unassigned

39,285,062

-

-

-

39,285,062
39,285,062

Fund Balances

$

179,948
(474,012)
(7,905,579)
(267,369)
(997,017)
(8,663)
(576,217)
54,391

77,996,670

$

25,935,888

$

498,835

$

1,435,589
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$ 105,866,981

$ 105,866,981

South Metro Fire Rescue FPD
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget to Actual
General Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals
Revenues
Property tax
Specific ownership tax
Ambulance transport services
Medicare/medicaid supplemental payment
Net investment earnings
Rental income
Permit / Plan review
Reimbursements
Dispatch fees
Miscellaneous

$

465,322
992,127
1,109,607
(178,425)
17,686
242,043
50,220
11,763

YTD Actuals
$

124,563,588
6,463,350
8,162,655
(554,087)
146,847
1,675,417
875,450
93,627
191,188

Annual Budget
$

125,723,047
10,686,459
12,371,288
6,377,395
470,000
190,171
1,823,500
2,110,974
121,721
402,386

Annual Variance
$

PY Actual YTD

(1,159,459)
(4,223,109)
(4,208,633)
(6,377,395)
(1,024,087)
(43,324)
(148,083)
(1,235,524)
(28,094)
(211,198)

% Received
99.08%
60.48%
65.98%
0.00%
-117.89%
77.22%
91.88%
41.47%
76.92%
47.51%

$

114,142,015
6,323,041
7,793,001
77,143
130,882
1,177,007
901,802
89,825
145,239

Variance CY to PY
$

10,421,573
140,309
369,654
(631,230)
15,965
498,410
(26,352)
3,802
45,949

Total Revenues

2,710,343

141,618,035

160,276,941

(18,658,906)

88.36%

130,779,955

10,838,080

Expenditures
Salaries
Overtime - minimum staffing
Overtime - other
Benefits
Supplies
Equipment
Memberships and certifications
Awards and recognition
Uniforms
Software maintenance
Hardware maintenance
Utilities
Fuel
Fleet supplies
Physicals
Bank and credit card fees
Equipment lease
Vehicle lease
Audit
Legal
Professional services
Insurance
Seminars, conferences and travel
Meeting expense
Repairs and maintenance
Outside rental
Tuition assistance, EAP, and other programs
Treasurer's fees
Buildings and grounds

6,195,651
513,588
375,768
2,607,381
176,106
169,255
18,191
5,281
140,986
170,663
25,261
137,149
101,227
22,657
12,855
4,873
34,497
28,541
326,177
58,956
75,796
6,463
142,769
2,652
27,369
7,270
22,694

52,183,463
4,923,595
2,001,621
22,500,920
1,059,141
1,256,340
156,777
87,950
1,008,261
1,627,606
272,667
1,066,888
684,957
448,889
359,929
108,730
36,495
279,616
49,000
118,907
2,332,172
567,344
422,641
50,449
894,899
29,951
317,008
1,870,601
265,414

85,682,083
5,909,516
3,546,127
34,622,496
1,805,162
1,936,449
290,267
163,365
1,391,442
2,942,310
797,050
1,543,143
703,775
590,000
525,770
185,000
71,000
420,000
59,000
350,000
4,298,845
782,618
693,634
99,576
1,355,578
19,500
426,509
1,885,846
679,700

33,498,620
985,921
1,544,506
12,121,576
746,021
680,109
133,490
75,415
383,181
1,314,704
524,383
476,255
18,818
141,111
165,841
76,270
34,505
140,384
10,000
231,093
1,966,673
215,274
270,993
49,127
460,679
(10,451)
109,501
15,245
414,286

% Used
60.90%
83.32%
56.45%
64.99%
58.67%
64.88%
54.01%
53.84%
72.46%
55.32%
34.21%
69.14%
97.33%
76.08%
68.46%
58.77%
51.40%
66.58%
83.05%
33.97%
54.25%
72.49%
60.93%
50.66%
66.02%
153.59%
74.33%
99.19%
39.05%

50,631,362
3,085,583
1,411,368
20,436,418
1,054,171
688,705
124,499
94,033
279,421
1,393,882
75,052
951,657
476,365
519,000
383,810
99,140
44,477
282,469
57,000
210,329
1,358,662
512,546
260,068
40,396
806,074
4,603
318,326
1,713,155
54,758

(1,552,101)
(1,838,012)
(590,253)
(2,064,502)
(4,970)
(567,635)
(32,278)
6,083
(728,840)
(233,724)
(197,615)
(115,231)
(208,592)
70,111
23,881
(9,590)
7,982
2,853
8,000
91,422
(973,510)
(54,798)
(162,573)
(10,053)
(88,825)
(25,348)
1,318
(157,446)
(210,656)

11,410,076

96,982,231

153,775,761

56,793,530

63.07%

87,367,329

(9,614,902)

Total Expenditures
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South Metro Fire Rescue FPD
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget to Actual
General Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals
Excess of Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

YTD Actuals

(8,699,733)

Annual Budget

44,635,804

6,501,180

Annual Variance
38,134,624

Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Transfers to other funds

-

(15,000,000)

(15,000,000)

-

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

-

(15,000,000)

(15,000,000)

-

Net Change in Fund Balances

(8,699,733)

29,635,804

(8,498,820)

38,134,624

Fund Balances - Beginning of Year

48,360,866

48,360,866

49,541,009

(1,180,143)

Fund Balances - End of Year

$

39,661,133

$

77,996,670

$

41,042,189
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PY Actual YTD

$

36,954,481

100.00%

Variance CY to PY

43,412,626

1,223,178

(3,062,485)

(11,937,515)

(3,062,485)

(11,937,515)

40,350,141

(10,714,337)

South Metro Fire Rescue FPD
Schedule of Expenditures ‐ Budget to Actual ‐ Salaries and Benefits
General Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals
Expenditures
Salaries
Buyouts
Overtime ‐ minimum staffing
Overtime ‐ FLSA
Overtime ‐ Wildland deployment
Overtime ‐ USAR deployment & training
Overtime ‐ other
Benefits
HSA contributions
Total Expenditures

YTD Actuals

YTD Budget

YTD Variance

Annual Budget

Annual
Variance

PY Actual YTD

Variance CY to
PY

$

6,156,200
39,451
469,684
43,905
196,749
‐
179,018
2,603,798
3,584

$ 51,431,827
751,635
4,488,388
435,208
507,108
2,884
1,491,629
21,043,503
1,457,417

$ 53,040,046
709,818
3,373,530
521,750
550,000
‐
1,658,394
21,250,885
1,587,736

$

1,608,219
(41,817)
(1,114,858)
86,542
42,892
(2,884)
166,765
207,382
130,319

$

83,418,135
2,263,947
5,159,516
750,000
825,000
184,760
2,536,367
32,991,499
1,630,998

$

31,986,308
1,512,312
671,128
314,792
317,892
181,876
1,044,738
11,947,996
173,581

% Used
61.66%
33.20%
86.99%
58.03%
61.47%
1.56%
58.81%
63.78%
89.36%

$ 50,048,836
582,526
2,600,410
485,173
314,263
‐
1,097,105
18,889,751
1,546,667

$ (1,382,991)
(169,109)
(1,887,978)
49,965
(192,845)
(2,884)
(394,524)
(2,153,752)
89,250

$

9,692,389

$ 81,609,599

$ 82,692,158

$

1,082,559

$ 129,760,222

$

48,150,623

62.89%

$ 75,564,731

$ (6,044,868)
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South Metro Fire Rescue
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget to Actual
Capital Projects Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals

Revenues
Excise tax
Wildland apparatus reimbursement
ARFF units reimbursement
Total Revenues

$

1,112
-

YTD Actuals
$

314,013
90,333
1,000,000

Annual Budget
$

480,000
-

Annual Variance
$

PY Actual YTD

(165,987)
90,333
1,000,000

% Received
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

$

-

$

314,013
90,333
1,000,000

1,112

1,404,346

480,000

924,346

0.00%

Expenditures
Buildings and grounds
Vehicles and apparatus
Equipment

285,927
8,859

1,624,780
1,908,425
95,075

8,099,825
5,386,499
106,311

6,475,045
3,478,074
11,236

% Used
20.06%
35.43%
89.43%

1,767,021
1,229,910
65,554

142,241
(678,515)
(29,521)

Total Expenditures

294,786

3,628,280

13,592,635

9,964,355

26.69%

3,062,485

(565,795)

Excess of Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

(293,674)

(2,223,934)

(13,112,635)

10,888,701

(3,062,485)

838,551

Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Transfers from other funds
Sale of assets

67,551

15,000,000
1,693,773

15,000,000
1,635,000

58,773

3,062,485
-

11,937,515
1,693,773

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses)

67,551

16,693,773

16,635,000

58,773

3,062,485

13,631,288

(226,123)

14,469,839

3,522,365

10,947,474

11,466,049

10,847,459

618,590

Net Change in Fund Balances
Fund Balances - Beginning of Year
Fund Balances - End of Year

$

25,935,888

$

7

14,369,824

$

11,566,064

-

Variance CY to PY

-

1,404,346

14,469,839

South Metro Fire Rescue
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget to Actual
Building Rental Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals

Revenues
Rental income

YTD Actuals

Annual Budget

Annual Variance

PY Actual YTD

Variance CY to PY

(256,957)

% Received
66.06%

Total Revenues

61,444

500,181

757,138

(256,957)

66.06%

530,073

(29,892)

Expenditures
Supplies
Utilities
Professional services
Routine maintenance
Outside services
Outside repairs
Equipment
Building and grounds

26,126
500
5,536
8,826
19,213
10,950

12,420
181,053
1,200
54,785
62,238
44,566
6,701
40,914

29,771
272,823
5,000
130,114
116,444
93,150
10,100
69,875

17,351
91,770
3,800
75,329
54,206
48,584
3,399
28,961

% Used
41.72%
66.36%
24.00%
42.11%
53.45%
47.84%
66.35%
58.55%

2,539
174,552
52,105
68,813
11,514
5,608
54,974

(9,881)
(6,501)
(1,200)
(2,680)
6,575
(33,052)
(1,093)
14,060

Total Expenditures

71,151

403,877

727,277

323,400

55.53%

370,105

(33,772)

Net Change in Fund Balances

(9,707)

96,304

29,861

66,443

159,968

3,880

402,531

402,531

-

$

61,444

$

Fund Balances - Beginning of Year
Fund Balances - End of Year

$

500,181

498,835

$

757,138

$

432,392
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$

$

66,443

$

529,969

$

(29,788)

South Metro Fire Rescue FPD
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance - Budget to Actual
Self-Insured Medical Fund
For the period ending August 31, 2022

Current Period
Actuals
Revenues
Premiums
Miscellaneous revenue
Stop loss refunds
Net investment earnings

$

1,186,817
70,145
3,081

YTD Actuals
$

9,395,710
477,380
599,677
10,299

Annual Budget
$

14,148,627
600,000
50,000
500

Annual Variance
$

PY Actual YTD

(4,752,917)
(122,620)
549,677
9,799

% Received
66.41%
1199.35%
2059.80%

$

8,894,017
569,306
447

Variance CY to PY
$

501,693
(91,926)
599,677
9,852

Total Revenues

1,260,043

10,483,066

14,799,127

(4,316,061)

70.84%

9,463,770

1,019,296

Expenditures
Medical payments
Stop loss insurance / admin fees

1,137,047
82,502

8,998,246
703,923

12,559,619
1,120,381

3,561,373
416,458

% Used
71.64%
62.83%

7,252,929
667,940

(1,745,317)
(35,983)

Total Expenditures

1,219,549

9,702,169

13,680,000

3,977,831

70.92%

7,920,869

(1,781,300)

Excess of Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures

40,494

780,897

1,119,127

(338,230)

1,542,901

2,800,596

Net Change in Fund Balances

40,494

780,897

1,119,127

(338,230)

1,542,901

2,800,596

654,692

1,239,669

(584,977)

Fund Balances - Beginning of Year
Fund Balances - End of Year

$

1,435,589

$

2,358,796
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$

(923,207)

South Metro Fire Rescue
Schedule of Property Tax Collections
Arapahoe, Douglas, and Jefferson Counties
2022

Month
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

Current Year

Property Taxes
PY Adj

1,797,993
41,433,986
10,950,988
24,847,257
11,400,132
32,926,754
1,433,449
465,717
-

(3,791)
1,227
9,323
9,660
(9,518)
11,910
26,530
1,074
-

125,256,275
46,414
sum of allERROR
Property Tax sub
categories =
ERROR

Budget

Month

126,553,201

-

TIF
(7,083)
(297,996)
(72,828)
(110,541)
(99,308)
(123,156)
(26,720)
(1,469)
-

Interest

Specific
Ownership

311
235
3,342
4,808
9,072
17,283
40,936
18,695
-

Treasurer's Fee

756,109
758,769
816,460
880,319
764,639
732,194
762,734
992,127
-

(26,807)
(617,064)
(163,364)
(370,358)
(171,118)
(492,481)
(22,139)
(7,270)
-

2022 Total
2,516,732
41,279,156
11,543,921
25,261,144
11,893,898
33,072,505
2,214,790
1,468,874
-

(739,101)
94,682
6,463,350
(1,870,601)
129,251,020
124,563,588 ERROR
ERROR
ERROR
ERROR
(830,154)
30,000
10,686,459
(1,885,846)
134,553,660

South Metro Fire Rescue
Schedule of TIF Diverted By County
2022
Arapahoe
Douglas
2021 Total TIF
County
County

South Metro Fire Rescue
Excise Tax Collections
2022
Quarter

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

(134,493)
(6,592)
(38,310)
(33,808)
(90)
-

(7,083)
(163,503)
(66,236)
(72,231)
(65,500)
(123,156)
(26,630)
(1,469)
-

(7,083)
(297,996)
(72,828)
(110,541)
(99,308)
(123,156)
(26,720)
(1,469)
-

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Total

Total

(213,293)

(525,808)

(739,101)

Grand total

Year
2019
2020
2021

Amount
151,544.94
162,467.96
314,012.90

Amount
17,761.00
347,055.96
577,987.65
1,256,817.51
10

Percent
Collected
1.87%
32.55%
41.13%
59.90%
68.74%
93.32%
94.97%
96.06%

2021 Collections
3,196,435
35,958,757
13,837,755
20,736,209
10,215,396
31,556,526
1,951,581
1,350,320
941,798
944,099
979,066
692,530
122,360,471
ERROR

Percent
Collected
2.61%
32.00%
43.31%
60.26%
68.60%
94.39%
95.99%
97.09%
97.86%
98.63%
99.43%
100.00%

South Metro Fire Rescue
Capital Details
8/31/2022
Project
Buildings and Grounds - General Fund
Hilltop Tower - Generator
Station 12 - Bay cabinets
Station 13 - Concrete repair
Station 14 - New gas line for oven
Station 15 - Program development/review
Station 16 - Replaced skylights
Station 16 - Feasibility study
Station 21 - Tuff shed
Station 21 - Shower remodel
Station 22 - Interior painting
Station 22 - Fire alarm system replacement
Station 22 - New carpet
Station 23 - Interior painting
Station 31 - Water heater
Station 34 - Trees install and rocks
Station 36 - Exterior painting
Station 37 - Generators
Station 37 - Shower remodel
Station 41 - Generators
Station 44 - Ground cover install
Station 47 - Replace 3 septic tanks
Multiple Stations - Interior review & development
LED Bay lighting
Quartermaster - Interior painting
JSF - Wayfinding signage - 50%
JSF - Gym/office outlets
JSF - Interior painting

Expenses to Date
$

27,947
1,400
4,150
2,590
5,885
4,745
1,831
4,216
8,650
10,700
9,680
8,959
8,400
10,252
6,110
13,250
33,081
3,325
65,758
4,650
4,285
3,200
4,696
5,400
6,591
3,212
2,450

Total Buildings and Grounds

*

*
*

265,414

Buildings and Grounds - Capital Projects Fund
Station 13 - Concrete repairs
Station 14 - Roof remodel
Station 15 - Roof remodel - Project completed
Station 18 - Sleep room remodel
Station 32 - New sealants
Station 34 - Concrete repairs/flooring
Station 41 - Restrooms remodel
Station 41 - New sealants & epoxy coating
Station 47 - New sealant
JSF - Locker room remodel
JSF - "Beautification Project"
TJTC - Buy out Englewood portion of TJTC
MHQ - Remodel
Sleep Initiative

1,300
5,301
2,478
53,573
2,335
4,575
76,625
12,315
1,265
724,061
165,269
192,304
8,390
64,653

Total Buildings and Grounds

*
*
*
*

1,314,444

Vehicle and Apparatus - Capital Projects Fund
2 Oshkosh Stricker ARFF Units

1,908,425

Total Vehicle and Apparatus

1,908,425

Leases - Capital Projects Fund
Ambulance pram lease
Royal Restrooms rental
Warehouse lease

70,875 *
24,200
310,336 *

Total Lease

405,411

Building and Grounds - Buiding Rental Fund
Mineral HQ - HVAC upgrade
Mineral HQ - Parking lot sealant replacement/Asphalt project

10,200
30,714 *

Total Building and Grounds
Total Capital Purchases

*

40,914
$

3,934,607

*Current period expenses.
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South Metro Fire Rescue
Budget Worksheet
Department(s): Operations
Fund(s): General Fund
Program/Location: COVID-19

Account
4700

2020
Actual

Account Description
Revenues
Contributions/Donations

2021
Actual

2022
YTD Actual

Total

(501,731)
(501,731)

(50,690)
(50,690)

5000
5200
5400

Expenditures
Salaries
Minimum Staffing
Project/Meeting OT
Salary and Benefit Sub-total

866,403
13,299
879,701

168
530,805
6,284
537,257

675
539,432
4,361
544,469

843
1,936,640
23,943
1,961,427

7000
7100
8125
8175
8250
8300

Supplies
Equipment
Accounting/Auditing
Professional Services
Travel/Lodging
Business/Meeting Expense
Sub-total

248,486
17,346
21,315
5,995
1,522
294,664

17,412
1,828
10,000
26,100
531
55,871

3,270
3,270

269,169
19,174
10,000
47,415
5,995
2,053
353,805

Total expenditures

1,174,365

593,128

547,739

2,315,232
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-

Total
(552,421)
(552,421)

South Metro Fire Rescue
Prepaid Capital Project Expenses Schedule
As of 08/31/22

Anticipated In Service (Budget Year)
Description

Pierce Type 1 Eng. 750 Gallons - Unit# 3388
Pierce Type 1 Eng. 1000 Gallons - ENG40 Unit# 3389
Pierce Type 1 Eng. 1000 Gallons - ENG47 Unit# 3390
Pierce KW Tender 3000 Gallons - TN41 Unit# 3205
AEV Ambulance Purchase - Nine Units
2023 Freightliner M2 Hazmat
Heavy Rescue - Tiller Unit# 3395
Type I Fire Engine Purchase - Four Units# 3391, 3392, 3393, 3394
Type 6 Brush Engine - Two Units# 2280, 2281
Type 3 Brush Engine Unit #2282
Dive Unit
2023 BC vehicles - Three Units

Board Approved
2/1/2021
2/1/2021
2/1/2021
2/1/2021
9/13/2021
11/1/2021
1/24/2022
4/4/2022
12/6/2021
12/6/2021
N/A**
N/A**

Original Budgeted
Year
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2023
2024
2022-2024*
2021
2022
2023
2023

Total

2022
$

2024

Total

787,449.68 $
$
$
794,309.66
794,309.67
443,905.90
1,817,118.70
753,287.26
1,700,074.67
3,357,446.04
20,720.40
6,121.26
6,121.26
33,914.71
-

$ 4,657,814.01

*1 unit for 2022, 1 unit for 2023, 2 units for 2024
Original Budgeted Year: The year the Board can expect the purchase to be included in the budget.
Anticipated in Service (Budget Year): Cost of the purchase in the anticipated budget year the purchase will go into service.
** Tentatively, planning to get BOD approval in October or November of this year.
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2023

$ 4,156,890.53

$ 1,700,074.67

787,449.68
794,309.66
794,309.67
443,905.90
1,817,118.70
753,287.26
1,700,074.67
3,357,446.04
20,720.40
6,121.26
6,121.26
33,914.71

$ 10,514,779.21

SOUTH METRO FIRE RESCUE
BOARD AGENDA
MEETING DATE:

10/3/2022

AGENDA ITEM TYPE:

ACTION ITEM

SUBJECT:
FIRE PREVENTION WEEK

A RESOLUTION PROCLAIMING THE WEEK OF OCTOBER 9-15, 2022 AS

BACKGROUND:
According to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), Fire
Prevention Week is observed each year during the week of October 9th to commemorate the Great
Chicago Fire, the devastating 1871 conflagration that killed more than 250 people, left 100,000
homeless, destroyed more than 17,400 structures, and burned more than 2000 acres. In 1920,
President Woodrow Wilson issued the first national fire prevention day proclamation, and since 1922,
the NFPA has sponsored the public observance of Fire Prevention Week. This is the longest-running
public health and safety observance in our country. The President of the United States has signed a
proclamation proclaiming a national observance during that week every year since 1925.

RECOMMENDATION:

SUBMITTED BY:

Staff recommends approval of the resolution.

Kristin Eckmann

APPROVED BY: Bob Baker

SOUTH METRO FIRE RESCUE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 2022- 08
A RESOLUTION PROCLAIMING THE WEEK OF OCTOBER 9-15, 2022 AS
FIRE PREVENTION WEEK
WHEREAS, South Metro Fire Rescue is committed to ensuring the safety and security of all those who
live, work, visit, and play in our District; and
WHEREAS, the members of South Metro Fire Rescue’s Community Risk Reduction, Fire Marshal,
Communications, Fire Suppression, and Emergency Medical Services are dedicated to reducing the occurrence of
death, injuries, and property damage through the identification of risks, education of citizens, enforcement of codes
and standards, investigation of fires and explosions, and response to emergency incidents; and
WHEREAS, fire is a serious public safety concern both locally and nationally, and homes are the locations
where people are at greatest risk from fire; and
WHEREAS, home fires killed more than 2,770 people in the United States in 2019, according to the
National Fire Protection Association® (NFPA®), and fire departments in the United States responded to 339,500
home fires; and
WHEREAS, South Metro Fire Rescue responded to more than 600 home structure fires since 2019; and
WHEREAS, District residents who are responsive to public education measures are better able to take
personal steps to increase their safety from fire, especially in their homes; and
WHEREAS, District residents who have planned and practiced a home fire escape plan are more prepared
and will therefore be more likely to survive a home fire; and
WHEREAS, smoke alarms sense smoke well before you can, alert you to danger, and cut the risk of dying
in half in the event of a home fire; and
WHEREAS, District residents should make sure their smoke and CO alarms meet the needs of all their
family members, including those with sensory or physical disabilities; and
WHEREAS, the 2022 Fire Prevention WeekTM theme, “Fire Won’t Wait. Plan Your EscapeTM,” working
to educate everyone about simple but important actions they can take to keep themselves and those around them
safe from home fires.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SOUTH
METRO FIRE RESCUE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT:
The Board of Directors proclaims the week of October 9–15, 2022, as Fire Prevention Week and urges all
citizens of the District to “Fire Won’t Wait. Plan Your Escape” and to support the many public safety
activities and efforts of the District’s fire and emergency services.
Effective Date: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its approval by the District Board.
ADOPTED this 3 r d day of October, 2022.
SOUTH METRO FIRE RESCUE
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

By __________________________
Jim Albee, Chair

South Metro Fire Rescue
Policy Discussion: Fire Station Cell Site Contract Renewals
Summary
South Metro Fire Rescue’s (SMFR) legacy organizations have contracted with cell service
providers since 1997 to install cell sites at fire stations. These cell sites have provided service to
residents, businesses, and travelers within SMFR’s boundaries and cell service providers are
interested in continuing the use of those fire station locations in order to maintain or enhance that
service. However, the presence of cell sites at fire stations has been controversial, with many fire
service policy statements in opposition due to concerns with the potential health effects on
firefighters. Some of the contracts between SMFR and cell service providers are close to expiring
so our organization needs to decide whether to renew those contracts. This policy brief
summarizes the impact of the cell sites, statements in favor or opposition, and recommended
policies and options.

Scope of the Issue
The former SMFR, LFPD, PFPD, and the City of Greenwood Village entered into contracts with
Verizon Wireless, T-Mobile, and Sprint at Stations 14, 33, 37, 43, and 44 between 1997 and 2005.
These contracts automatically renew for 5-year periods for a total of 25-30 years, then continue
month-to-month or annually until renewed or terminated. The annual revenue from fire station cell
sites is in excess of $120,000. With the pending expiration of contracts over the next 10 years,
including the immediate expiration of the Verizon contract at Station 33, it is critical that the
organization determine its policy on whether contracts will be renewed into the future.

Impact of Cell Sites
As an example of the impact of the “medium” sites installed at
fire stations, it is estimated that the Verizon cell site at Station
33 serves approximately 16,500 users on an average weekday
(see Figure 1). The site is considered critical infrastructure, as
many of those users (including the fire service) rely on cell
signals to support the communication and data demands for
phone calls, entertainment, business, work-from-home, home
schooling, 911 service, emergency communications, and other
functions. Additionally with the transition to 5G, the medium
sites become an important part of the support for the small,
street-level sites.

Figure 1. Demands on cell sites
(Station 33)
• Typical weekday (9/6/2022)
• 16,500 unique users
• 290 peak simultaneous users
• 24,000 minutes of voice
traffic on 4,100 calls
• 160GB of data transferred
• Weekends/holidays
• 40-50% higher per day
Source: Documents & discussions with Verizon

Cell Site Debate
It only takes a cursory review of the information available on the internet to see the wide array of
opinions and conflicting data on cell site installations. The most relevant information is provided
here, but other testimony and compilations of research and opinion, while often inflammatory and
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conspiratorial, raise concerns of the potential for harmful effects of this technology.
In 2004, the IAFF recommended that cell sites be prohibited at fire stations, citing concerns with
the long-term effects of low-level, yet frequent, RF/MW radiation exposure. Their position also
referenced research on low-intensity RF/MW exposure. Those studies, and testimony in recent
years, also cite cases of cancer in firefighters or citizens in close proximity to cell sites. Ultimately
the position paper recommended conducting scientific studies on the long-term effects of exposure
to cell sites, although it is not known if those studies have occurred. In 2015, California
firefighters and police officers were successful in halting cell site installations for a nation-wide
public safety network (FirstNET) at fire/police stations.
Local 2164 (legacy SMFR) was not in opposition to the cell sites at the time of installation nor was
Local 3345 (PFPD). Local 2086 (legacy LFR) did express opposition to the installation at Station
14. Local 3027 (CFPD) was in opposition to fire station cell sites, although no cell site negotiations
were ever completed. In recent discussions with SMFR’s Local 2086, their representatives
expressed significant concern and opposition to the renewal of cell site agreements.
Cell providers contend that research has shown no conclusive evidence of long-term, harmful
effects of RF exposure and remind us that RF energy exists all around us from TV’s, baby
monitors, light bulbs, cell phones, X-ray, and tanning beds, and cell site exposures have been
measured at much smaller levels of RF than those devices. They claim to follow strict standards
established by the FCC. Further evaluation of FCC documents state that maximum exposures
occur within a few feet of the main transmission beam of the antenna located at the top of the cell
tower and present the greatest exposure to the personnel working on those antennas. Exposures
within the building and at ground-level are well below safety standards established by the FCC.
Research compiled by the American Cancer Society shows no strong evidence that exposure to RF
waves from cell towers causes any noticeable health effects, but more research is needed to study
long-term effects.
A brief survey was conducted through the Colorado State Fire Chiefs to see if other fire
departments have taken action on expired contracts but no applicable responses were received.
The Douglas County School District, Parker Water & Sanitation District, and Douglas County
Sheriff’s Office were asked about their cell site installations. DCSD has only one installation at a
school and have a policy that prohibits any additional sites; however, they recently renewed the
contract at the existing school. DCSO does not have any cell sites at their facilities and have not
been approached to install any. PWSD doesn’t have concerns with cell sites but has not been
approached by any providers.
SMFR personnel have expressed logistical concerns due to unscheduled maintenance visits,
maintenance issues (e.g., damage to grass, appearance of sites and equipment), and neighbor
complaints due to noise and aesthetics. SMFR staff has been working with Verizon to remedy
neighbor complaints about the sites located at Station 33 and significant progress has been made
with motor replacements and sound walls. SMFR has also measured RF levels in fire stations with
cell sites on a 3-year cycle for the past several years. Those tests have consistently found
extremely low levels well below safety standards. Staff is unaware of health complaints from
firefighters staffing the stations with cell sites. In 2017, however, Engineer Mike Freeman
suffered a line-of-duty-death from an inoperable brain tumor after a 44-year career with SMFR.
For much of his career, he served at Station 33 which included a cell site in 1997 and another in
2

2003. Available records show that over the last 8 ½ years of his career, he served approximately 3
½ years at Station 33; the remainder of his career is unknown, but his maximum exposure to RF
would have been 15 years. Several firefighters have expressed concerns with fire station cell sites
based on his death.

Recommendation
Cell sites and the networks in which they are integrated have become a critical part of everyday
life. That trend is only increasing since the pandemic with the need to accommodate community
changes such as working from home, home-schooling, and more on-line coursework and business
processes. SMFR and its legacy agencies, along with the City of Greenwood Village, made policy
decisions up to 25 years ago to support the cell site installations and the infrastructure they bring to
the surrounding community. Of course, it is reasonable and common for firefighters, and all
citizens, to have concerns about any utility infrastructure including cell towers, power lines, gas
lines, etc. especially when going to school, living, and working nearby. But we also demand
excellent utility service and the latest technology even in existing neighborhoods where available
land and local zoning restrictions make improvements difficult.
This puts SMFR in a difficult position to balance our concerns with our obligations to support the
existing, critical infrastructure that we helped create. This issue is further complicated by the
diversity of stakeholders that are integral to this decision: cell service providers, citizens,
regulatory agencies, health and safety organizations, public safety agencies, and our board of
directors, Local 2086, and firefighting personnel. When considering the interests of each of these
stakeholders along with the available literature, experiences of other communities struggling with
the same issues, and inconclusive or non-existent research, there is enough unknown risk to our
personnel to cause us to reconsider our past support for cell site installations. Additionally, our
efforts to prevent future firefighter cancer require a long-term commitment that could be distracted
by continued cell site installations and inconsistent messaging.
Considering all of the information contained in this policy brief, two options for board
consideration are summarized below, along with staff’s recommendation:
•

Contract termination: This option is recommended by executive staff. As cell site
contracts expire, we recommend those contracts be terminated. Verizon would be
provided with ample time to relocate the cell site at Station 33 (potentially up to 2-3 years)
and other cell providers would be given several years’ notice to terminate their contracts.
It should be noted that:
o If a cell provider is unable to find an alternate site, they may approach SMFR to
reconsider. In this case, the board would need to consider the evidence presented
on a case-by-case basis.
o Greenwood Village may decide to continue their contract at Station 37.

•

Contract renewal: The board may decide to accept the level of risk associated with the
fire station cell sites in consideration of the impact on the community. In this case, staff
would negotiate the contracts as they renew to ensure improved maintenance and
increased revenue.
3
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Location
Provider
Effective
Option
Initial
Extension #1
Extension #2
Extension #3
Extension #4
Extension #5
After
Term SMFR
Term Provider

33
Tmobile
12/1/2003
2008
2013
2018
2023*
2028*
2033*
month-month
mutual
mutual

*requires mutual agreement
**requires 6 mo notice to extend annually

33
Verizon
1/14/1997
2002
2007
2012
2017
2022
annual**
60d annual
60d annual

Cell Tower Agreements

43
Sprint
1999
2004
2009
2014
2019
2024
-

unclear
90 days
Terminated 9/30/2022

43
Tmobile
7/10/2002
7/14/2003
2008
2013
2018
2023
2028
2033
month-month
60 days

44
Tmobile
1/9/1997
1/17/1997
2002
2007
2012
2017
2022
2027
month-month
180 days
60 days
Shared generator

14
Tmobile
1/10/2001
1/9/2002
2007
2012
2017
2022
2027
2032
month-month
60 days

37
Verizon
5/1/2005

?

Greenwood Village

South Metro Fire Wireless Facilities Retention
This document outlines the benefits to South Metro Fire and the surrounding community, in regards to
retaining the existing wireless cell phone system currently located at Fire Station 33.
1. The existing wireless systems located at Fire Station 33 are optimally located to broadcast
cellular signal into the surrounding residential area. Wireless services, including 911, work best
when the coverage area has a strong signal and is not located at the edge of the cellular signal
or the “fringe”. In addition, cellular calls placed from a residence basement level typically have
the best connection success when signal is at its strongest and not on the fringe.
2. Verizon has conducted a thorough search of the area to identify where new facilities could be
located if the facilities at Fire Station 33 are removed. Although a new location in the general
area may be possible, anytime a site is moved, there are always unintentional consequences
resulting in a change in signal coverage. A customer that we are covering with the current
location could see a degradation in service with the new location
3. Verizon has made the decision to upgrade the wireless facilities at Fire Station 33 to the latest CBand technology which will provide greater speeds for data services. The increase in data
services will allow for the following:
a. Improvement in “work-from-home” data speeds and reliability.
b. Improvement in “home-school” data reliability and access.
c. Verizon-at-home wireless products to provide additional internet access products for
residence of the area.
d. Redundancy for those who use both wired and wireless access products in the area.
4. Verizon is investing capital to reduce the noise associated with cooling wireless communication
systems at Station 33. In addition to replacing the existing fans, Verizon is working to configure
the radio equipment which would reduce the need to for the fans to cycle as often and to install
a sound dampening fence structure around the equipment to absorb a significant amount of fan
noise.
5. In terms of the revenue to South Metro Fire for the space utilized by Verizon facilities, Verizon is
proposing a rent increase to the current contract with South Metro Fire to be in line with
current industry amounts for the area including an annual escalator. Verizon has also updated
its policy in regards to notification for maintaining and servicing the radio equipment. Proper
notification will be given to Fire Department Management for routine maintenance to Verizon
equipment. This change is an effort on behalf of Verizon to not disturb Fire Fighters at Station 33
for routine access to Verizon equipment. Emergency access will continue to require timely
access. Even in an emergency access situation, Verizon will contact fire department
management as quickly as possible to provide notification.
Verizon Wireless is confident the benefits to both the community and to the South Metro Fire
Department are significant enough for South Metro Fire to retain the Verizon facilities at Fire Station 33.

Facts About
RF Energy

RF 101
Radiofrequency (RF) energy is used to transmit information without
wires. It has been safely used for over 100 years. Today, RF is used
for life’s daily connections – from radios and televisions to smart
watches/fitness trackers and wireless headphones, Bluetooth and
WiFi routers , and even baby monitors.
RF energy is also used for the wireless technology that provides
connectivity for your mobile devices.
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Separating the myths from the facts
MYTH: 5G is new and has not been researched.
FACT: Scientists in the U.S. and around the world have conducted research on RF
energy for decades. In December 20192, in a unanimous and bipartisan decision,
the FCC affirmed that the same RF safety standards that apply to earlier wireless
technologies (e.g., 3G and 4G) apply to 5G. The FCC took action after a lengthy
proceeding, in consultation with multiple federal agencies and close examination of
the RF research. In 2020, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) released a
report reviewing studies on RF health and safety from the last ten years, and found
that “there are no quantifiable adverse health effects in humans caused by exposures
at or under the current cell phone exposure limits.”3 The research continues to this
day, and agencies continue to monitor it.
MYTH: 5G use of millimeter wave spectrum is harmful.
FACT: RF energy exists all around us, and has many helpful uses. For example, baby
monitors use RF energy to convey information and light bulbs use it to provide light.
5G technology uses RF energy to enable very fast wireless internet access service.
And 5G technology that uses millimeter wave spectrum is subject to the same
FCC safety standards that apply to all frequencies of spectrum used for wireless
communications. So, 5G networks using millimeter wave spectrum are not only
helpful, but also must meet FCC safety standards.
MYTH: Wireless carriers clustering in an area will cause cumulative RF energy to
exceed FCC limits.
FACT: The cumulative RF energy generated by the aggregate antennas must fall
within FCC limits.
MYTH: 5G networks put our children at risk.
FACT: No matter which generation of technology we use, all Verizon networks and
equipment must comply with federal government safety standards. Those standards
have wide safety margins and are designed to protect everyone, including children .
MYTH: 5G will harm the environment and wildlife, disrupting migratory patterns and
killing off birds.
FACT: Reports suggesting harmful effects of RF to non-humans, including birds,
honey bees, and other insects have been largely discredited. Audobon magazine4
published a piece observing that there is no evidence that 5G radio waves kill or
otherwise harm birds. The American Bee Journal5 also published a piece addressing
why there is “no good reason to expect [5G] to harm honeybees.”
BOTTOM LINE: Telecommunications networks and equipment that comply with
FCC standards are safe for communities and consumers.

Additional Resources
FCC: RF Safety FAQ
https://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/
electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radiofrequency-safety/faq/rf-safety

FDA: Radio Frequency Radiation
and Cell Phones

CTIA: Wireless Health Facts
https://www.wirelesshealthfacts.com/faq/

https://www.fda.gov/radiation-emittingproducts/cell-phones/radio-frequencyradiation-and-cell-phones

Sources
1
2
3
4
5

Adapted from https://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/cell-phones/radio-frequency-radiation-and-cell-phones
https://www.fcc.gov/document/fcc-maintains-current-rf-exposure-safety-standards
https://www.fda.gov/media/135043/download
https://www.audubon.org/news/no-5g-radio-waves-do-not-kill-birds
https://americanbeejournal.com/why-we-shouldnt-fear-5g/

Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields:
Guidelines for Cellular Antenna Sites
Primary antennas for transmitting wireless telephone service, including cellular and Personal
Communications Service (PCS), are usually located outdoors on towers, water tanks and other
elevated structures like rooftops and sides of buildings. The combination of antenna towers and
associated electronic equipment is referred to as a “cellular or PCS cell site” or “base station.” Cellular
or PCS cell site towers are typically 50-200 feet high. Antennas are usually arranged in groups of three,
with one antenna in each group used to transmit signals to mobile units, and the other two antennas
used to receive signals from mobile units.
At a cell site, the total radio frequency (RF) power that can be transmitted from each transmitting
antenna depends on the number of radio channels (transmitters) that have been authorized by the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and the power of each transmitter. Although the FCC
permits an effective radiated power (ERP) of up to 500 watts per channel (depending on the tower
height), the majority of cellular or PCS cell sites in urban and suburban areas operate at an ERP of 100
watts per channel or less.
An ERP of 100 watts corresponds to an actual radiated power of 5-10 watts, depending on the type of
antenna used. In urban areas, cell sites commonly emit an ERP of 10 watts per channel or less. For
PCS cell sites, even lower ERPs are typical. As with all forms of electromagnetic energy, the power
density from a cellular or PCS transmitter rapidly decreases as distance from the antenna increases.
Consequently, normal ground-level exposure is much less than the exposure that might be
encountered if one were very close to the antenna and in its main transmitted beam. Measurements
made near typical cellular and PCS cell sites have shown that ground-level power densities are well
below the exposure limits recommended by RF/microwave safety standards used by the FCC.
Guidelines
In 1996, the FCC adopted updated guidelines for evaluating human exposure to RF fields from fixed
transmitting antennas such as those used for cellular and PCS cell sites. The FCC’s guidelines are
identical to those recommended by the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
(NCRP), a non-profit corporation chartered by Congress to develop information and recommendations
concerning radiation protection. The FCC’s guidelines also resemble the 1992 guidelines
recommended by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE), a non-profit technical and
professional engineering society, and endorsed by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), a
nonprofit, privately-funded membership organization that coordinates development of voluntary national
standards in the United States.
In the case of cellular and PCS cell site transmitters, the FCC’s RF exposure guidelines recommend a
maximum permissible exposure level to the general public of approximately 580 microwatts per square
centimeter. This limit is many times greater than RF levels typically found near the base of cellular or
PCS cell site towers or in the vicinity of other, lower-powered cell site transmitters. Calculations
corresponding to a “worst-case” situation (all transmitters operating simultaneously and continuously at
the maximum licensed power) show that, in order to be exposed to RF levels near the FCC’s
guidelines, an individual would essentially have to remain in the main transmitting beam and within a
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few feet of the antenna for several minutes or longer. Thus, the possibility that a member of the general
public could be exposed to RF levels in excess of the FCC guidelines is extremely remote.
When cellular and PCS antennas are mounted on rooftops, RF emissions could exceed higher than
desirable guideline levels on the rooftop itself, even though rooftop antennas usually operate at lower
power levels than free-standing power antennas. Such levels might become an issue for maintenance
or other personnel working on the rooftop. Exposures exceeding the guidelines levels, however, are
only likely to be encountered very close to, and directly in front of, the antennas. In such cases,
precautions such as time limits can avoid exposure in excess of the guidelines. Individuals living or
working within the building are not at risk.
Consumer Help Center
For more information on consumer issues, visit the FCC’s Consumer Help Center at
www.fcc.gov/consumers.
Alternate formats
To request this article in an alternate format - braille, large print, Word or text document or audio - write
or call us at the address or phone number at the bottom of the page, or send an email to
fcc504@fcc.gov.

Last Reviewed 10/15/19

2
Federal Communications Commission · Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau · 45 L Street NE, Washington, DC 20554
1-888-CALL-FCC (1-888-225-5322) · TTY: 1-888-TELL-FCC (1-888-835-5322) · www.fcc.gov/consumer-governmental-affairs-bureau

cancer.org | 1.800.227.2345

Cell Phone Towers
The widespread use of cell phones in recent decades has led to a large increase in the
number of cell phone towers (also known as base stations) being placed in
communities. These towers have electronic equipment and antennas that receive and
transmit cell phone signals using radiofrequency (RF) waves1.
Cell phone towers are still relatively new, and many people are understandably
concerned about whether the RF waves they give off might possibly have health effects.
At this time, there’s no strong evidence that exposure to RF waves from cell phone
towers causes any noticeable health effects. However, this does not mean that the RF
waves from cell phone towers have been proven to be absolutely safe. Most expert
organizations agree that more research is needed to help clarify this, especially for any
possible long-term effects.

How do cell phone towers expose people to RF waves?
Cell phone base stations can be free-standing towers or mounted on existing structures,
such as trees, water tanks, or tall buildings. The antennas need to be high enough to
adequately cover a certain area. Base stations are usually from 50 to 200 feet high.
Cell phones communicate with nearby cell towers mainly through RF waves, a form of
energy in the electromagnetic spectrum between FM radio waves and microwaves. Like
FM radio waves, microwaves, visible light, and heat, they are forms of non-ionizing
radiation. This means they do not directly damage the DNA inside cells, which is how
stronger (ionizing) types of radiation such as x-rays, gamma rays2, and ultraviolet (UV)
rays3 are thought to be able to cause cancer.

1
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Image credit: National Cancer Institute
The electromagnetic spectrum illustration above shows the possible frequencies of
electromagnetic energy, ranging from extremely low frequencies (such as those from
power lines) to extremely high frequencies (such as x-rays and gamma rays), and
includes both non-ionizing and ionizing radiation.
At very high levels, RF waves can heat up body tissues. But the levels of energy used
by cell phones and towers are much lower.
When a person makes a cell phone call, a signal is sent from the phone’s antenna to
the nearest base station antenna. The base station responds to this signal by assigning
it an available RF channel. RF waves transfer the voice information to the base station.
The voice signals are then sent to a switching center, which transfers the call to its
destination. Voice signals are then relayed back and forth during the call.
When RF signals are transmitted back and forth to the base station during calls, the RF
waves produced at the base station are given off into the environment, where people
can be exposed to them.
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On the ground near a cell phone tower
RF waves from a cell phone tower antenna, like those from other telecommunication
antennas, are directed toward the horizon (parallel to the ground), with some downward
scatter. Base station antennas use higher power levels than other types of land-mobile
antennas, but much lower levels than those from radio and television broadcast
stations. The amount of energy from RF waves decreases rapidly as the distance from
the antenna increases. As a result, the level of exposure to RF waves at ground level is
much lower than the level close to the antenna.
At ground level near typical cellular base stations, the amount of energy from RF waves
is hundreds to thousands of times less than the limits for safe exposure set by the US
Federal Communication Commission (FCC) and other regulatory authorities. It is very
unlikely that a person could be exposed to RF levels in excess of these limits just by
being near a cell phone tower.
On a roof with a cellular antenna
When a cellular antenna is mounted on a roof, it is possible that a person on the roof
could be exposed to RF levels greater than those typically encountered on the ground.
But even then, exposure levels approaching or exceeding the FCC safety guidelines are
only likely to be found very close to and directly in front of the antennas. If this is the
case, access to these areas should be limited.
Indoors with a base station mounted on the outside of the building
The level of energy from RF waves inside buildings where a base station is mounted is
typically much lower than the level outside, depending on the construction materials of
the building. Antennas are pointed away from the side of the building, and the energy
level behind the antenna is hundreds to thousands of times lower than in front. On top
of this, wood or cement block reduces the exposure to energy from RF waves by a
factor of about 10. Therefore, if an antenna is mounted on the side of a building, the
exposure level in the room directly behind the wall is typically well below the
recommended exposure limits.
Near a 5G base station
Newer, smaller versions of base stations (often referred to as small cells), which are
part of fifth generation (5G) cellular networks, are discussed below.

Do cell phone towers cause cancer?
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Some people have expressed concern that living, working, or going to school near a cell
phone tower might increase the risk of cancer or other health problems. At this time,
there isn't a lot of evidence to support this idea. Still, more research is needed to be
sure.
What expert agencies say
The American Cancer Society (ACS) does not have any official position or
statement on whether or not radiofrequency (RF) radiation from cell phones, cell
phone towers, or other sources is a cause of cancer. ACS generally looks to other
expert organizations to determine if something causes cancer (that is, if it is a
carcinogen), including:
●

●

The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), which is part of the
World Health Organization (WHO)
The US National Toxicology Program (NTP), which is formed from parts of
several different government agencies, including the National Institutes of Health
(NIH), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), and the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA)

Other major organizations might also comment on the ability of certain exposures to
cause cancer.
What they say about cell phone towers
So far, neither IARC nor the NTP have classified the cancer-causing potential of RF
waves from cell phone towers specifically. However, some other agencies have
commented on cell tower safety.
The US Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has said this about cell phone
towers near homes or schools:
“[R]adiofrequency emissions from antennas used for cellular and PCS [personal
communications service] transmissions result in exposure levels on the ground that are
typically thousands of times below safety limits. These safety limits were adopted by the
FCC based on the recommendations of expert organizations and endorsed by agencies
of the Federal Government responsible for health and safety. Therefore, there is no
reason to believe that such towers could constitute a potential health hazard to nearby
residents or students.”
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What they say about RF radiation in general
Based on a review of studies published up until 2011, the International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC) has classified RF radiation as “possibly carcinogenic to
humans,” based on limited evidence of a possible increase in risk for brain tumors
among cell phone users, and inadequate evidence for other types of cancer. (For more
information on the IARC classification system, see Known and Probable Human
Carcinogens4.)
More recently, the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) issued a technical report
based on results of studies published between 2008 and 2018, as well as national
trends in cancer rates. The report concluded: “Based on the studies that are described
in detail in this report, there is insufficient evidence to support a causal association
between radiofrequency radiation (RFR) exposure and [tumor formation].”
So far, the National Toxicology Program (NTP) has not included RF radiation in its
Report on Carcinogens, which lists exposures that are known to be or reasonably
anticipated to be human carcinogens.
What studies have shown
Researchers generally use two types of studies when trying to determine if something
might cause cancer:
●

●

Studies looking at groups of people
Studies done in the lab (using lab animals or cell cultures)

The following is a brief summary of the major studies that have looked at this issue to
date. However, this is not a comprehensive review of all studies that have been done.
Studies in people living near cell phone towers
So far, not many studies in people have focused specifically on cellular phone towers
and cancer risk, and the results of these studies have not provided clear answers.
●

A large British study comparing families of young children with cancer with families
of children without cancer found no link between a mother’s exposure to the towers
during pregnancy (based on the distance from the home to the nearest tower and
on the amount of energy from RF waves given off by nearby towers) and the risk of
early childhood cancer.
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●

Researchers in Taiwan compared children with cancer to a group of similar children
without cancer. They found slightly higher overall risk of cancer in those who lived
in towns that had an estimated RF exposure from cell phone towers that was above
the midpoint level in the study. However, this finding was less apparent when RF
exposure was categorized in other ways.

Both of these studies relied on estimates of RF exposure. Neither of them measured the
actual exposure of people to RF waves from nearby cell phone towers. This limitation
makes it harder to know what the results of these studies might mean.
Studies looking at cell phone use
The amount of exposure from living near a cell phone tower typically is many times
lower than the exposure from using a cell phone. Several dozen studies have looked at
possible links between cell phone use and tumors in people. Most studies to date have
not found a link between cell phone use and cancer, although these studies have had
some important limitations. This is an area of active research. For more information, see
Cellular (Cell) Phones5.
Lab studies on RF waves
RF waves given off by cell phone towers don’t have enough energy to damage DNA
directly or to heat body tissues. Because of this, it’s not clear how cell phone towers
might be able to cause cancer. Some studies have found possible increased rates of
certain types of tumors in lab animals exposed to RF radiation, but overall, the results of
these types of studies have not provided clear answers so far.
Large studies published in 2018 by the US National Toxicology Program (NTP) and by
the Ramazzini Institute in Italy exposed groups of lab rats (as well as mice, in the case
of the NTP study) to RF waves over their entire bodies for many hours a day, starting
before birth and continuing for most or all of their natural lives. Both studies found an
increased risk of uncommon heart tumors called malignant schwannomas in male rats,
but not in female rats (nor in male or female mice, in the NTP study). The NTP study
also reported possible increased risks of certain types of tumors in the brain and in the
adrenal glands.
While both of these studies had strengths, they also had limitations that make it hard to
know how they might apply to humans being exposed to RF waves from cell phone
towers. A 2019 review of these two studies by the International Commission on NonIonizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) determined that the limitations of the studies
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didn’t allow conclusions to be drawn regarding the ability of RF energy to cause cancer.
Still, the results of these studies do not rule out the possibility that the RF waves used in
cell phone communication might somehow impact human health.

What about 5G networks?
Fifth generation (5G) cellular networks are now being rolled out in many parts of the
United States and in other countries. 5G networks are capable of transmitting much
larger amounts of data over shorter periods of time than previous generations (4G, 3G,
etc.).
Earlier generation networks have used RF wavelengths below 6 gigahertz (GHz). 5G
networks will use some wavelengths in this range, but will also use some higher
frequency wavelengths, at the lower end of the millimeter wave spectrum (which
ranges from 30 GHz to 300 GHz). While these RF waves are higher frequency (higher
energy) than those used by older generations, they are still forms of non-ionizing
radiation, so they still lack the ability to directly damage DNA.
The higher frequency waves used by 5G travel shorter distances and don’t go through
objects (such as buildings, or even tree leaves) as well as lower frequency waves.
Because of this, 5G networks require many more, smaller versions of base stations
(often referred to as small cells) in some places, especially in densely populated areas.
These small cells can be mounted on streetlights, utility poles, buildings, and other
structures. This could result in the antennas being closer to people, although small cells
typically operate at much lower power levels than the larger (macro) base stations.
The addition of the higher wavelengths from 5G networks could also expose people to
more RF waves overall.
At the same time, these higher frequency RF waves are less able to penetrate the body
than lower frequency waves, so in theory they might be less likely to have any potential
health effects. But so far this issue has not been well studied.
At this time, there has been very little research showing that the RF waves used in 5G
networks are any more (or less) of a concern than the other RF wavelengths used in
cellular communication.

Hyperlinks
1. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/radiofrequency-
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radiation.html
2. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/x-rays-gammarays.html
3. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/uv-radiation.html
4. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/general-info/known-and-probable-humancarcinogens.html
5. www.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/cellular-phones.html
6. http://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibilitydivision/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety
7. http://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/home-business-and-entertainmentproducts/cell-phones
8. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phonesfact-sheet
9. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causesprevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet
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14. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phonesfact-sheet
15. http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causesprevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet
16. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm
17. http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm

Additional resources
Along with the American Cancer Society, other sources of information include:
Federal Communications Commission RF Safety FAQ: www.fcc.gov/engineeringtechnology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety
(http://www.fcc.gov/engineering-technology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radiofrequency-safety/faq/rf-safety)6
Food and Drug Administration Cell Phones: www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-
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products/home-business-and-entertainment-products/cell-phones
(http://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/home-business-and-entertainmentproducts/cell-phones)7
National Cancer Institute Cell Phones and Cancer Risk: www.cancer.gov/aboutcancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-sheet
(http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-factsheet)8 Electromagnetic Fields and Cancer: www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causesprevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet (http://www.cancer.gov/aboutcancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/electromagnetic-fields-fact-sheet)9
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Electric and Magnetic
fields: www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm
(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/emf/index.cfm)10 Cell Phone Radio
Frequency Radiation: www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm
(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/cellphones/index.cfm)11
* Inclusion on this list does not imply endorsement by the American Cancer Society
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Falcioni L, Bua L, Tibaldi E, et al. Report of final results regarding brain and heart
tumors in Sprague-Dawley rats exposed from prenatal life until natural death to mobile
phone radiofrequency field representative of a 1.8GHz GSM base station environmental
emission. Environ Res. 2018;165:496-503.
Federal Communications Commission, Office of Engineering and Technology. RF
Safety FAQ. 2015. Accessed at https://www.fcc.gov/engineeringtechnology/electromagnetic-compatibility-division/radio-frequency-safety/faq/rf-safety on
December 30, 2019.
Food & Drug Administration. Review of Published Literature between 2008 and 2018 of
Relevance to Radiofrequency Radiation and Cancer. 2020. Accessed at
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https://www.fda.gov/media/135043/download on March 19, 2020.
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TESTIMONY ON 5G, FIREFIGHTERS &
CELL TOWERS TO MALIBU CITY
COUNCIL BY SUSAN FOSTER
Aug 28, 2020

a

Numerous testimonies against 5G were presented to the Malibu
City Council at their Monday, August 24, 2020 Meeting.

Medical Writer Susan Foster sent EHT her testimony to the
Malibu City Council to share. Foster was instrumental in
working with firefighters on the INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF FIRE FIGHTERS Official Position Against
Cell Towers on Fire Stations passed in 2004. She was also the
organizer of a brain study of firefighters exposed to RF radiation
from a cell tower adjacent to their fire station of over 5 years
which found brain damage. Read her affidavit here.
Firefighter groups in the United States have long opposed cell
towers on their stations. Not only that, but in
California firefighters have lobbied for and sometimes achieved
certain exemptions from forced placement of towers on their
stations because of their strong opposition due to health
concerns from the radiation. Firefighters have long contended
they are willing to risk their lives for their fellow citizens; they
are unwilling to risk deadly consequences as a result of living
with cell towers on their stations in order to facilitate corporate
profits.
What exemptions were California firefighters fought for that
that stopped cell towers on their stations?
AB57- Firefighters have gotten an exemption to have cell
towers on or adjacent to their facilities. This was codified
in California’s 2015 legislation AB57 . CA AB57 (2015)
Legiscan Text of Bill. ” Section 65964.1. (f) Due to the unique

duties and infrastructure requirements for the swift and effective
deployment of firefighters, this section does not apply to a
collocation or siting application for a wireless telecommunications
facility where the project is proposed for placement on fire
department facilities. “
SB649- They also received an exemption in California’s
SB649 (2018), a bill which was vetoed by GovernorBrown. SB
649 California (2017) Wireless Telecommunications
Facilities – 65964.2. “(a) A small cell shall be a permitted use
subject only to a permitting process adopted by a city or county
pursuant to subdivision (b) if it satisfies the following
requirements: ….(3) The small cell is not located on a fire
department facility.”
Download a PDF of Letter.
August 25, 2020
Dear Mayor Pierson & Malibu City Councilmembers,
On Monday evening, August 24, 2020 I spoke to you regarding
the firefighter study I organized in 2004. This was a study
conducted by Gunnar Heuser, MD, PhD of six firefighters in the
Santa Barbara area who had been exposed to a 2G cell tower in
front of their station for 5 years. All six men were found to have
brain abnormalities on SPECT brain scans. Beginning the day the
tower was activated, firefighters began experiencing the
following symptoms:
Headache, including migraine
Tinnitus

Lethargy
Cognitive impairment
Sleep disturbances
Inability to go to sleep
Waking up as if they had been anesthetized
Anxiety
Depression
Infertility
Immunosuppression
All of these men were healthy prior to activation of the tower.
They had all been told by the wireless carrier that there were no
ill effects from the technology. When the firefighters
complained to the carrier that they were ill and unable to
function in their jobs at maximum capacity, they were told the
tower was well within the FCC guidelines. On Monday evening I
told you that the tower was measured at 1/1000th of what the
FCC allows.
Rather than reassurance, this is deeply concerning because
what it tells us is that the men who passed rigorous cognitive
and physical exams before entering the fire service became ill
when a tower was placed in front of their station at a fraction of
what the government allows. When the strongest of the strong
among us become ill at a fraction of what the government
permits, what about children, what about pregnant women,
what about women in general because their body mass is
smaller than men, what about the elderly, the infirm, those
fighting cancer, neurodegenerative diseases such as Alzheimer’s

and those with immunosuppression and autoimmune
deficiencies.
I would like to address Councilmember Karen Farrer’s question
of Telecom Law attorney Jonathan Kramer. The attorney was
asked whether or not the firefighters had received an exemption
and he said no. That is not the whole truth. There is a minor
exemption for fire stations in AB 57 which did pass and was
signed into law by Gov. Brown. The exemption referenced by
earlier speakers in the evening is likely a reference to an
exemption that was granted to the firefighters from 5G small
cells in SB 649 which would have been California’s 5G law, had it
been signed by Gov. Brown. This bill was vetoed by Gov. Brown
in October 2017.
AB 57, which we did become law, exempts projects on fire
department facilities from the “deemed approved process”,
meaning an applicant cannot use the simple notice process to
obtain a deemed approval; the applicant would have to go to
court. “Health” is not the stated reason for the fire facilities
exemption (as technically that would have been illegal), though
that is the specific reason the firefighters went for exemptions
on AB 57 and SB 649. The law explains the rationale for the
exemption as being “[d]ue to the unique duties and
infrastructure requirements for the swift and effective
deployment of firefighters”. See Gov. Code 65964.1(d).
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xht
ml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65964.1

65964.1.

(f) Due to the unique duties and infrastructure requirements
for the swift and effective deployment of firefighters, this
section does not apply to a collocation or siting application for
a wireless telecommunications facility where the project is
proposed for placement on fire department facilities.
(Added by Stats. 2015, Ch. 685, Sec. 1. (AB 57) Effective January 1,
2016.)
SB 649, California’s 5G bill, offered an exemption to fire stations
with the following wording. Again, his bill was vetoed by Gov.
Brown in October 2017 so the exemption to having small cells
on fire department facilities did not become a reality.:
65964.2.

(a) A small cell shall be a permitted use subject only to a
permitting process adopted by a city or county pursuant to
subdivision (b) if it satisfies the following requirements:
(1) The small cell is located in a public right-of-way in any zone
or in any zone that includes a commercial or industrial use.
(2) The small cell complies with all applicable federal, state, and
local health and safety regulations, including the federal
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12101 et
seq.).
(3) The small cell is not located on a fire department facility.

Attorney Jonathan Kramer may be unaware of the 300 foot
setback from 5G towers for fire stations in San Diego County.
That exemption for fire stations in San Diego County was passed
by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors on August 7,
2019 and was an addition to their Small Cell Ordinance. The
wording is as follows:
San Diego County:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/zoning/
z6000.pdf

3. 3. In order to reduce clutter and maintain the aesthetic
quality and community character of certain civic and
community uses, SCWs in the right-of-way shall not be located
within 300 feet of schools, child care centers, hospitals,
religious facilities, fire stations, or sheriff stations unless the
applicant demonstrates that compliance with this requirement
would be technically infeasible. Distance, without regard to
intervening structures, shall be a straight line measured from
the closest property lines.

I am going to take exception to what Jonathan Kramer said in his
response to Councilmember Ferrar’s question regarding the
firefighter exemption. He said, in effect, firefighters/fire stations
welcome the towers because the towers were placed where
they needed to be. Frankly, this is what the telecommunications

industry says. This is not what the firefighters say. Mr. Kramer
used FirstNET as an example. This is simply not true.
FirstNET towers were targeted for fire stations and some sheriff
stations, but they were not invited by the firefighters nor the fire
departments. FirstNET was initially promoted as a First
Responders emergency services network, a project promoted
through FEMA. Fire stations were targeted for these 120 foot
towers that were going to be used in part for a First Responders
telecommunications network. In addition, FirstNET towers rent
out space on the structures to commercial carriers as well
provide space for Homeland Security.
In 2015, I received a call from Lew Currier, Head of Health and
Safety for the IAFF Local 1014 in Los Angeles County. Lew
Currier told me the firefighters were very concerned because of
complaints from some stations with cell towers where the men
were already sick, including some stations where nonpresumptive cancers were present (i.e. cancers not typically
related to firefighting risks).
I will never forget listening to Lew Currier describe the
firefighters’ reactions to hearing that over 250 fire stations in
Los Angeles were going to get hit with these towers. They did
not want to be used to facilitate a communications network that
the firefighters did not deem necessary. I remember asking Lew
Currier what communications problems they were having that
would warrant this brand-new emergency system on a massive

scale built throughout the country. His response: “We don’t have
any communications problems.”
The firefighters felt they were being used and I believe they
were. I worked with Lew Currier – providing studies and letters
from experts – as the firefighters in Los Angeles County and City
joined forces along with the sheriff and police unions in an
extremely united front not only in Los Angeles but also San
Francisco and throughout the state.
After a tremendous lobbying effort by the combined unions, Los
Angeles County and City greatly reduce the number of fire
stations that were going to get hit with FirstNET towers and in
the end AT&T towers have contracted with the federal
government to carry part of the FirstNET signal across the
country. Not every fire station was spared but many were.
It was in the midst of this FirstNET fight the firefighters began
lobbying for an exemption to the 5G towers. Jonathan Kramer
may be correct that some of the chiefs wanted to make deals
with telecom because the chiefs are charged with bringing in
revenue to the cities/counties. But every chief has to be mindful
of the fact that he or she is making such a deal with a potentially
deadly trade-off.
As members of the Malibu City Council in the face of the FCC
directives, you are not in an enviable position because you have
been left with very little ability to protect your residents. And
clearly your residents are calling out for protection with respect

to multiple concerns including safety, fire risks, aesthetics, and
loss of local control.
Jonathan Kramer appeared to be taking the FCC strict
interpretation of Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of
1996 when he said you cannot talk about health. Other
attorneys I have spoken with such as Scott McCullough from
whom you heard Monday night and Ariel Strauss who assisted
the residents in the City of Encinitas have described this
restriction as not being quite as prohibitive as Jonathan Kramer
indicated. It is my understanding from the attorneys I just
mentioned that some of your residents can talk about health,
but you cannot prohibit the placement of towers based on
health concerns.
The concerns regarding these towers are many and one of my
greatest concerns is fire. This is a safety concern and therefore
is on the table for discussion and action if necessary, according
to even the strictest FCC interpretation. I wrote the fire section
for the Encinitas Ordinance under the oversight of Ariel Strauss
and would be happy to help Malibu borrow from the Encinitas
Ordinance. We took from and added to the existing Sebastopol
Ordinance which has an excellent fire section. I would invite you
to take from what we have already researched and incorporated
into existing ordinances.
I served as a consultant on the Encinitas Ordinance, having lived
in neighboring Rancho Santa Fe for 32 years. We learned from
experts we sought out that there are several fire risks inherent

in the cell towers themselves. One risk has to do with smart
meters within the 4G towers and some of the 5G towers. 4G is
needed for 5G to work and unless all the carriers are functioning
under a flat rate system, electric usage is measured by a smart
meter within a large number of cell towers.
You may already be very well aware that smart meters can cause
fires. What we learned from our experts was that under certain
circumstances the surge protection in smart meters is
inadequate. Smart meters utilize what is called a “varistor” as
surge protection for up to around 350 V. That is the level of
surge protection you would have typically find in a television set.
It is inadequate for smart meters in the following circumstances.
Lightning strikes cause surges of voltage in the multi-thousands
of volts. In those cases, the varistor would be inadequate.
Another time electrical surges are an issue are when 1) power
has been lost and restored; and 2) during Santa Ana or El Diablo
wind events, utilities may decide to turn power off and on in an
effort to avoid sparks that could cause a fire.
In a dangerous twist of irony, the act of turning the power off
and back on again may trigger surges the varistor cannot hold
back in smart meters within cell towers. In a small percentage of
the cases where this happens, likely 1% – 2%, electrical fires can
be triggered.
Another circumstance in which electrical fires can be triggered
almost 100% of the time is if the “connector” linking the power
supply to the antenna itself is not replaced. This part should be

replaced every 3 to 5 years but certainly closer to the 3-year
mark if the towers are exposed to salty air; this describes part of
your County. Our electrical engineering expert said that close to
100% of the time an electrical fire will ensue if connectors are
allowed to corrode and the electrical supply is not held in place.
The 2007 Malibu Canyon Fire was determined to be caused by
wireless equipment on a utility pole. I don’t have to remind you
of the tragedy of that fire. I do not have a high degree of
confidence that there has been a substantive change in
maintenance among the wireless carriers.
I believe for this reason and so many others that indemnification
by the wireless carriers as well as high dollar amounts of
insurance per instance and in the aggregate should be
considered for Malibu. You have the right to ask for both. Lloyd’s
of London and Swiss Re have long refused to indemnify for RF
radiation harms. These leading insurance companies are
concerned about the eventual litigation that will come when the
law has been adjusted to favor citizens/consumers as opposed
to telecommunications companies. Thus, the telecom industry is
self-insured and you can make of that what you will. I believe
Encinitas was able to locate, through an insurance broker, a
pollution insurance company that did cover for RF radiation.
During the Monday evening hearing, attorney W. Scott
McCullough had some extremely legitimate suggestions for
legally slowing and controlling the placement of 5G small cells in
Malibu. I recall a comment, I believe it was made by Mayor Pro

Tem Skylar Peak, that given the speed of the 5G buildout you are
witnessing in Malibu, a focus on the ordinance may be an urgent
matter. In my opinion, this is correct.
I have written appeals for California firefighters when cell
towers were permitted for their stations for 19 years. I will
continue to speak out about the firefighter/cell tower study and
assist firefighters as long as I am able. As a medical writer and an
Honorary Firefighter with the San Diego Fire Department, these
men and women are my priority. When our First Responders are
compromised, society itself is unsafe.
You should know that the industry has not conducted a single
safety study on 5G. Representatives from the major wireless
carriers testified to that effect before Sen. Blumenthal’s
subcommittee last year. They did not anticipate committing any
funds to study the effects of this exponential increase in
radiation to the population.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak. I wish you the best of
luck and I do hope that the Malibu City Council passes a
resolution condemning the FCC’s evisceration of local control &
the rollout of a completely untested 5G technology, thereby
turning the residents of Malibu into test subjects. Hopefully
from this tragic mistake our legislators in Washington DC will
start to read wireless bills before they pass them.
Respectfully,
Susan Foster
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Anthony Valdez
Fire Marshal
South Metro Fire Rescue
9195 East Mineral Ave.
Centennial, CO 80112
Dear Chief Valdez,
The Fire Marshals Association of Colorado (FMAC) presents annual awards to members of
the organization who go above and beyond the expectations of not only the FMAC but
their respective organization and the fire service. In 2022, you have been selected as the
Fire Marshal of the Year. Individuals chosen for this award have proven accomplishments
and acted both on and off duty as a model for other fire prevention officers to emulate. In
an organization that has more than 110 members, there were many deserving of this
award. But you stood out when compared to the numerous other nominees.
You were nominated by a group of individuals from your division at South Metro Fire
Rescue. Most notably is the commitment you have shown to create innovative solutions
through two unifications, and your continual drive for excellence in fire prevention and life
safety. You are a respected and trusted member of not only the FMAC, but the fire service
community. Your actions both on and off duty are the reasons you have been selected as
the 2022 Fire Marshal of the Year. The FMAC executive board would like to congratulate
you on this award and hope that you are able to attend the Colorado State Fire Chief’s Fire
Leadership Conference to receive this award.
Sincerely,

Steven Parker, EFO, FM
FMAC President

From: Andrew Pavone
Sent: Saturday, September 17, 2022 12:48 PM
Subject: Over The Edge 2022 Recap

Hi all,
Thank you to everyone who came out and volunteered their time at Over The Edge! We had a
great showing from South Metro Fire Rescue, Arapahoe Rescue Patrol and friends and family.
This year, we probably had the most amount of volunteers in a while. I can not thank you all
enough for helping out with this cause.
In total, so far this event has raised $173,098. All of which will be staying in our state to fund
various cancer research and service grants, awarded by The Cancer League of Colorado.
Additional photos from the event can be found here when uploaded:

Denver Over The Edge: Cancer League Colorado
Simply raise a minimum of $1500 in pledges and rappel down one of Denver’s most
prominent skyscrapers. Whether you are an accomplished climber or a first time rappeller
whose only use of a carabiner is as a keychain, this event is a thrill of a lifetime.
www.denverovertheedge.com

