Citizens for Safe Meters Reply to Ed Ma!loy s
Letter in August Iowa Source ’

Czt:zens for Safe Meters in Fasrﬁe d greatly appremate the
Honorable Mayor's sharing of his perspectives, on this
topic of great import for all residents of Fairfield. The
following observations, and factual clarifications, are
derived from testimony of many individuals who have -
participated in this ongomg interaction with the mayor and
city council. This response mitted for the benefit of
those who may have been unable to pammpate first hand,
but have an interest in gaining deeper understanding.

The Mayor , - .
Your letters emails, and appeafances have been rece, ed
with great seriousness And our. response to yourf concems

- has been swaﬁ 7 ,

As perceived by cmzens who have been nvolved
thelr "appearances’ and “concem  atthe neil
meetings have not been addressed in good faith At the
council meetings any ability to speak was very strictly

managed and controlled by limitations of “acCeptable topzc" ,

In several instances, citizens a
~concerns with health impact from the ,

instructed to sit down, as thew posmo was cons:dered
‘outside the top:c” - ,

Aﬁer the ﬁrst meetmgs relating to the opt out ordmance the_,,f,,

standard practice of recording the proceedmgs for pubhc

viewing was ot operational. Also, the microphone atthe .
_ podium was not fumttonai for these meetings. This strange -
lapse of public access was not rectified until the week - ﬁer -

. all the meetings for this topic were concluded

The citizens do not feel their concems have met with an / '

ﬁappropnaie respcnse to a clear mandate from cmze

As of this writing ~subse C uem 1o the petition ob;ectwe

signed by 14% it popu!atlon of Fauf’ eld to
remove the wire
RF meters are still being inst
member of the council) - in spit:
council, that installation would ce
signed what should be ¢
their city council memhe
those they are swom to se :

At the 2011 cnty electmn the mayor received exactiy
489 votes. The vote totals for the other council seats
were: Silvers, 439, Ra
2009, John Revolinski received 83 votes, Michael
Halley 161 votes. Yet they are dictating the fate and
compromising the safety of the 1051 citizens signing
_ for safe meters, and all Fairfield citizens.

The opt»out fee is not accepted by the citizens, bec:ause it
is perceived as blatantly unjust to charge the fee to people
who were simply among the unfortunate ones to have the
RF meters installed without their knowledge or consent.

Community Action Meeting
Convention Center Meeting Room — Wednesday Sept 5" 7:30 PM

PROGRAM Legal Defense Team « UN 21 (ICLEI) presentation by Clyde Cleveland
. RF aiternatwes e RF water meters opt»out fee s Aihant RF meters future pians

,'mt:zens xp

Currently some 1300 Fairfield citizens are using the
same touch pad meters as would be used after the opt
out, yet only the opt out people would be forced to pay
more for the same meter and service. No reasonable
argument exists for this discriminatory policy. It is
seenasa prejudmml punitive fee assessment, simply
copied from other cities in which the utility companies
found tha‘t such a fae was an effectwe dasincentwa

And the un!ucky cmzens must now pay thlS extomcm to
avoid the harm of RF radiation, officially declared as a
class 2 carcinogen by the World Health Organization, on
May 31, 2011, and seen as a genuine health hazard by
numerous. presﬁgmus groups of smentmts and physsc:ans

public safety for all citizens

_ should be top priotity, not some m’vsrg’mf’ icant nuisance
_tobe discouraged by fees. .

, ,;Thta Mayor: , ' ' ,

_ ‘We have also begun the process of ,evaluaﬂng an.
 altemative technoiogy’

- ,and eff:c:ency with |

t accomplishes the same safety
;con"' em about RF am:sssons .

This begs th' guestion same as what”” The ‘same’ safety
i ; 'he cmzens have spoken ciearly, with

demandmg removalfdf all RF wmless meters thhout any
opt. out fee or the pumtwe dtsmcentwe charges currenﬂy

councﬂ is on mcord thh
hat even if one person got swk
all the meters would be pulled the
cauncxl meetmgs cmzens reportfed ,,
- :d L

¢ have proposedt
the touch

The councﬂ would have been comn itting $1,050,000 or
more to the Neptunes, vers
,&afer wnred teuch pad meiers (c:ontmued on reverse)

‘around $400,000 for the




The mayor o '
“There was m:smfonnatmn sw:mng about that Iad to a
perception that the city was defending meters. ..

That “perception’ of the city's defense of the meters,
among those who attended the council meetings, resulted
from hearing that “defense’ first hand stated clearly and
emphatically. The following council response was factually
recorded in the Environmental & Franchise Utilities
Committee Meeting Minutes, 5/14/12: “Michael Halley
explained .. with no evidence that the Neptune radio-read
meters are in any way harmiul to peoples’ health. the
waterworks department considers them to be standard
equapment due to their cost savmgs and safety beneﬁts

(Note the counc:l |gnored citizen requests to provide cost
analysis substantiating any cost benefits. Citizen f
independent expert cost analysis indicated that, in fact the
Neptunes fail to produce any cost savings justifying the
250% greater purchase costs compared to the tolich pad
meters The council claim of cost savmgs from the

employment of one meter readér going to homes, over the

lifespan of the costly meters, was not found to be accurate
accounting. And the council failed to demonstrate the
validity of that claim. As far as *salety benefits’, it would be
remarkable and decxdediy nscientific, if they cau!d .
somehow claim that meters transmitt g RF w:reless
radiation are safer than wwed meiers o

It is a matter of public record that the cﬁy has wgorously
defended the meters. This strong defense of the meters
was repeated numerous times during the mee ings, and
dozens more times, outside of meetings, countering citizen
presentation of abundant scientific evidence of health risks
from RF wireless radiation, and ‘widespread reaognmon of
that risk, from regulatory agencies and science and medtcai
‘research orgamzanons around the wortd '

; ;\The only m:smiomahon” sw;ﬂmg amund came fmm the

_ council and mayor's claims of "misinforming’, attributed to
citizens who were citing all the eviden ousands of
tesearch studies from top level authorities in the field. The
council’s policy of total mmm;tment to cla:mmg safety for

the RF mesters;m ag

found p{enty of
forced to pay to

. posdmn the cfiy s faka

: ,f precaut;onary principle of do no harm ana in

,dimmzshmg assurance of safety Safety
not first. To extort fees for c:tnzen safety, for a lower cost,
safe meter is not acceptab!e .

, Equaﬂy as puzz!mg is the reference’;t CL
satisfaction. The city has, for years;,smposed the RF
radiation from the meters on the city without the permission
or even the knowledge of the people. In this unilateral
action by the city, where is the dialog that could form the

 ‘revisit’ and
wide installation
, meters
rf‘rstorms , ' '

_ basis for assessing, and hence claiming, customer

satisfaction? Obviously the actions of the citizens, and the
strength in their numbers signing their petition, directly
communicated to the city council and mayor, are striking
evcdence of dtssatasfacnon

The cstlzens do not want any RE meter. They want a
proven, safe wired meter, either fiber optic based metering,
of the most cost effective and reliable touch pad meters.

Na RE meter is acceptabte

When the caty prOposed the Sensus meter as anew RF
wireless alternative, described as ‘only once per month’,
cilizens asked the council if they would guarantee m
witling that the meters wouid never pulse more than
once per month, the city declared unequwocauy there
would never be such a guaraniee, ,

Review of the technical specifications of the Sensus meter
revealed that it is a programmable customizable design,
which can be programmed to be read at any desired

_interval, and that it is designed to be integrated into a
- community network, broadcasting its strong signals to

local towers, radaating constant s:gn;al which can be

' sheet

“The FteiNet'S"rhafdemt M2 receives 'mput from the
meter,reg:star and remoteiy sends data to a walk-byl
drive

nt M2 easily msgratas from waikubyldrwe-by to
fixed ase by simply installing a Tower Gateway
Basestation (TGB). It's powerful, industry leading two
watt transm itter broadcasts over large distances and
rmmmxzes collection infrastructure. And once the

int M2 is installed, its migratable, two-way
system platform can be updated without requmng
personne! to visit each meter andlor mconvemenmng
customers.” .

The mtazens certam!y do not want this meter, 20 times as
w;r&lesg 'ﬁieter NGt o they Wt powerful fowers
radiating into their homes 24 hours per day. The citizens do
not want to live i part of a ‘smart

grid” a few years fro; now, with indications that soon
 Alliant will attempt to follow suit and tnpla the magmtude of
, the problem ,

The cmzens strongty reject any such notlon of being part of

__ this “blender’. They want true precautionary emphasis,

_ "safety first’ all the way, either fiber optic based metering,

~__or the most cost effective and reliable touch pad meters.
No RF meter is acc 'ptabie The cat!zens want the pmper ‘
four fe , '

Opt out fees and commn to the csty
en safe technology, using wired

For more information:
www fairfieldsafemeters com
Facebook “Fairfield Safe Meters”

See disp'lay'ad in thi,s ,isSQé of Fairfield We»ekly Ré,ader.




