R V,
SSeade,

o ¢\ ©
-J ﬂw}

FRUITA, COLORADO

;

&

Board Meeting Agenda
Meeting Title: Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors

Date: April 9, 2026
Time: 6:00 p.m.
Location: 168 N Mesa Street; Fruita, CO 81521

Agenda:
1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Citizen Comments/Requests
This section is set aside for the Board of Directors to listen to comments by the
public regarding items that do not otherwise appear on the agenda. Generally,
the Board of Directors will not discuss the issue and will not take official action
under this section of the agenda. Please limit comments to a five-minute period.

4. Disclosure of Conflict of Interest

5. Approval of:
* Regular Board Minutes from 3/12/2026
*  Workshop- Community Q&A Minutes from 4/2/2026
+ Bills
* Financial Report
* Resolution 04/9/2026 — March 2026 Write Off's

6. Reports/Updates
« Administrative
- Chief(s)
« Officer(s)
* Union #5265

7. New Business
* Reappointment of District 3 Board of Director
* Oath of Office for newly appointed District 3 Director

8. Old Business
*  Loma Hall
o Working on estimates for asbestos mitigation. Very little was
found on inspection.
9. Adjourned



Lower Valley Fire Protection District
March 12, 2026

CALL MEETING TO ORDER
The regular board meeting of the Board of Directors with the Lower Valley Fire

Protection District is called to order by Board President Cullen Purser. Advance
public notice of this meeting is posted in three separate public spaces, and
online at www.lowervalleyfire.com. In attendance are the following board of
directors: Cullen Purser, Mark Bonella, Jeff Phillips, and Cliff Gray. Others in
attendance: Fire Chief Matt Katzenberger, Deputy Fire Chief Gary Mulkey, Diana
Manzanares, Mahea Rodriguez, Fire Marshal Travis Holder, Thomas Creel, and
Kaden Fife.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Thomas Creel led the Pledge of Allegiance.

CITIZENS COMMENTS/REQUESTS
None.

DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
None.

APPROVAL OF BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Cliff Gray motioned to accept the regular board meeting minutes from
02/12/2026; seconded by Mark Bonella. Motion was passed with three
votes from the board members present on 02/12/2026.

APPROVAL OF EXPENSES
Diana rendered the information reporting the expenses from February 1, 2026,
through February 28, 2026, totaled $94,750.41.

Mark Bonella made a motion to accept the bills for February 2026; seconded
by Jeff Phillips. Motion was passed with four votes.

APPROVAL OF FINANCIAL REPORTS

Diana reports that the total balance in our bank accounts, including cash on
hand as of February 28, 2026, is $3,263,798.29. The interest accrued for the
month of February 2026 is $9,588.06. The YTD interest accrued is $21,004.54.
The Mesa County Statement of Collections for the month of February 2026
totaled $985,311.47.

Jeff Phillips made a motion to accept the financial statements for February
2026; seconded by Cliff Gray. Motion was passed with four votes.
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APPROVAL OF AMBULANCE BILLING RESOLUTIONS
Mahea reports that the billing write-offs for February 2026 totaled

$130,512.84. There were 20 accounts sent to collections in February 2026,
which totaled $24,452.85.

Cliff Gray made a motion to approve the resolutions and write-offs for
February 2026; seconded by Mark Bonella. Motion was passed with four
votes.

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

Mahea reported that ambulance revenue for February 2026 totaled
$86,989.26. She will attend a national ambulance coding and billing conference
in Las Vegas next month, where she will also sit for her Certified Ambulance
Coding (CAC) exam.

Next, Mahea reported that a billing software company, NSure, has reached out
to offer services tailored to EMS billing. The platform is designed to help
identify missing patient information, including insurance coverage, Social
Security numbers, addresses, and correct patient demographics, to improve
billing accuracy and recovery. She noted that the company also offers a self-pay
analysis tool, which utilizes credit data to estimate a patient’s likelihood of
payment when no insurance is available. Mahea has participated in a couple of
virtual meetings with the company, one of which was attended by the Chief. The
company offers two pricing models: a flat monthly fee or a contingency-based
option in which they retain 30% of recovered revenue. Mahea stated that, if
implemented, the service would likely be used selectively, primarily for
complex cases such as motor vehicle accidents, out-of-state patients, or
accounts where all internal efforts have been exhausted prior to being sent to
collections. The Board agreed that Option 2, the pay-per-usage, contingency-
based plan, was the most appropriate choice.

Lastly, the CMS audit from April 2025 has been officially concluded. The audit
focused on the practices of Rocky Mountain Health Plans (RMHP), not LVFD
directly. RMHP has received the results, and the findings do not involve our
District.

Diana reports that $200,000 was transferred from the ColoTrust checking
account to the Grand Valley Bank (GVB) checking account on 03/02/2026. The
funds will be used to cover payroll and operating expenses.

In the future, Diana asks the board to consider Chief Matt Katzenberger as an
approver for internal transfers, from bank-to-bank only. It was clarified that the
board would still maintain all authority of any money that leaves a bank
account. Cullen Purser adds that the process of approving these transactions
can be cumbersome for the Board. He recently worked through the steps
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required to authorize and sign, and it took some time to get everything set up
with ColoTrust. Cullen continues, stating that the more important discussion,
however, is how we maintain appropriate board oversight and accountability
for outgoing payments when the process is no longer as simple as signing a
check. This is especially relevant when using ColoTrust for fund transfers, and
the Board will work to clarify these procedures between us and them. Chief
Matt Katzenberger states another reason for this request is to try to take
advantage of potential earning of interest. For example, GVB currently has over
$1 million following the February tax deposit. While we don’t want to move a
large portion due to upcoming expenses, such as the water tender by the end of
the month and the Type III by the end of April, having internal flexibility is key.
If that capability exists, we could temporarily move available funds to an
interest-bearing account for four to six weeks, then transfer the money back to
GVB just before it's needed for those larger purchases. Mark requested to
receive communication and notifications when transfers occur. Chief Matt
Katzenberger agreed to notify the Board prior to any internal transfers and to
wait for acknowledgment before proceeding.

Cliff Gray made a motion to allow Chief Matt Katzenberger to approve and
initiate internal transfers between banks and to provide prior notification of
such to the Board; seconded by Mark Bonella. Motion was passed with four
votes.

FIRE CHIEF REPORT

Chief Matt Katzenberger informed the Board of an unruly patient who was
recently sent to collections and is now threatening to hire an attorney and
pursue claims of fraudulent billing and medical malpractice. The patient has
called multiple times and spoken with Mahea, Chief Katzenberger, Chief
Mulkey, and Travis. Chief Katzenberger provided a heads-up to the Board
regarding the situation in case the patient engages an attorney. Chief
Katzenberger emphasized that all billing was accurate, the medical care
provided was appropriate, and there is no fraudulent activity. The dispute
centers on $580 in co-pays for the patient and his wife, with insurance covering
the remainder in full. The patient has suggested dropping the legal threat if the
co-pays are waived; Chief Katzenberger clarified that the District will not write
them off. If the patient does contact a lawyer, Chief Katzenberger will forward
the matter to the District’s legal counsel for response.

Next, Chief Katzenberger provides apparatus updates. Travis followed up
with the dealer regarding the Type IlI, and there has been progress, although it
hadn’t been posted to the website. The fabrication error on the hose beds,
which was discussed a few months ago, has been resolved. The pump housing
is now installed, and the owner of Front Range Fire Apparatus indicated that
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the projected timeline for final inspection is the end of April. We also received
a zip file with roughly 20 photos showing forward progress. The water tender
is moving along as well. It came out of paint last week, and we approved the
striping. Ground lights that were omitted from the initial specs are now in
discussion, and brackets are being fabricated for placement. Final assembly is
underway, keeping the project on track for the end-of-month completion. The
only potential delay is a chassis recall, which the dealer will address before
pick-up; it’s a minor issue involving a wire harness. There are no new updates
on the ambulance.

With the strategic plan process now complete, Chief Matt Katzenberger has
been able to shift focus back to our three key policy documents. The Standard
Operating Guidelines (SOG), which outline operational procedures, have been
distributed to all staff; these are not typically reviewed or approved by the
Board. We've separated the physical policies that previously lived in that
document into a new Operations Policy Manual. This manual will combine the
remaining content from the old district manual with the formal policies from
the SOG’s. It is currently about 75% complete, with Chief MulKey finalizing the
SOP section and Chief Matt Katzenberger working on the rest. The goal is to
have the complete manual ready for Board’s review before the next meeting,
allowing time for approval and distribution to staff, ultimately concluding the
year-and-a-half-long policy overhaul. On a similar note, Chief Matt
Katzenberger addresses our employee handbook project, stating that our
contract with Lighthouse HR officially ends at the end of May. One of the recent
payments reflects the final installment under that contract. Moving forward, we
will retain Lighthouse for an $800 per year fee. This service provides automatic
updates for any legislative or labor law changes affecting the employee
handbook, including addendums, supplements, or replacements, ensuring we
remain in compliance. Chief Matt Katzenberger confirmed that all other
services under the previous contract will be canceled. He informs the Board
that $800 per year is a reasonable cost for this ongoing compliance support.

DEPUTY FIRE CHIEF REPORT

Deputy Chief Mulkey begins with grant updates. He attended the NWRETAC
grant hearing and applied for a matching grant to expand on equipment
purchased last year, including additional Lucas Devices. Our goal is to have one
Lucas Device in each of our first-out ambulances, which has already proven to
be a game changer by enhancing our capabilities with limited personnel. The
grant application also includes additional ventilators. The hearing went very
well. He received positive feedback, and Adam Compton did an excellent job
explaining the need and benefits for our district. We’re hopeful for good news
in the coming weeks.
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Next, Deputy Chief Mulkey provides some training updates to the Board. Cody
Ciotti and Matt White have completed their Instructor [ course and testing. We
also held a wildland refresher on April 10%, with the BLM providing an
overview, updates on drought conditions, and expectations for the upcoming
fire season. The high school academy students are finishing their HazMat
training and are scheduled for testing this month, with excellent progress so
far. Additionally, the new part-time recruit academy will begin on March 25,

Regarding the call volume, Deputy Chief Mulkey reports that the call volume
is down by about 10% compared to last year, with 456 calls recorded through
the end of February. This is only 5% lower than 2025, but still an increase from
previous years. The start of the burn season was busy. LVFD responded to 22
calls related to agricultural burns, 12 of which required active fire suppression.

FIRE MARSHAL REPORT

Fire Marshal Travis Holder provides his YTD Fire Prevention Activities to the
Board. The Board is informed that there is significant new construction on the
west side of town. For example, the former Oaks site on Ottley is being
developed into a new apartment complex, and other projects are underway as
well. Travis has been participating in numerous pre-construction meetings,
discussing fire mitigation strategies and reviewing appeals to minimize fire
risk. Construction and mitigation efforts are expected to begin in April. Travis
confirms that he, along with the City of Fruita, has a list of contractors and will
review it to select the best bid. After the heavy fuels are mitigated, they plan to
reintroduce the sheep to graze the area. He anticipates a busy Spring season.

OFFICERS REPORT
None.

LOCAL 5265 - UNION REPORT

Union President Kaden Fife reports that Local 5265 is launching its campaign
for Measure A, with the first major outreach day scheduled for tomorrow. Some
members will attend the Loma auction, while others will visit local businesses.
They’ve prepared front-and-back handouts with campaign information and a
QR code linking to their website. They will also be asking businesses to display
posters in support of the campaign. In addition, social media ads for Measure A
will be running on Facebook, and targeted mailers will be delivered to
registered voters within city limits between the 14t and 16%. Using voter data
from Mesa County, the Union has identified over 3,200 active voters who have
participated in the past two years, ensuring their outreach is focused and
efficient. The Union also has a campaign app from the CPFF that provides
addresses, voter names, suggested talking points, and allows them to track
whether residents are in favor, opposed, or undecided. This helps volunteers
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engage more effectively during door-to-door outreach. Interest from
community members has been strong, and volunteers can contact us via our
website, lvfdlocal5265.com, to get involved. Kaden has also reached out to
nearby GJFD’s Union to see if their members would like to assist. It was strongly
emphasized to all union members and volunteers that they will represent the
Union exclusively while conducting outreach for Measure A. They will not
represent the Fire District in any capacity.

Next, Kaden reports on the annual LVFD employee surveys. He is hoping to
have the surveys sent out by next month.

Lastly, Kaden announced that he and Anthony Padilla have been reelected for
another two-year term, with Kaden continuing as President and Anthony
continuing as the Secretary/Treasurer.

NEW BUSINESS

Fire Marshal Travis Holder begins with asking for the Board to adopt
Resolution 03/12/2026-1 - A resolution adopting the Mesa County Wildfire
Resiliency Code and the 2025 CO Wildfire Resiliency Code as amended and
map within the Lower Valley Fire Protection District. This year, a state-
mandated code was issued that must be adopted by April 1stand go into effect
on July 1st. Travis states that we’ve been coordinating with Mesa County,
Grand Junction Fire, and other local fire agencies to determine how it will be
implemented within Mesa County. The code specifically addresses large areas
within the wildland-urban interface, for LVFD, this includes the river corridor
into Kings View Subdivision and establishes guidelines for code analysis and
response in these areas. Chief Matt Katzenberger adds that the State did not
have sufficient funds to hire personnel to implement this code, so
responsibility was shifted back to municipalities and fire districts, as outlined
in the state statute. Essentially, this resolution amends the 2024 International
Fire Code, which the District adopted in September of last year. Specifically,
the resolution:

« Incorporates the state-mandated requirements into the existing code.

« Adds provisions to clarify enforcement authority within the District,
ensuring it remains under local control rather than the state or county.

o Addresses the fee schedule included in the state code, specifying that
any fees can be established by future Board resolution. Currently, no
fees are being implemented.

Chief Matt Katzenberger further explains that under Mesa County’s process,
this code will primarily come into effect when a property owner submits a site
plan. If the property owner does not contest the hazard classification assigned
by the state (Class 1, 2, or 3, with 3 being the highest hazard) and agrees to
implement the required mitigation measures, the District will conduct a site
inspection to ensure their plan meets code requirements. Any deficiencies
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would be handled similarly to a business inspection, with Travis performing
reinspection’s as needed. For ongoing maintenance, the property owner
would sign an affidavit taking responsibility for compliance with the code; the
District will not routinely inspect all properties. If a property owner contests
their classification, the county maintains a list of approved third-party
mitigation specialists. These specialists can assess the property, perform an
evaluation like the District would, and recommend whether the property
should be reclassified. Based on that assessment, the District can either
conduct an inspection or approve an administrative boundary adjustment,
officially changing the parcel’s classification. Both Colorado and Mesa County
have adopted wildfire resiliency codes, with Mesa County making similar
amendments that give local jurisdictions authority rather than the state. Mesa
County has already established inspection fees, ranging from $50 - $100.

The resolution for the District specifically amends Section 309.1 of the 2024
International Fire Code adopted last September. Under this amendment, the
Lower Valley Fire District formally adopts the Mesa County Wildfire
Resiliency Code and Map, as well as the 2025 Colorado Wildfire Resiliency
Code and Map. This establishes minimum standards for new construction,
defensible space, and existing structures within the Wildland-Urban Interface
and identifies a process for appeals. Appendices A, B, and C from the state
model are adopted, covering permits, construction documents, inspections,
and enforcement. All references to “jurisdiction” or “authority having
jurisdiction” in Mesa County or the state code are replaced with the Chief of
the Lower Valley Fire District or their designee as the code official. Sections of
the Colorado Code that previously assigned authority to the state (Part 2,
Section 103) or allowed the state to establish fees (Part 2, Section 106.1) have
been stricken. Fees will now be set by Board resolution. In short, the
resolution allows the District to assume full authority and responsibility for
code enforcement within its boundaries, ensuring local control rather than
deferring to the state.

Mark Bonella made a motion to adopt Resolution 03/12/2026-1, the Mesa
County Wildfire Resiliency Code and the 2025 CO Wildfire Resiliency Code as
amended and map within the Lower Valley Fire Protection District; seconded
by Cliff Gray. Motion was passed with four votes.

Next, Chief Matt Katzenberger seeks adoption of the 2026-2030 LVFD
Strategic Plan. He states that there was a lot of work involved in this process
and wants to recognize the committee that put it together. Having participated
in strategic plans before, he has seen cases where things are rushed just to get
something down. This plan clearly reflects thoughtfulness in every decision.
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Many of the decisions were challenging and were thoroughly discussed and
even questioned by the group and the consultant to ensure the right outcomes.
A few points to highlight: with the adoption of this plan, the District will have a
new mission statement and value statement. The department developed the
phrase, “Driven by Mission, Defined by People,” which effectively serves as our
mission statement. Those six words effectively capture our mission. The formal
mission statement is also included below, but Chief Matt Katzenberger
believes those six words are powerful and clearly convey what our District is
trying to express. The strategic plan and the elements within the packet were
thoroughly discussed. Chief Matt Katzenberger clarified that this document is
not a living document, it serves as a roadmap. While unforeseen issues may
arise that require attention, the core goals and strategic pathway outlined in
the plan are not intended to be significantly amended over the next five years.
Chief Matt Katzenberger states that the decision to work with Convergent
Impact was significant and well worth the investment. Their approach was
exactly what our District needed. The final invoice came in at less than half of
the approved budget, even with an additional session added, totaling around
$11,000-$12,000, making it extremely cost-effective. The value they added was
indispensable. Importantly, they guided us through the process down to the
foundational level, leaving us with staff who are now equipped to manage and
guide this process in the future. While we might consult with them again, it
would likely be on a much smaller scale, as we now have a framework we can
continue to use.

Mark Bonella made a motion to adopt the 2026-2030 Lower Valley Fire
Protection District’s Strategic Plan; seconded by Jeff Phillips. Motion was
passed with four votes.

Lastly for New Business, Chief Matt Katzenberger seeks the approval to order
a Fire Marshal Vehicle Replacement. We budgeted $80,000 for capital
equipment based on Travis’s research. Chief Matt Katzenberger tasked him
with sourcing a vehicle equivalent to our other three Ford pickups for
consistency, a 2026 crew cab with a 6%-foot bed, EcoBoost engine, and
outfitted similarly to the Chief’s truck (not like the squads). This includes a
ranch-style front guard, slide-out bed tray, and front leveling kit. Instead of a
camper shell, we chose a folding tonneau cover to keep the bed accessible while
still protecting equipment. After several bids from several dealerships, the best
pricing came from Phil Long Ford in Denver. They include all upfitting and
delivery, at $60,584. Additional costs include $2,000 for striping and graphics,
and $12,500 for emergency lights and radio installation from 2-Way (an
increase from previous installations). The total package comes to
approximately $75,000, which is within our $80,000 budget.
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Cliff Gray made a motion to purchase a replacement Fire Marshal truck for up
to $80,000; seconded by Jeff Phillips. Motion was passed with four votes.

OLD BUSINESS

Chief Matt Katzenberger begins Future Funding Initiatives, stating he was
contacted by Dan West at the Daily Sentinel to run a story on the sales tax
initiative. He participated in an interview, and their photographer took several
good photos of our apparatuses last week. As of today, that story has not yet
been published.

Lastly, the Loma Hall had an asbestos inspection performed last week, and
those results are still pending.

ADJOURNMENT

Cullen Purser made a motion to adjourn the Regular Board Meeting.
All in favor with four affirmative votes.




Lower Valley Fire Protection District
Workshop Meeting - April 2, 2026

CALL MEETING TO ORDER
Workshop Meeting of the Board of Directors with the Lower Valley Fire Protection District was called to order by

Board Vice President Mark Bonella at 6:00pm. Advance notice of the meeting was provided. The following board
of directors were present: Mark Bonella, Jesse Mease, Jeff Phillips, and Cliff Gray. Others in attendance: Fire
Chief Matt Katzenberger, Mahea Rodriguez, Diana Manzanares, Anthony Padilla, Casey Burns, Keila Utu,
Cooper Lovern and community members, Monica Kraynek, Cheri Miracle, and Bill Friedrichsen.

PURPOSE OF THE WORKSHOP - PUBLIC Q&A FORUM ON REFERRED ISSUE A

Fire Chief Matt Katzenberger begins with introductions in a round-table format. Next, Chief Katzenberger
provided background information on the proposal of the sales and use public safety tax, and the unique
partnership that was established between the Lower Valley Fire Protection District (LVFD) and the City of Fruita
for this purpose.

Chief Katzenberger explained that discussions with the City began several months ago, around mid-year last
year, as part of ongoing coordination meetings. These conversations focused on the future of both organizations
in relation to public safety, including resources, funding, apparatus, staffing, and growth projections.

During these discussions, he informed the City Manager and Assistant City Manager that recent state legislation
now allows special districts to pursue a sales tax independently. This change followed property tax reduction
measures enacted between 2023 and 2024, with some impacts extending into 2025. While supportive of those
reductions, he noted they have resulted in relatively flat property tax revenues for the District over the past three
years. Current stability is largely due to new development; without that growth, the District would be
experiencing annual deficits.

He emphasized that a flat revenue model is not sustainable given increasing service demands and rising costs,
including apparatus, medical supplies, personnel, salaries, and insurance. As a result, the goal of these
discussions was to establish a more sustainable long-term financial model. The District and its Board did not
believe that pursuing an additional mill levy from property owners, following the last one approved in 2018, was
the best path forward, especially since prior projections had anticipated sufficient funding before state-level
changes altered those expectations.

Instead, the District explored diversifying revenue sources by incorporating a sales tax alongside existing
property tax revenues and service-based billing (such as ambulance transport and standby services). Based on
projected needs, the District estimated approximately $1 million annually would be required to support future
staffing levels, equating to roughly a half-cent sales tax.

As discussions progressed, City Council reviewed historical sales and use tax data and determined that a 0.2%
(two-tenths of a cent) sales tax could generate comparable revenue. This approach broadens the tax base by
including not only residents, but also visitors and patrons spending within the community. Additionally, the use
tax component captures revenue from building materials, allowing new development to contribute more directly
and reducing the burden on property owners alone.

Chief Katzenberger explained that the partnership with the City emerged from a shared understanding that
pursuing separate sales tax measures could limit future opportunities and place repeated requests on voters. By
working together, the District and the City aim to implement a coordinated, sustainable funding solution. He
noted that this type of partnership between an independent special district and a municipality is uncommon,
with few existing models to follow.
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Chief Katzenberger explained that the partnership was formed with a shared understanding that a collaborative
approach would be mutually beneficial moving forward.

He noted that under recent legislation, if a fire district were to pursue its own sales tax independently, it would
also be responsible for administering that tax. This would require establishing systems to collect, track, and
reconcile revenues, including managing refunds and quarterly adjustments. Most districts must rely on outside
consultants for these services due to a lack of in-house expertise, resulting in costs totaling tens of thousands of
dollars annually.

In contrast, the City already has the infrastructure and systems in place to administer sales tax. By partnering
with the City, the District can avoid these additional expenses, create significant cost savings while allowing the
City to continue its existing collection and allocation processes with minimal change.

To further develop the partnership, the District’s Board of Directors and the City Council held a joint workshop to
discuss key details, including potential ballot language and how revenues would be allocated if the measure
passes. That discussion ultimately led to the development of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which
outlines how funds would be distributed and ensures transparency and accountability for both entities and the
public.

The MOU serves as a preliminary agreement and is intended to protect the City, the District, and the taxpayers by
clearly defining how revenues would be used. Because the arrangement involves the transfer of funds between
governmental entities, state statute requires a formal Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA). However, to avoid
unnecessary legal expenses, the MOU specifies that the IGA will only be drafted within 90 days if the measure
passes. The terms outlined in the MOU will be carried forward into the IGA.

Under the proposed structure, revenue generated from the sales tax would be split evenly, with 50% allocated to
the District and 50% to the City, after administrative costs are deducted. The District would be responsible for its
share of those administrative expenses.

Chief Katzenberger also clarified that the ballot language related to the Fire District was developed directly from
materials provided by the District, including a white paper that outlines the need for additional funding. That
document includes historical call volume data, budget considerations, and service demand trends over the past
decade, along with mapping data showing call density. These analyses demonstrate that approximately 80-90%
of service calls occur within the City limits of Fruita.

He acknowledged concerns that funds generated within the City could be used outside City limits. However, he
noted that surrounding areas, such as Loma and Mack, still contribute economically to Fruita, as residents
frequently travel into the City for goods and services. Additionally, a portion of call volume is tied to tourism and
City-hosted events, such as races and outdoor recreation activities, which bring visitors into the area and
contribute to service demand beyond strict municipal boundaries.

Finally, he addressed questions regarding the ballot language, particularly the clause allowing City Council to
determine additional necessary expenditures. He explained that this wording is required for compliance with
TABOR (the Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights). Under TABOR, ballot measures must either require excess revenues to be
refunded to taxpayers, which is difficult with sales tax, or include language allowing those funds to be retained
for designated purposes. The language used in this proposal mirrors that of the District’s successful 2018 ballot
measure and ensures compliance with state requirements while maintaining flexibility to fund public safety
services such as police, fire, and emergency response.

Citizen Comment/Question: How are taxpayers within the District who are not qualified voters within the City of
Fruita being represented in their opportunity to vote on this issue? He was under the impression that TABOR
requires voters to approve any tax increase. Since | won’t be able to vote on this measure, how does that align
with those requirements?
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Answer from Chief Katzenberger: 1) Because they are not eligible to vote on this measure, those taxpayers are
not directly represented in the decision. 2) One of the challenges with TABOR and sales tax is that people who
spend money in the area help fund the tax but don’t get a say in approving it.

Citizen Comment/Question: While the District is a clearly defined geographic area and had the option to pursue a
mill levy increase or an independent sales tax, it chose a different path. Regardless, the reality is that residents in
Loma are not eligible to vote on this issue.

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: That’s the reason it’s on the City’s ballot, the City collects the sales tax and
then shares those funds with the District, instead of the District collecting it themselves.

Citizen Comment/Question: Since half the money is already set aside for the District in the MOU, it kind of feels
like the City is just acting as a pass-through, with the District ending up with a big portion of the funds.

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: The City has never covered the cost of fire services since it was incorporated,
which was also a key point in the discussions. The District was established in 1980 as a merger of the Fruita
Volunteer Fire Department and the Lower Valley Rural Fire Department. At that time, neither department was
operated by the City. When the Fruita Fire Department indicated that the existing arrangement was not working,
they offered the City the option to take over fire services for Fruita. The City declined, and the District continued
to operate as an independent organization.

Comment from Vice Chair Mark Bonella: With a mill levy, everyone in the District must pay, regardless of choice.
One advantage of a sales tax, however, is that people have some control over it through their spending decisions.
Residents can choose where they shop, if they prefer to spend money outside Fruita, they can, whereas a
property tax automatically applies to their property value each year. While there are concerns about tourism,
such as visitors attending events like bicycle races, the sales tax captures contributions from both residents and
non-resident patrons who use local services and spend money in the area.

Mark emphasized that the proposed sales tax is a small increase and would be shared among residents, visitors,
and those spending money in the area. He noted that, while some people worry that taxes may deter spending, in
practice, visitors rarely consider local sales tax rates when deciding where to go, and the rate in question, 0.2%,
is minimal.

He explained that as a conservative, anti-tax individual, he nonetheless recognizes the critical need for reliable,
high-quality fire and emergency services. Costs for services continue to rise due to inflation, equipment
upgrades, and state mandates, but funding has not increased proportionally. He cited examples: ambulance
costs rising from $250,000 to $350,000, and new lifesaving technologies, such as the Lucas CPR device at
$25,000 each, which automates compressions and saves personnel while directly saving lives.

He highlighted that all District funding goes directly to protecting life and property. Unlike other municipal
services, the District is not generating revenue through fines or unrelated programs, its sole purpose is
emergency response. He stressed the importance of keeping equipment and vehicles up-to-date because lives
cannot be replaced, even if property can.

He addressed concerns about funding from non-residents, noting that out-of-town visitors and tourists also
contribute to the sales tax, which helps diversify funding beyond property taxes. Diversification is critical
because relying solely on property taxes exposes the District to instability during economic downturns or state
budget cuts.




Lower Valley Fire Protection District
Workshop Meeting - April 2, 2026

Mark also described staffing challenges. Full-time positions are limited, and part-time personnel often move on
to full-time positions elsewhere after gaining experience here at LVFD.

Chief Katzenberger further explains that currently, the District maintains 18 line positions with a combination of
full-time and part-time staff to ensure adequate coverage. Each ambulance crew includes at least two
paramedics, supplemented by EMTs, with part-time staff filling gaps as needed. He noted that training and
retaining qualified personnel is essential to maintaining service quality, and having enough ambulances and
crews is crucial to responding promptly to emergencies.

He reiterated that this sales tax allows the District to maintain service quality, invest in the best equipment and
technology, and ensure the safety of both residents and visitors in an environment where demand and costs
continue to rise. The approach balances local control, shared responsibility, and sustainability.

Citizen Comment/Question: LVFD has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) because the City does not
control the District, correct? By contrast, the City oversees the Police Department, which is why a separate
memorandum is not needed for them. Correct? LVFD specifies exactly how you will use your 50% of the funds.
Does the Police Department, or the City for that matter, have to specify how they will use their portion as well?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: That is correct. He went on to explain, on the City’s behalf, the ballot language
explicitly identifies that funding for the Police Department is dedicated to personnel and equipment. Public
records from City Council meetings and workshops confirm that this funding is intended to supplement what the
Police Department already receives. He noted this was particularly important given past experience with Mesa
County in 2019, when sales tax funding for the Sheriff’s Department was pulled back after the measure passed.
Knowing that the City Council and management documented the intended use of funds in the ballot language
provides assurance that the money will go where it is designated. City staff were initially surprised by the request
to specify this, but it was important to ensure the funding would not simply be absorbed into the general fund.

Citizen Comment/Question: LVFD has done an excellent job of providing clear and detailed information. The
white paper you referenced thoroughly outlines the department’s needs and challenges. In contrast, when |
asked the City for a similar document regarding the police side of this issue, they do not have one. There is no
formal, board or council-endorsed white paper specifying how funds would be allocated, such as the number of
officers, equipment, or other resources. The City has not released a documented plan to the public. | appreciate
the Fire District’s transparency in doing so.

Citizen Comment/Question: That’s exactly why this meeting is being held, to ask these questions. One of my
concerns has been the lack of clarity around how the City intends to use the funds. It sounds like there will be
some level of accountability, including budget tracking and reporting on how the money is spent. Even so, my
understanding is that there will be a requirement for mutual accountability, essentially a self-audit process, on a
regular basis. Is that something that will occur annually?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: Yes, both entities are bound by the agreement to provide public updates twice
a year. The first occurs during budget season, typically August through December, when each entity outlines how
it intends to use the funds for the upcoming year. The second occurs after the annual audit is completed, usually
between April and July, depending on the timing of the independent auditor. For example, our independent
accounting firm will be on-site next week conducting a full audit of our records. While final reports aren’t due to
the state until July, once the auditis complete and released, both entities will present the results publicly, both to
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the Board and the City Council. These presentations ensure transparency by documenting how funds were
actually spentin the previous year. While there isn’t direct oversight dictating how the funds must be spent, there
is clear public accountability through regular reporting and disclosure. There will be mutual review and each
entity will review the other’s reporting.

Citizen Comment/Question: Was the primary driver behind this ballot measure the Fire District’s needs, with the
City joining in support? Or was there a shared need from the beginning, with the City also seeking funding for the
Police Department?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: This ballot measure came out of a shared discussion about the future of public
safety in Fruita. Both the Fire District and the City identified needs, particularly because the Police Departmentis
currently understaffed, with some shifts covered by only one officer. It wasn’t driven solely by the Fire District
approaching the City with a funding shortfall. Rather, both entities recognized that while growth has kept
revenues relatively flat, it has also increased service demands for both fire and police. As a result, this effort
reflects a mutual need and a collaborative approach to addressing those challenges.

Citizen Comment/Question: Does the need for service always stay within the city limits, or does it extend
beyond those boundaries at times?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: No, public safety services in Mesa County operate under mutual and automatic
aid agreements. That means resources don’t stay strictly within city limits; instead, the closest available unit
responds when needed. If one agency is tied up or out of service, another nearby agency fills the gap until the
primary jurisdiction is available again. For example, Fruita Police may respond to calls in Loma or Mack until the
Mesa County Sheriff’s Office can take over. The same applies to fire and EMS - if one area is short on resources,
neighboring agencies step in. It works both ways: if Fruita needs help, the county or Grand Junction responds,
and if those agencies are overwhelmed, Fruita provides support. The goal is continuous, countywide coverage so
that whenever someone calls 911, the nearest available help is dispatched.

Citizen Comment/Question: Do you have an estimate for how many years the 0.2% funding would adequately
support your budget before additional adjustments might be needed?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: We can only estimate based on historical trends. Looking at the growth of sales
and use tax in Fruita, we feel confident that this 0.2% will be sufficient to support the staffing goals outlined in
our strategic plan. That said, it’s not a guarantee, there are factors beyond our control, such as economic
downturns, legislative changes, or unfunded mandates, that could affect how long the funding remains adequate.

Chief Katzenberger continues, adding that Fruita citizens will start seeing the impact of the new state fire code,
which has been implemented but left to local enforcement. That’s one reason a full-time fire inspector position
was included, because it will increase the workload for the Fire Marshal’s office. While we can’t guarantee it’s a
permanent solution, based on historical trends, assuming total funds continue to grow around 3-5% per year, we
expect the 0.2% funding to sustain the Fire District and support the staffing and operational goals outlined in our
strategic plan.

Citizen Comment/Question: Has the district considered impact fees for new development? If the goal were to
limit growth in an area, that would typically involve increasing impact fees, development fees, and other statutory




Lower Valley Fire Protection District
Workshop Meeting - April 2, 2026

charges. The downside is that it drives up housing costs, so much so that the first $100,000 of a home’s price
could essentially go straight to fees, making homes unaffordable for many buyers. So, if the goal were going that
direction, one could raise fees significantly. That might also generate some funding for future equipment, but I’'m
not on the board and don’t make those decisions. Plus, impact fee revenue is earmarked for specific uses, as you
mentioned, so it can’t just be redirected freely.

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: The District has considered impact fees but, at this time, doesn’t feel that
pursuing them is a reasonable option. That doesn’t mean it won’t be revisited in the future, but for now, it’s not
part of the plan.

Comment from Vice Chair Mark Bonella: | have a problem with a “no growth” mindset. Being a fourth-generation
resident, our family’s ranches were where places like Walmart and where the junior high now stand. That history
makes seeing rapid development feel personal. It can be sad to see fields turn into subdivisions, but growth is a
reality. He noted that taking a strict “no growth” stance would have made housing far less affordable, potentially
pricing out families like yours. His perspective is that growth is inevitable, but it should be managed responsibly
to maintain community accessibility, so people can still afford to raise kids and buy a first home here.

Mark also explained that impact fees have been revisited over the years, but implementing or raising them further
would disproportionately affect current homeowners. Ultimately, the District and City have explored all options,
turning over every stone, to balance funding needs with fair and responsible growth.

Mark continues, thanking the citizens for attending tonight’s forum. He acknowledged that, while some meetings
go a whole year with little public attendance, having engaged citizens asking questions is extremely valuable. He
said tonight is especially important because there’s been a lot of misinformation circulating online, particularly
on Facebook, often from people who don’t even live here. He sees it as a positive that a few concerned citizens
come in, ask questions, and get answers directly from the source. Those who attend can then share accurate
information with others, helping to correct misunderstandings. Essentially, it ensures people hear the truth
firsthand, rather than relying on social media rumors, and can make informed decisions about the ballot
measure.

Citizen Comment/Question: Many residents, especially those who didn’t grow up here, may not realize that the
Fire District is a separate entity from the City. Coming from Western Pennsylvania, where fire services were
largely volunteer-based and funded through community events like fish fries, it’s understandable that the funding
structure here, through property taxes and formal budgets, might not be widely known. Chances are, a significant
portion of Fruita residents may not fully understand how the Fire District operates or where its funding comes
from, which can shape how people perceive ballot measures or local public safety initiatives.

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: Exactly. Most people just see police and fire as “public safety” and assume it’s
all one system, dial 911, and both show up. They don’t realize the Fire District is a separate entity with its own
budget, governance, and funding sources. That lack of awareness can make understanding ballot measures or
funding decisions confusing for the public.

Comment from Vice Chair Mark Bonella: There are a lot of costs built into public safety that most people don’t
see. For example, the mandatory 911 fees run by the City of Grand Junction are increasing by about 6% each
year. Agencies like the Fire District have no choice but to pay for that system, so it’s a real cost, but it’s largely
invisible to the public because it just comes as a bill. Then there are the ambulance write-offs: calls for which the
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District doesn’t get paid at all. Those can add up to a significant number, and most residents don’t realize that not
every call generates revenue. These costs, mandatory fees and unpaid calls, impact the District’s budget, even
though they’re not immediately obvious to the community.

Citizen Comment/Question: Are you also referring to the amounts you write off as contractual adjustments,
where the billed charges aren’t fully collected due to agreements with insurance?

Answer from Billing Specialist Mahea Rodriguez: These write-offs are essentially mandated by contract with our
government payers under “no surprise billing” rules. We can only collect what they agree to, like a co-pay, but if
they say they’ll pay $100 on a $1,000 bill, we have no choice but to write off the remaining $900. Trying to collect
more would be considered insurance fraud. Medicare and Medicaid negotiate the rates that we are bound to, and
they’re also our largest payers. Many private insurers follow Medicare’s lead, so most of what you see listed as
contractual adjustments is government mandated. There are some true write-offs, like for bankruptcies or
deceased patients, but those are minimal in comparison.

Comment from Chief Katzenberger: When the District applies for a grant, they look at what we’re billing versus
what we actually charge. For example, we might want to charge $1,200 for ambulance transport, but the grant or
payer says the average we should charge is $1,500. So we’re mandated to bill a higher amount, even though
they’ll only reimburse $1,200. This means the “write-up” is essentially forced: we have to list the higher charge,
but we only get paid the lower, negotiated rate. It’s a bit frustrating because it creates a gap between the cost of
providing the service, fuel, equipment, personnel, and what we actually collect. People with good insurance
might end up paying the higher amount, while government payers or underinsured patients pay the lower amount.
In other words, the system forces us to charge more on paper than we actually receive, which can feel unfair, but
it’s part of how grants and reimbursements are structured.

Comment from Secretary/Treasurer Jesse Mease: | just wanted to share a perspective as a District resident. My
wife makes a point of filling out every community survey that comes our way. Last night, we received one from
School District 51 about a $32 million mill levy override they’re considering for the November ballot due to a
budget shortfall. Stories like this are part of why | think a sales tax approach for the Fire District and City isn’ta
bad idea. It’s a way to meet funding needs in a fair and consistent way across the community, rather than relying
solely on grants or one-time measures. It’s something tangible that supports essential services while keeping the
process transparent and accessible to residents.

Citizen Comment/Question: Is the district allowed to do any independent fundraising?

Answer from Chief Katzenberger: Yes, we can accept memorial donations or fundraising contributions, but those
funds must be designated for a specific purpose, which can make budgeting a bit challenging. Historically, the
District held several fundraising events when we were primarily volunteer based. However, since 2016, when we
transitioned to a fully staffed department, our call volume has grown to over 2,000 per year. With our staff
already working at full capacity responding to calls, it’'s become much more difficult for them to organize or
participate in additional fundraising events beyond their regular duties.

Chief Katzenberger continues, stating that LVFD does pursue grants whenever possible, but there’s never a
guarantee, we might apply for ten grants and only get one, or none at all. Our firefighters put in the effort to go
after every opportunity they can. There is some potential for fundraising, but it’s not something we would build
into the core budget. We’ve tried social media campaigns, civic group partnerships like the Lions Club and
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Rotary, and Chamber events, but we tend to get the same small group of participants each time. We’re always
open to ideas on how to improve community engagement and fundraising, and we also try to make everything
transparent by posting board meetings online.

Chief Katzenberger adds that we’ve also worked with a few local HOA’s, like the Primrose subdivision, and have
been invited to speak at their meetings a couple of times. Engaging with HOA’s is another way we try to connect
with the community and share information about the Fire District. We also have a Community Outreach
Committee, led by our Fire Marshal, whose focus is public education and connecting with the community. These
staff members have assignments outside of emergency calls specifically to improve community engagement
and education. In addition, our social media has recently been refreshed and is now partly managed by a new
staff member with a more creative approach. She’s increased engagement by animating posts and making them
more accessible, moving beyond the straightforward, fact-based updates we used to share.

So, between the Outreach Committee, social media efforts, and our participation with HOA’s and community
groups, we’re always looking for ways to get information out to the public. We appreciate any ideas for additional
forums or ways to engage the community. Any suggestions from residents are more than welcome.

Chief Katzenberger concluded the Q&A workshop by thanking all citizens and participants for taking the time to
attend and engage in tonight’s public forum.

ADJOURNMENT

Mark Bonella made a motion to adjourn. All in favor with four votes.



Lower Valley Fire Protection District
Expenses by Vendor Detail
March 01 - March 31, 2026

Aflac 1,660.64 MARCH 2026 COVERAGE

Balanced Rock Counseling, LLC 800.00 PEER SUPPORT TRAINING 04/13 - 17, 2026 & PEER MONTHLY CONTRACT

MARCH 2026 HEALTH COVERAGE: MEDICAL ($43,888); EAP ($25.25); LVFD LIFE ($65.09); STD ($878.69);DENTAL ($1,728); VISION

CEBT 47,148.56 ($265); & SL ($294.53)

Cemturylink 12288 092-0421208LOMAMODEM
City Of Fruita (1) 67.21 UTIL SRVC 02/11 - 03/11/2026

CityOfGrandJunction() 95067 MARCH2M69MDISPATCHSRVCS
CO Dept of Education 93.60 APPLICATION: CTE AUTHORIZATION

Colorado Div. of Fire Prevention & Contr. 17700 QTYOF 1 EXAM: DRVEROPERATOR 8QIYOF7EXAMSALLONO32t26
Colorado Fingerprinting 92.00 ED-CDE EDUCATOR & PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST

DW METAL WORKS INC 471.20 UNIT #3152 - REPAIR FLANGE ON REAR OF WATER TENDER

Family Health West Hospital 417.18 PO# 2026-18 / PO# 2026-19 MARCH 2026 EMS SUPPLIES & PHARMACY

Gloves ($54.98); Blue Def ($99.95); SMALL TOOLS - PLIERS ($30.98); GASKET ($8.59); TIE DOWNS ($21.99); BRASS HOSE ($14.99);
Fruita COOP (2) 2,437.78 ROTATE TIRES ($40.00); & FUEL ($2,166.30)

Grand Valley Bank 20.00 WIRE FEE FOR RANDCO INVOICE PYMT (WATER TENDER)

D

de River i 1,925.00 ASBESTOS SAMPLE COLLECTION & RPTING ($1,210); ANALYTICS ($600); FIELD SUPPLIES ($50) & SAMPLE SHIPPING ($65)

IT JetLLC 1,958.22 MARCH 2026 IT SRVCS

UNIT# 3144 - 2024 FORD OIL FILTER ($44.99) & FUEL FILTER ($107.85); OIL SYN 10W30 ($236.44); AMB#32 - OIL FILTER; AIR
Kims Auto Parts, Inc. 616.29 FILTER; FUEL FILTER; FUEL/WATER SEPARATOR ($227.01)

Mesa County Fire Chiefs' Association 100.00 2026 ANNUAL MEMBERSHIP FEE

Motion & Flow Control Products 12.57 UNIT# 3152 PARKER MAKE CONNECTOR NICKEL PLATED

National Registry of Emergency 107.00 EMT RECERTIFICATIONS & NREMT RECERTIFICATION APPLICATION FEE

ProFuels Of Fruita 66.67 ETHANOL FREE FUEL - SPARE TANKS AT STATION / BOAT EMPTY OR LOW

REPUBLIC SERVICES #165 284.05 04/01 - 04/30/2026 SRVCS AT STATION 31 ($181.31) & STATION 32 ($102.74)

Sam's Club 717.78 FOOD PANTRY: COFFEE; CREAMER; KETCHUP ($73.50) & CLEANING SUPPLIES & PAPER TOWELS ($644.28)

T-Mobile 300.69 02/21 - 03/20/2026 SRVCS FOR 12 iPDADS

Transwest Trucks 429.95 HOSE PO# 2026-16

Two Way Communications 47.95 RADIO MAINT. - ANTENNA

Ute Water Conservancy District 228.13 02/11 - 03/11/2026 STATION 31 SRVCS ($113.84); STATION 32 SRVCS ($83.10) & OFFICE SRVCS ($31.19)

Visibly Clean, LLC 1,100.00 MARCH 2026 - JANITORIAL CLEANING

Xerox 245.79 02/01 - 02/28/2026 BASE COVERAGE ($194.84) & METER USAGE ($50.95)

TOTAL FOR MARCH 2026 BILLS 284,994.71



Monthly Financial Statement

As of 03/31/2026
Account Balance Jan Interest Accrued Feb Interest Accrued MAR Interest Accrued
Cash On Hand $200.00 | $ - |$ - |$ -
Grand Valley Bank/ LVFD NEW Checking - AcctXX#8521 3.25% rate $950,802.37 $1,231.29 $458.74 $2,238.69
Colo-Trust General Acct - 3.8318% to 3.7610% rate Avg Monthly Yield $1,891,591.11 $6,755.62 $6,055.30 $6,093.66
Colo-Trust Infastructure Acct - 3.8318% to 3.7610% rate Avg Monthly Yield $1,062,107.72 $3,429.57 $3,074.02 $3,386.56
$3,904,701.20 $11,416.48 $9,588.06 $11,718.91
2026 YTD ON INTEREST: $ 32,723.45
Last Month's GVB's Interest rate: Remained at 3.25%
Last Month's ColoTrust's Interest rate: 3.8318% - decreased to 3.7610%
Mesa County Statement of Collections
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
January $ 34,452.49 [ $ 56,552.43 | $ 65,694.03 [$ 146,781.29 | $ 131,33797 | $ 41,429.56 | $ 138,696.88 | $ 56,624.24
February $618,215.37 $728,642.38 $426,661.24 $771,818.31 $772,490.45 $864,301.12 $920,485.18 | $ 985,311.47
March $129,444.87 $172,387.96 $508,093.36 $187,544.10 $186,978.11 $307,285.61 $240,732.06 | $ 349,584.94
April $ 461,235.08 [$§ 412,73287 | $ 473,056.17 | $  466,266.80 [ $§  455,465.04 | $ 597,460.26 | $ 695,091.55
May $ 24540044 |$ 365,549.20 | $ 263,406.05 | $ 32553221 [$ 347,29785|$ 737,990.96 | $ 218,535.05
June $  461,28241[$  434,609.05 | $ 477,413.05|$% 539,208.34 [ $§ 540,999.46 | $ 668,360.20 | $ 680,180.08
July $ 55,532.39 | § 74,408.85 | $ 76,972.63 | $ 58,637.82 | $ 79,664.19 | $ 78,882.05 | $ 73,099.83
August $ 42,211.06 | $ 56,417.57 | $ 42,205.90 | $ 54,246.37 | $ 54,920.05 | $ 50,156.06 | $ 61,568.58
September $ 39,11435 | $ 40,489.52 | $ 39,396.02 | $ 4592123 | $ 40,604.16 | $ 46,306.06 | $ 50,316.43
October $ 3292719 | $ 33,148.40 | $ 39,931.69 | $ 38,983.85 | $ 38,183.14 | $ 44,712.96 | $ 57,862.58
November $ 39,858.59 | $ 36,200.84 | $ 42,729.52 | $ 47,592.78 | $ 47,094.05 | $ 57,296.95 | $ 39,592.52
December $ 27,649.10 | $ 36,226.84 | $ 35,71052 | $ 31,356.36 | $ 31,720.90 | $ 33,409.44 | $ 31,746.57
$ 2,187,323.34 [ $§ 2,447,365.91 | $ 2,491,270.18 | $ 2,713,889.46 | $ 2,726,755.37 | $ 3,5627,591.23 | $ 3,207,907.31 | $ 1,391,520.65

** statement of collections not included in GVB balance - will be deposited around the "10th of the month"

* Please note that "May 2024" total includes:

$
$

371,946.16 May 2024 Statement of Collections
366,044.80 Backfill

$

737,990.96




Lower Valley Fire Protection District

2024-2026 Budget vs. Actual
January 2024 through December 2026

As of March 31, 2026

2024

Income

40000 -
40200 -
40400 -
40600 -
40700 -
40750 -
40975 -
41000 -
41500 -
41550 -
41600 -
42000 -
42200 -
42350 -
42800 -
43400 -
45400 -
45500 -
46000 -
48000 -

48001

Mesa Co General Tax

Mesa Co Deliquent Tax

Mesa Co. Deliquent Tax Int
Mesa Co Gen Tax Interest
Public Safety Sales Tax

Impact Assist/Forest Wild./PILT
Mesa Co Ownership Tax - BCD
Mesa Co Ownership Tax
Senior/Veterans Exemption
Personal Property <50K Tax Exem
Grant Funds Received

Interest ColoTrust

Interest Grand Valley Bank
Square fees

Plan Review Fees

Out Of District Response Calls
Copy Fees/Permits

Memorial/ Donations

Fire Service Contracts

Ambulance Charges

- Contractual Adjustments
48002 -
48010 -
48015 -
48020 -
48030 -
48050 -
49100 -

Write Offs (Bad Debt Exp.)
Other Medical Income

Bad Debt Collections
Fund Raisers

Other Types Income

Burn Permit Revenue

Loss/Gain On Disposal

Total Income

Gross Profit

Actual

Budget

fference

% of Budget

Actual

2025

Budget

% of Budget

2026

Ac Budget

Difference

% of Budget

3,080,202.69 2,625,840.00 454,362.69 117.3%| 2,739,989.50 2,748,769.00 -8,779.50 99.68%  1,307,040.17 3,080,573.00 -1,773,532.83 42.43%
1,320.80 1,000.00 320.80 132.08% 906.32 1,000.00 -93.68 90.63% 33.31 1,000.00 -966.69 3.33%
601.14 100.00 501.14 601.14% 57.57 100.00 -42.43 57.57% 4.49 100.00 -95.51 4.49%
4,596.24 1,500.00 3,096.24 306.42% 3,929.81 3,000.00 929.81 130.99% 33.31 3,000.00 -2,966.69 1.11%
107,316.87 95,000.00 12,316.87 112.97% 110,825.87 100,000.00 10,825.87 110.83% 27,063.74 100,000.00 -72,936.26 27.06%
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0% 1,126.49 0 500.00 -500.00 0.0%
306,562.68 238,759.20 80,576.95 150,000.00 -69,423.05 53.72%
16,518.62 200,000.00 -183,481.38 8.26% 98,080.92 300,000.00 -201,919.08 32.69% 2,911.28 100,000.00 -97,088.72 2.91%
67,442.49 65,000.00 2,442.49 103.76% 71,224.59 65,000.00 6,224.59 109.58% 0 70,000.00 -70,000.00 0.0%
2,547.00 2,983.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.0%
32,891.67 158,716.00 -125,824.33 20.72% 22,625.20 209,715.00 -187,089.80 10.79% 0 412,216.00 -412,216.00 0.0%
160,857.32 60,000.00 100,857.32 268.1% 158,193.07 100,000.00 58,193.07 158.19% 28,795.03 100,000.00 -71,204.97 28.8%
35,345.90 23,165.30 20,000.00 3,165.30 115.83% 3,928.72 20,000.00 -16,071.28 19.64%
627.64 0.00 104.69
22,472.56 30,000.00 -7,527.44 74.91% 21,164.28 20,000.00 1,164.28 105.82% 2,624.00 20,000.00 -17,376.00 13.12%
35,041.75 15,000.00 20,041.75 233.61% -1,841.68 15,000.00 -16,841.68 -12.28% 0 10,000.00 -10,000.00 0.0%
425.00 6,500.00 -6,075.00 6.54% 0.00 6,500.00 -6,500.00 0.0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.0%
32,700.00 1,000.00 31,700.00 3,270.0% 18,935.00 1,000.00 17,935.00 1,893.5% 315 1,000.00 -685.00 31.5%
37,718.38 2,036,827.00 -1,999,108.62 1.85% 38,978.33 37,718.00 1,260.33 103.34% 0 39,785.00 -39,785.00 0.0%
2,165,904.80 2,891,493.58 2,000,000.00 891,493.58 144.58% 622,852.00 2,250,000.00 -1,627,148.00 27.68%
-1,137,168.46 -1,480,257.69  -1,240,000.00 -240,257.69 119.38% -385,682.66  -1,250,000.00 864,417.34 30.85%
55,085.27 -168,460.16 0.00 -168,460.16 100.0% -58,282.65 -100,000.00 41,717.35 58.28%
47,785.00 75,000.00 -27,215.00 63.71% 29,460.03 40,000.00 -10,539.97 73.65% 14.65 20,000.00 -19,985.35 0.07%
6,321.66 17,817.37 1,002.00 10,000.00 -8,998.00 10.02%
40.00 3,000.00 -2,960.00 1.33% 0.00 3,000.00 -3,000.00 0.0% 0 3,000.00 -3,000.00 0.0%
70,552.54 77,500.00 -6,947.46 91.04% 116,061.63 151,406.00 -35,344.37 76.66% 26,823.56 135,636.00 -108,812.44 19.78%
6,275.00 0.00 0
-12,828.57 0.00 0
5,147,155.99 5,451,983.00 -304,827.01 94.41%| 4,955,217.53 4,582,208.00 373,009.53 108.14%  1,660,257.59 5,176,810.00 -3,516,552.41 32.07%
5,147,155.99 5,451,983.00 -304,827.01 94.41%| 4,955,217.53 4,582,208.00 373,009.53 108.14%  1,660,257.59 5,176,810.00 -3,516,552.41 32.07%




Expense

40900 -
40950 -
40960 -
40970 -
41400 -
60000 -
60100 -
60200 -
60250 -
60500 -
60910 -
61000 -
61500 -
61800 -
62500 -
63000 -
63500 -
65000 -
65200 -
65500 -
66000 -

66001

66500 -
67000 -
67500 -
68000 -
68500 -
69000 -
70100 -
70500 -
71000 -
71500 -
71600 -
72500 -
76500 -
76550 -
77000 -
77200 -
77500 -
77550 -

Abatement

Abatement Interest
Deling. Tax Abatement
Deling. Tax Abatement Interest
Mesa Co Tres. Commission
Bank / Credit Card Fees
60100 Admin. Fees/All
Legal/Audit/NoticesALL
Interest Expense

Election Expense

Fire Prevention
Office/Small Equipment
Office/Mailing Expense
Office/Supplies
Dues/Subscriptions

Write Offs (Bad Debt Exp)
Utility Misc Expense
Utility Phone

Utility Sewer

Utility Trash

Utility ElectricGas

- Payroll Expenses

Utility 911 Dispatch
Utility Water

Computer Expense

EMS Reimb/MC Emergency Manage

Maintenance Radios
Maintenance Contracts
Travel Expense
Mileage Reimburse
Meal Allowance

Fuel

Oil & Fluids

CRA / Employer Match
FPPA/EmployER Match
FPPA/Employer D & D
SS/EmployER Match
Medicare/EmployER Match
Wages

Overtime/Comp Wages

Lower Valley Fire Protection District

2024-2026 Budget vs. Actual

January 2024 through December 2026
As of March 31, 2026

2024 2025
Actual Budget Difference % of Budget Actual Budget Difference % of Budget
3,019.12 3,068.81 6,092.00 -3,023.19 50.37%
111.27 656.64 250.00 406.64 262.66%
182.28 0.00
515.69 0.00
55,688.94 56,250.51 60,000.00 -3,749.49 93.75%
1,314.35 3,000.00 -1,685.65 43.81% 1,526.23 2,000.00 -473.77 76.31%
15,301.54 18,200.00 -2,898.46 84.07% 14,087.38 18,200.00 -4,112.62 77.4%
31,384.79 29,000.00 2,384.79 108.22% 25,656.89 29,000.00 -3,343.11 88.47%
0.00 591.99
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0% 165.88 15,000.00 -14,834.12 1.11%
8,581.62 10,000.00 -1,418.38 85.82% 925.19 10,000.00 -9,074.81 9.25%
996.33 500.00 496.33 199.27% 529.95 1,000.00 -470.05 53.0%
1,816.21 2,000.00 -183.79 90.81% 1,449.82 2,000.00 -550.18 72.49%
3,368.12 2,000.00 1,368.12 168.41% 3,113.11 4,000.00 -886.89 77.83%
15,351.16 21,640.00 -6,288.84 70.94% 22,990.79 23,150.00 -159.21 99.31%
94,302.24 1,240,000.00 -1,145,697.76 7.61% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0%
128.39 500.00 -371.61 25.68% 0.00 500.00 -500.00 0.0%
17,019.87 9,000.00 8,019.87 189.11% 9,757.76 9,000.00 757.76 108.42%
816.99 1,200.00 -383.01 68.08% 817.93 1,200.00 -382.07 68.16%
3,513.59 2,800.00 713.59 125.49% 3,250.25 3,500.00 -249.75 92.86%
25,814.16 30,000.00 -4,185.84 86.05% 22,882.03 30,000.00 -7,117.97 76.27%
329.32 0.00
94,470.00 94,470.00 0.00 100.0% 107,065.96 104,000.00 3,065.96 102.95%
2,662.81 3,000.00 -337.19 88.76% 2,570.43 3,000.00 -429.57 85.68%
1,979.95 2,000.00 -20.05 99.0% 7,963.21 4,000.00 3,963.21 199.08%
15,430.00 16,000.00 -570.00 96.44% 8,590.00 16,000.00 -7,410.00 53.69%
5,181.16 12,000.00 -6,818.84 43.18% 75,678.95 82,000.00 -6,321.05 92.29%
102,457.14 113,149.00 -10,691.86 90.55% 91,029.52 110,212.00 -19,182.48 82.6%
2,558.37 2,500.00 58.37 102.34% 2,307.12 2,500.00 -192.88 92.29%
0.00 1,000.00 -1,000.00 0.0% 0.00 1,000.00 -1,000.00 0.0%
4,599.21 3,500.00 1,099.21 131.41% 4,307.23 5,000.00 -692.77 86.15%
28,687.27 40,000.00 -11,312.73 71.72% 25,080.38 35,000.00 -9,919.62 71.66%
2,653.63 4,000.00 -1,346.37 66.34% 1,885.32 4,000.00 -2,114.68 47.13%
10,171.23 13,049.00 -2,877.77 77.95% 7,770.82 8,032.00 -261.18 96.75%
156,886.96 148,136.00 8,750.96 105.91% 195,965.95 213,287.00 -17,321.05 91.88%
59,511.04 58,248.00 1,263.04 102.17% 70,921.35 75,571.00 -4,649.65 93.85%
16,978.13 20,713.00 -3,734.87 81.97% 16,169.74 18,360.00 -2,190.26 88.07%
32,386.10 29,477.00 2,909.10 109.87% 36,156.69 35,490.00 666.69 101.88%
2,127,993.49 2,202,902.00 -74,908.51 96.6%  2,358,824.57  2,440,019.00 -81,194.43 96.67%
124,468.42 134,146.36 110,000.00 24,146.36 121.95%

2026
Actual | Budget | Difference
0.2 9,912.00 -9,911.80
0 500.00 -500.00
0
0
26,142.30 60,000.00 -33,857.70
508.56 2,000.00 -1,491.44
929.53 19,000.00 -18,070.47
16,125.40 29,500.00 -13,374.60
0
0 25,000.00 -25,000.00
4,176.61 8,500.00 -4,323.39
0 1,000.00 -1,000.00
244.93 2,000.00 -1,755.07
363.05 3,000.00 -2,636.95
2,339.94 23,668.00 -21,328.06
0
0 500.00 -500.00
1,909.53 10,000.00 -8,090.47
199.02 1,200.00 -1,000.98
1,136.20 3,500.00 -2,363.80
7,793.45 30,000.00 -22,206.55
0 0.00 0.00
28,742.01 115,000.00 -86,257.99
691.59 3,000.00 -2,308.41
0 3,000.00 -3,000.00
8,560.00 18,000.00 -9,440.00
47.95 162,000.00 -161,952.05
24,535.49 118,462.00 -93,926.51
-433.38 2,500.00 -2,933.38
250.00 -250.00
5,000.00 -5,000.00
7,616.33 35,000.00 -27,383.67
747.61 4,500.00 -3,752.39
2,135.28 8,530.00 -6,394.72
56,775.77 230,551.00 -173,775.23
20,645.62 83,836.00 -63,190.38
5,275.00 18,500.00 -13,225.00
10,048.40 37,952.00 -27,903.60
673,740.38  2,614,322.00 -1,940,581.62
19,250.11 120,000.00 -100,749.89

% of Budget

0.0%
0.0%

43.57%
25.43%

4.89%
54.66%

0.0%
49.14%
0.0%
12.25%
12.1%
9.89%

0.0%
19.1%
16.59%
32.46%
25.98%
0.0%
24.99%
23.05%
0.0%
47.56%
0.03%
20.71%
-17.34%
0.0%
0.0%
21.76%
16.61%
25.03%
24.63%
24.63%
28.51%
26.48%
25.77%
16.04%



89000 -
89100 -
89200 -
89300 -
89400 -
89500 -
89600 -
89700 -
89800 -
89805 -
89810 -
89820 -
89830 -
89840 -
90000 -
90010 -
90100 -
90200 -
90300 -
90400 -
90500 -
90600 -

90601

Dist.Liability/Bonds/Insurance
State Comp Insurance
H&A/Insurance
Claims/Expenses/Insurance
EAP / LVFD Life Insurance
Lodging Allowance
Tests/Medical/CBI

Education Materials
Supplies Medical

Medical Supplies - Pharmacy
Supplies Fire

Supplies Janitorial

Supplies Food

Clothing Allowance
Vehicle/Parts & Supplies
Misc Repairs/Maintenance/Tow
Vehicle/Small Tools
Vehicle/Tires & Tubes
Vehicle/Misc. ltems

Capital Building Expense
New Equipment Purchases

Maintenance/Building

- Miscellanous

Total Expense

Net Income

Lower Valley Fire Protection District

2024-2026 Budget vs. Actual
January 2024 through December 2026
As of March 31, 2026

2024 2025 2026

Actual Budget Difference % of Budget Actual Budget Difference % of Budget Actual | Budget | Difference % of Budget
36,983.41 45,000.00 -8,016.59 82.19% 46,279.04 45,000.00 1,279.04 102.84% 38,293.44 48,000.00 -9,706.56 79.78%
43,237.36 65,000.00 -21,762.64 66.52% 47,726.91 65,000.00 -17,273.09 73.43% 16,161.00 65,000.00 -48,839.00 24.86%
432,175.83 446,643.00 -14,467.17 96.76% 448,171.31 479,068.00 -30,896.69 93.55% 179,066.76 626,646.00 -447,579.24 28.58%
0.00 8,500.00 -8,500.00 0.0% 3,124.47 8,500.00 -5,375.53 36.76% 1,814.88 7,500.00 -5,685.12 24.2%
619.52 2,500.00 -1,880.48 24.78% 1,225.42 3,000.00 -1,774.58 40.85% 393.11 2,000.00 -1,606.89 19.66%
9,128.13 5,000.00 4,128.13 182.56% 8,476.16 10,000.00 -1,523.84 84.76% -49.63 8,000.00 -8,049.63 -0.62%
771.00 14,875.00 -14,104.00 5.18% 5,416.49 14,875.00 -9,458.51 36.41% 2,652.72 21,250.00 -18,5697.28 12.48%
25,183.06 43,000.00 -17,816.94 58.57% 33,100.06 52,300.00 -19,199.94 63.29% 4,625.92 49,300.00 -44,674.08 9.38%
57,243.85 73,000.00 -15,756.15 78.42% 95,130.45 106,380.00 -11,249.55 89.43% 16,950.49 111,667.00 -94,716.51 15.18%
0.00 0.00 0 23,000.00 -23,000.00 0.0%
23,173.08 43,200.00 -20,026.92 53.64% 42,513.49 55,950.00 -13,436.51 75.99% 2,444.48 92,800.00 -90,355.52 2.63%
3,425.70 3,000.00 425.70 114.19% 3,732.50 4,000.00 -267.50 93.31% 1,050.39 4,000.00 -2,949.61 26.26%
2,196.85 3,500.00 -1,303.15 62.77% 5,441.40 3,500.00 1,941.40 155.47% 399.79 5,000.00 -4,600.21 8.0%
14,108.32 16,000.00 -1,891.68 88.18% 9,354.11 16,000.00 -6,645.89 58.46% 961.14 15,350.00 -14,388.86 6.26%
22,978.10 45,000.00 -22,021.90 51.06% 32,221.75 34,000.00 -1,778.25 94.77% 6,653.24 30,000.00 -23,346.76 22.18%
391.60 850.00 -458.40 46.07% 72.50 850.00 -777.50 8.53% 0 1,000.00 -1,000.00 0.0%
5,787.09 1,500.00 4,287.09 385.81% 866.34 1,500.00 -633.66 57.76% 73.54 1,500.00 -1,426.46 4.9%
1,462.89 7,000.00 -5,5637.11 20.9% 1,388.91 7,000.00 -5,611.09 19.84% 2,382.40 10,500.00 -8,117.60 22.69%
5.58 1,000.00 -994.42 0.56% 10.15 1,000.00 -989.85 1.02% 2,342.99 1,000.00 1,342.99 234.3%
0.00 5,000.00 -5,000.00 0.0% 166,866.48 166,000.00 866.48 100.52% 1,985.46 29,000.00 -27,014.54 6.85%
603,866.01 867,000.00 -263,133.99 69.65% 448,983.06 812,000.00 -363,016.94 55.29% 214,845.57 372,918.00 -158,072.43 57.61%
14,732.64 12,000.00 2,732.64 122.77% 9,853.57 16,000.00 -6,146.43 61.59% 1,323.43 16,000.00 -14,676.57 8.27%
-4.70 500.00 -504.70 -0.94% 38.61 500.00 -461.39 7.72% 0 500.00 -500.00 0.0%
4,366,096.21 5,843,052.00 -1,476,955.79 74.72%| 4,724,147.94 5,384,786.00 -660,638.06 87.73% 1,414,618.00 5,351,614.00 -3,936,996.00 26.43%
781,059.78 -391,069.00 1,172,128.78 -199.72% 231,069.59 -802,578.00 1,033,647.59 -28.79% 245,639.59 -174,804.00 420,443.59 -140.52%




AMBULANCE BILLING RESOLUTION

04/09/2026

THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE LOWER VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
HEREBY RESOLVES TO ADOPT THIS RESOLUTION

The Board of Directors of Lower Valley Fire Protection District have determined to write-off the following
amounts for non-collectable and/or contractual agreements (as required by law) between the Fire
District and the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services; commercial insurance payers; collection
accounts; deceased persons; bankruptcy judgements; employee or retiree benefit persons; incarcerated
persons; uninsured or underinsured District resident discounts; and indigent or unhoused persons
accounts for ambulance services in the amounts stated below for the month of March 2026:

Contractual Adjustments: $123,243.73
Deceased: $3,462.36
Employee/Retiree Benefit:  $335.00
Courtesy Discount - Uninsured District Resident(s): $1,120.01
Indigent or Unhoused: $15.00
Incarcerated: $0
Bankruptcy: $0

Total: $128,176.10

Patient accounts sent to collections in March 2026 = $11,392.00 (8 accounts) to A1 Collections.

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Lower Valley Fire Protection District
on the 9" day of April 2026

Lower Valley Fire Protection District
President of the Board of Directors

Lower Valley Fire Protection District
Vice-President of the Board of Directors



FRUITA, COLORADO

STAFF REPORT
April 9, 2026

Mahea’s Report
e Ambulance income received for the month of March 2026 = $88,770.66
e | will be taking my Certified Ambulance Coder (CAC) license exam next week in Las Vegas.

Diana’s Report

e An audit of District’s Fire and Police Pension Association (FPPA) accounts was conducted in
coordination with Eide Bailly. The audit results indicated that all records are in good standing, with no
findings or discrepancies noted.

e The District is in the process of the 2025 annual audit with Paul Miller. Audit fieldwork began on
Monday, April 6" and is progressing as scheduled.

e The District has been selected for a FY 2024-2025 Colorado EMS Supplemental Payment
Comprehensive Audit Review (CAR). Initial follow-up questions are expected on April 7, 2026. CAR
selections are based on multiple criteria, including prior desk review performance and timing of the
last review, with each provider undergoing a CAR at least once every three years.

Chief’s Report

e Apparatus Update:

o Type lll- Production is still at 55% and the weekly update has been the same since the first week
of March.

o Water Tender- Just waiting on a delivery date- Very Soon (I've seen pictures).
o Ambulance- No update.
o Listing WT-32 for sale.

e General
o Derek Campbell was promoted to Captain.
o Badge Pinning Ceremony last Friday.
o Operations policy manual- | will get this to the board soon for review.

Deputy Chief Report

General

e Attended SEMTAC grant hearing for the Provider Grant.
Training

e  First HS Academy Student has become fully certified Firefighter I/ HazMat Ops
e Recruit academy has begun
e Staff attending NFA Classes in May in Loveland

Call Data
Total Calls in YTD %Difference
March % Difference (Same month last year) | YTD | YTD % Difference (2025) (2024)

282 21% 757 6% 21%




Fire Prevention Activities YTD 2026

e Little Salt Wash Mitigation Review- See Attached

City of Fruita Plan Reviews 8 Not including Pre Construction Meetings
Mesa County Plan Reviews 13 plan reviews

535 W. Aspen NFPA 13R

Residential Subdivision

Site Plan

Fire Alarm Reviews

Fire Underground

Mesa County Sprinkler Systems

1654 M. Road NFPA 13D Rough in inspection

954 River Ranch Ct Sprinkler Final

1250 Iron Vista Sprinkler Hydro and Final 02/19/2026
Kedrowski 3 Head Additional

Driveway Permits

Simple Land Division
Property Line Adjustments
Site Plan Review

Temporary Events

Special Events Venue Review
Total Business Inspections
Food Truck Inspections

CPR Classes

COOP Farm & Ranch Days

Fruita Residential Units Mesa County Residential Units
535 West Aspen 1688 18 Rd. RV / Venue

805 West Ottley Independence Estate Filing 3

River Heights Estates Hwy 340 Round 2
Saddle Point Estates 1634 M Rd.

N P, W W

W A NN

13

~1,000

36



4/8/2026

Black Mule Forestry
Little Salt Wash Fire Mitigation
Project - 2026

Lower Valley Valley Fire District
City of Fruita
Two Rivers Wildfire Coalition

160, Comern 3114 m YIS NN SN L3

Little Salt Wash Park - Fruita

il ‘..
:3

e e

Little Salt Wash — 9 Project Sections

City Property Private Property
« Section 1 - 15t Priority * Section 4, Barlow - High Priority
* Section 2 —2nd Priority * Section 5, Cooley - High Priority
* Section 3 - Optional * Section 6, Cummings
* Section 9 - Low Priority * Section 7, Johnston

* Approximately 6.25 Acres * Section 8, Rosen — High Priority
* Approximately 10.74 Acres

Little Salt Wash,
Section - 1

1st Priority Section - City
North side - Stops at bridge and bike path
East side - Stops at sidewalk
South side - Stops at frisbee golf course
West side - Stops along Salt Wash Creek

Area: Approximately .56 acres with steep
incline in places

Little Salt Wash, Section - 2

2% Priority Section - City
North side - Stops at Salt Wash Creek
East side - Stops at sidewalk
South side - Stops at sidewalk and
designated private property line point
West side - Stops at
irrigation/drainage water

Area: Approximately 2.76 acres with
steep incline in places and frisbee
golf course.




4/8/2026

Little Salt Wash,
Section -3

314 Priority Section - Gty
North side - Salt Wash Creek

East side - Sidewalk and marked at
private property

South side - Sidewalk and bridge
West side - Salt Wash Creek

Area: Approximately .36 acres with
steep incline in places

Little Salt Wash,
Section-4

Section 4, Private - Barlow - High Priority
North side - City property line TBD

East side - Stops atirrigation/drainage
water, exact property line w/city TBD

South side - Stop point at top of hill with
large old growth trees, exact stop point
TBD

West side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

Area: Approximately 2.19 acres with some
steep incline, ditch crossing obstacle,
extreme overgrowth

Little Salt Wash,
Section-5

Section 5, Private - Cooley - High Priority

North side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

East side - Exact stop point & property line
TBD

South side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

West side - Exact stop point & property line
TBD

Area: Approximately 2.75 acres with some
steep incline, extreme overgrowth

Little Salt Wash,
Section -6

Section 6, Private - Cummings

North side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

East side - Exact stop point & property line
TBD

South side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

West side - Exact stop point & property line
TBD

Area: Approximately 1.46 acres with some
steep incline, extreme overgrowth

10

Little Salt Wash,
Section-7

Section 7, Private - Johnston

North side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

East side - Exact stop point & property line
TBD

South side - Exact stop point & property
line TBD

West side - Stop point at road N. Maple
Street

Area: Approximately .83 acres with some.
steep incline, extreme overgrowth

Little Salt Wash, Section - 8

Section 8, Private - Rosen - High

Priority

North side - Stop point at
residential neighborhood fence
ine

East side - Stop pointat
residential properties and city
property, exact point TBD

South side - Stop point at other
private property lies, exact point
TBD

West side - Stop point at road N.
Maple Street

Area: Approximately 3.51 acres
with some steep incline,
extreme overgrowth

11

12



Little Salt Wash, Section - 9

Section 9 - City - Low Priority
North side — Stop point at residential neighborhood
fence lines & sidewalk and bridge

South & East side - Stop point at Salt Wash Creek &
property lines TBD

West side - Stop point at private property line TBD
Area: Approximately 2.57 acres with steep incline in
places

13
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NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT

At a noticed meeting on the date of April 9, 2026, pursuant to Section 32-1-905(3),
C.R.S., the Board of Directors of the Lower Valley Fire Protection District appointed the

following eligible elector to fill a vacancy on the Board of Directors:

Name: Cullen Purser

Mailing Address:_171 North Peach Street
Fruita, CO 81521

This appointment will expire at the next regular election in May of 2027.

Board Chair’s signature

Per C.R.S. § 32-1-905(3) All appointments shall be evidenced by an appropriate entry in the minutes of the meeting,
and the board shall cause a notice of appointment to be delivered to the person so appointed. A duplicate of each notice
of appointment, together with the mailing address of the person so appointed, shall be forwarded to the division.

Revised 09/09/2019



BOARD OF DIRECTOR
OATH OF OFFICE

§32-1-901, §24-12-101 et seq., C.R.S., and
Colorado Constitution Article 12, §9

STATE OF COLORADO

MESA COUNTY

LOWER VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

[Raise right hand]

I, Cullen Purser, do swear that [ will support the constitution of the United States, the Constitution of the
state of Colorado, and the laws of the state of Colorado, and will faithfully perform the duties of the office of

Director of the Lower Valley Fire Protection District upon which I am about to enter to the best of my ability.

(signature of oath taker)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _ 9th  day of April 2026.

By:
(*Person authorized to administer oaths)
[IF SWORN OR AFFIRMED BEFORE A NOTARY]
STATE OF COLORADO )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of ,20___ by (name of oath taker)

(notary signature)

SEAL (if notary public)

*The courts, judges, magistrates, referees, clerks, and deputy clerks within their respective districts or counties;
a person designated by the governing body, or any officer thereof; and notaries public within any county of this
state have the power to administer all oaths or affirmations of office and other oaths or affirmations. §24-12-103
PROCEDURAL INSTRUCTIONS: Filing of oath with the county clerk and recorder in every county in which the district
extends must precede the commencement of public office.

Division of Local Government — Department of Local Affairs SD-1
Revised 09/09/2019



The oath must be taken within 30 days after his or her election, or if the election is cancelled, within 30 days after the
election date or appointment to fill a vacancy. Oaths taken prior to the regular election date are invalid regardless of
whether the election was held or cancelled.

A copy of the executed oath and an individual, schedule, or blanket surety bond must also be filed with the clerk of the
court, and with the Division of Local Government.

If this is the oath of an appointed director, also provide the notice of appointment to the Division in addition to the oath
and bond documents; note who is being replaced, if applicable §32-1-905.

Division of Local Government — Department of Local Affairs SD-1
Revised 09/09/2019
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