
Fire Commissioner Tomsen presented a version of these comments and notes at the June 8, 2016, Fire 
Commission meeting. It is a critique of the All Point Bulletin coverage of fire at Ridek storage facility in 
April 2016. 

June 8, 2016 - Errors and omissions: This is WCFD5 Commissioners’ objective response to issues 
brought up in the community about the Fire District.  

One of our responsibilities is to represent the district to the public. 
• We need to make sure the public knows the objective factual truth about the fire district because 

there is a small group of people who tend to make things up about the district.
• The chief and district members have work to do: saving lives and property. It's time to let them 

concentrate fully on that work.
• We can use various methods of dissemination: at meetings, blog, flier or circular.
• Community members can email one or all of us directly to have issues included or make comments. 

Example: 
The All Point Bulletin's choice of words, tone of articles, and complete the disregard for the 
objective truth when writing about this Fire District shows many people in this community the 
APB has an unhealthy obsession with the Fire Department that appears insatiable. 

The All Point Bulletin puts a lot of resources into covering the fire department. 
• Meg attends meetings. 
• Pat Grubb then apparently watches the videos and adds his two cents. 
• Why do I think that? The article from the May edition. Even though Meg was here and Pat was 

not, that did not stop him from adding something to whatever Meg wrote and he usurped her 
byline. That’s got to be a little humiliating. 

• Even with all that effort, they still get a lot of things wrong. How can that be? 

May 2016 edition of the All Point Bulletin, page 6. 
What was omitted and what was included, and how that was described, left the reader with the 
misleading impression that the commissioners were evading the issue and not treating it, or Ken, with 
respect. Nowhere does the article address the fact that Ken Calder was treated kindly and with respect 
during the meeting. Everyone expressed sorrow for Ken’s loss but there is no mention of that in the 
article either. 

Included is a photo submitted by Ken to the APB. At the May WCFD5 Commissioner meeting, minute 
51:00, Ken acknowledges that his photo shows the structure to be unsound and agrees that it is 
possible a strong wind could have knocked it down. This unsafe situation may be why the Fire Marshal 
was unable to complete his investigation until the seriously fire-damaged structure was brought down.  

Since the article is written by both Pat and Meg, I attribute what is written to both of them.
A. Paragraph one, Pat and Meg wrote: “Fire commissioners narrowly avoided a discussion regarding 

after-fire cleanup issues at the Ridek storage facility at their April 13 meeting when fire chief Chris 
Carleton cited the district’s policy to discuss correspondence the month following its receipt.”

Really?! Then I spend over 30 minutes going through each and every one of his concerns in 
May and then Pat complains in public that I spent too much time going over things. Hopefully, 
he will think this one is ‘just right”!



B. Paragraph four, Pat and Meg wrote: “Swiveling back to the commissioners…” 
Oooh, “swiveling”! a dramatic word for turning to look at one person after looking at another. 
Funny!

C. Paragraph five, Pat and Meg wrote: “Meursing then disavowed any board responsibility to address 
the allegations raised in Calder’s email…”.  

“Disavowed”! another flare for the dramatic! Bill told Kenny to contact the Chief and Fire Marshal 
directly because, as Pat and Meg knew or should have known, everything raised in the email 
pertained to operations and is not the purview of the commission.

D. Paragraphs eight and ten. 
These show that Pat and or Meg knew how to contact state officials and how to look up an 
RCW. That means they also knew or should have known that the Fire Marshal had control of the 
site after the fire was put out and that he is the one who made the decision on whom to hire, 
rather than Assistant Fire Chief John Shields.

E. Paragraph thirteen. Specifically states that Shields attempted to contact Jeff Peltier, a licensed 
contractor. 

See “F” below why this is important. 

June 2016 edition the article was written by Meg Olson.
F. Paragraph four, Meg wrote: "Two licensed operators on the Point were not contacted by Shields." 

This is an omission. “E” above clearly shows that Pat or Meg knows there was an attempt to 
contact Jeff Peltier. Meg was repeatedly told that Shields had reason to believe Neil was not on 
the Point, but that is omitted.

G. Paragraph 10, Meg wrote: ”In response from a second letter to commissioners questioning Shields’ 
use of the “quick response vehicle, battalion 58 to go to work and then leaving the vehicle in the 
transfer station parking lot while he drove the garbage truck,” Carleton said it might be unorthodox, 
but it works." 

This is an error. I was at the meeting and did not recall him saying that, so I watched the video 
of the meeting. Again, Chief Carleton never said anything of the sort. In fact, he said the exact 
opposite. 

H. Paragraph 14, Meg wrote that ”Calder has made an open records request of the fire department 
asking for Shields' cell phone call record for the day after the fire occurred." 

This is an omission. Kenny and I addressed that at the May meeting between minute 18:05 and 
18:19 on the video. Another omission is that Chief Carleton offered to work with Ken, ‘shoulder 
to shoulder’, to try to recover any of Ken’s belongings from the wreckage.

Never once in either of these articles do Pat or Meg comment about all the others who suffered 
devastating losses in the fire or point out that only one person complained. 

As anyone can see, this is an example of how we are going to use objective facts to respond in the 
future. It is neither dramatic nor entertaining but it is clearly necessary.


