
 

 

 

 

 
TO:  Owners, Middleton Conservancy Condo Association (MCCA) 
FROM: Dave Riley for the MCCA Board 
DATE:  3 September 2021 
RE:  Policy on Smoke / Temperature Monitoring 
 
 
 On behalf of the MCCA Board, I emailed all MCCA owners in June about our options 
for external monitoring of our smoke / temp alert systems.  In brief: our existing By-Laws and 
Rules require each owner to keep their smoke and temperature alarms in good working 
condition, but do not require owners to participate in monitoring by a third-party service, 
which has been our custom since the beginning of the development but apparently not a 
written rule.  We need to clarify what should be required, and in June we asked for your 
thoughts.   
 

We received twenty-five responses.  That’s over 1/3 of the members.  I promised to let 
you know what we learned, and what we are going to do.  Here it is. 
 
 First, we will summarize what was learned from our survey of owners.  Then we will 
describe our planned next steps leading up to a vote at the Annual Meeting in November. If 
language in the By Laws is changed, it requires a vote of owners.  By the way, if all of this 
seems bothersome to you it is OK to just let the other owners –your neighbors on the street—
decide this issue.  No need to read any further if you want.  But we welcome your continued 
involvement in this decision because our Association functions like a co-op in which the 
owners in each unit get an equal say (one vote) in any changes to our By-Laws.   
 
Earlier Feedback from the Community 
 The full list of responses is in a separate, 10-page document.  I’ll send you a copy if 
you want it.  Here is a summary.   
 
Twenty of the 25 replies favored one of the 4 options we suggested: 
 Straw Poll  

“votes” Option 
 10  1.  Third party monitoring required. 
 2  2.  Third party monitoring paid for but optional. 
 6  3.  Require external monitoring but let each owner decide how. 
 2  4.  No requirement. 
 
Two ways to summarize those results:     

(1) 90% of respondents (18 of 20) want either encouragement or a requirement of 
external monitoring.  (options 1, 2, and 3).  Just 10% preferred no requirement.   
 



(2) there was disagreement on whether monitoring should be by a single external 
vendor (10 votes for option 1) or if individual owners should be able to decide how to 
provide that external monitoring (8 votes for options 2 and 3). 

 
 Beyond the straw poll, many responses included useful advice: 
  

Keep the rule simple and clear: “The MCCA has many virtues, but long-term 
institutional memory is not one of them.  Owing to the frequent turnover of Directors, keeping 
track of all the requirements that have to be maintained is a challenge even for the most 
conscientious of Boards.  One trick to doing so is to keep the requirements as simply stated 
and as exception-free as possible.  (Steven Orso) “As the complexity of the options 
increases, the problem of appropriate compliance becomes more difficult.”  (Ray Stommel) 
 
 Newer technologies exist and allow us to easily add monitoring for additional hazards, 
such as water in the basement and ozone (Cheryl Vickroy and Lorin Ziglin).  Our existing 
technology is so old that Capitol Fire & Safety no longer installs it (Cheryl Vickroy).  While 
requiring a minimum level of external monitoring for smoke and temperature, we might also 
encourage owners to add their own newer “smart” systems that can monitor for additional 
threats, such as water leak detectors (Michael Knapstein).  Some owners commented that 
they didn’t want less monitoring, they wanted better monitoring, closer to current “best 
practices” (Craig Roberts). 
 
 Maybe keep the goal but change the method.   Knapstein encouraged us to separate 
these 3 elements:  our Strategy (enforceable external monitoring); our Execution (the existing 
hardware in our units); and our Vendor Performance (Capital F&S).  “If there are areas where 
the process could be enhanced, look at doing so by improving or replacing the tactical 
execution (technology) and/or the vendor rather than doing away with the strategy.”  (Michael 
Knapstein).   “Maybe it is time… to come up with methods, vendors and costs.”  (Bill and 
Anne Belt) 
 
 Our experiences with Capitol Fire & Safety have been quite variable.  Some people 
have found them responsive and competent, while others have found them the opposite. 
 
 People emphasized differing values.  Some people emphasized safety, freedom from 
worry.  Others emphasized the capability and performance of our systems.  Some 
emphasized personal choice, while others emphasized property values.  One asserted that 
we are a high-end, expensive condominium project and ought to act like it.  In other words, 
people’s differing votes in the straw poll might not reflect differences in knowledge or logic, 
but instead reflect the application of differing values to the decision. 
 

In response to the June round of feedback, the MCCA Board unanimously passed this 
motion on June 22:  The MCCA Board affirms our commitment to required external 
monitoring of our alarm systems (in line with the feedback we received from the community), 
and the Board will establish an ad hoc committee to investigate the options available to us. 
 
 Board member Dave Riley was assigned chair of this ad hoc committee and recruited 
three members from those who had already written thoughtful comments to the board on this 
topic:  Craig Roberts, John Geroux, and Todd Richmond.  The committee’s August report to 
the Board covered 3 topics: (1) What are the pros and cons of Self-monitoring vs. Vendor 



monitoring of our smoke and temperature alarms?  (2) How does our current vendor (Capital 
Fire & Security) compare to 4 other available vendors?  (For example, how does it compare 
on cost, flexibility to use alternative hardware and communications methods, etc.?)  (3) What 
does our system need for improvement?  (For example, how can we spot aging sensors and 
prompt their replacement?)  Despite the committee representing different viewpoints on what 
MCCA ought to do, we were easily able to write a report on the objective pros & cons of the 
options, including a comparison of 5 different vendors for external monitoring.  That 10-page 
report is also attached to this email (“Smoke monitoring committee report.doc”).   
 

Next Steps 
 The MCCA Board considered all this at its August meeting.  Two details prevented a 
quick decision: (1) the survey of owners did not show a groundswell of support 
(overwhelming majority) for any one option; and (2) two-thirds of owners did not respond to 
our request for comments and preferences.  The Board therefore decided to leave all options 
open for a vote of owners at our Annual Meeting on November 3. 
 
 In September we will host two online discussion sessions.  An email will follow on 
when they are and how to link to them on your computer, iPad or smartphone.  At our 
November 3 Annual Meeting we will have a paper ballot asking for a yes/no vote on each of 
three options.  We will announce the tally of votes at the meeting, and then immediately 
entertain a motion to follow up on the option most favored by the members, changing the By-
Laws or Rules & Regulations of the MCCA as needed.  The three options are: 
 

1.  Require all owners to link their smoke and temperature alarms to a third-party 
professional 24/7 monitoring service contracted by the Association. 

 
2.  Encourage the external monitoring of all smoke and temperature alarms by having 

the MCCA pay for this service, but participation in this service is optional for each 
owner. 

 

3. Clarify that external monitoring of the required smoke and temperature alarms is 
not required but is up to each owner to purchase if they want it. 

 
Any of these options would require a language change to the By-Laws therefore requiring a 
vote by owners. 
 
 
 


