
Riverside County EMS Agency  

EMS Assessment & Strategic Planning Process – Steering Committee  

January 15, 2014 – 9:00 AM – Noon  

Finalizing Recommendations for the Riverside County EMS System  

 

Meeting Goal  

The purpose of this meeting is to provide an overall review the project and the role of the 
Steering Committee; and to provide final input on the Riverside County EMS System 
Observations and Recommendations and Ambulance Contract Scope of Work provided by The 
Abaris Group.  

 

A G E N D A   

 

9:00 AM: W e l c o m e – Debbie Cournoyer - County Executive Office, Deputy CEO  

• Welcome  

• Introductions  

  

9:05 AM: Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes (December 19, 2013) - Debbie Cournoyer 

 

9:10 AM: Project Overview and Role of Steering Committee—Debbie Cournoyer / Bruce Barton 

• Project overview 

• Role of the Steering Committee 

• Representatives from potential bidding organizations for the ambulance contract will 

be asked to leave the room during the Ambulance Contract Scope of Work (SOW)  

Recommendations discussions 

  

9:30 AM: Input on the Recommendations and Observations – Bruce Barton / Mike Williams  

• Review and discuss written comments on the Recommendations and Observations 

 

10:30 AM: Input on Ambulance Contract SOW Comments – Bruce Barton / Mike Williams 

• Review and discuss written comments on the Ambulance Contract SOW 

Recommendations 

 

11:30 AM: Next steps / Review of Action items – Bruce Barton / Mike Williams  

• Update on the final report for presentation to the Board of Supervisors 

• Review of any action items  

 

12:00 PM: Good of the Order, Future Meeting Dates & Adjournment – Debbie Cournoyer  

• Next 2014 meeting – 1/23/14 (9:00 AM to Noon)  
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Riverside Emergency Medical Services Agency (REMSA) 
EMS System Evaluation Steering Committee 

Minutes 

December 19, 2013 
9:00 AM 

 
County Executive Office 

4080 Lemon Street, 4th Floor – Conference Room A 
 

Members Present:   (Entities/Organizations Represented) 
 
Dimitrios Alexiou   Hospital Association of Southern California 
Scott Barber    Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 
Bruce Barton    Riverside County EMS Agency Director 
Kim Baumgarten   Riverside County Regional Medical Center (RCRMC) 
Dr. Deepak Chandwani   Riverside County Medical Association 
Debbie Cournoyer   Riverside County Executive Office 
Rick Dudley    Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 
Steve Earley    Board of Supervisors– District 2 
Susan D. Harrington   Riverside County – Director of Public Health 
John R. Hawkins   CAL FIRE and Riverside County Fire Chief 
Alan Long    Board of Supervisors – District 3 
Robert Perdue    Riverside County Sheriff 
Jan Remm    Riverside County Regional Medical Center (RCRMC) 
Matt Shobert    Riverside County Fire Chief’s Association 
Bill Van Der Poorten   Riverside County Department of Mental Health 
Dr. Daved van Stralen   EMS Agency Medical Director 
 
Members Absent:   (Entities/Organizations Represented) 
 
Frank Coe    Riverside County Law Enforcement Administrators Association  
Jaime Hurtado    Board of Supervisors – District 5 
Gary Jeandron    Board of Supervisors – District 4 
Tom Tisdale      Board of Supervisors – District 1 
Aurora Wilson    Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) 
 
Staff/Guests Present:   (Entities/Organizations Represented) 
 
Peter Hubbard    American Medical Response 
Doug Key    American Medical Response 
Brian MacGavin    Riverside County EMS Agency Assistant Director 
Maria Marquez    Riverside County Department of Mental Health  
Michael Moriarty Riverside County DA’s Office (ARCOPS Representative) 
Sergio Palacios    The Abaris Group  
Renee Poselski    Riverside County EMS Agency Analyst 
Phil Rawlings    Riverside County Fire 
Patrick Reitz    Idyllwild Fire Chief 
Mike Samuels    Corona Fire Department 
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Meeting called to order at 9:00 AM 
 

1. Introductions of committee members and guests and approval of previous minutes – Debbie 
Cournoyer  

 Mr. Long requested edits to item five second bullet point from the bottom of page five and 
the fifth bullet point in item six on page six of six; providing clarification on the statements 
he made during the December 9, 2013 Steering Committee meeting.  The minutes from 
December 9, 2013 were approved with Mr. Long’s suggested edits.  

2. Meeting Overview – Bruce Barton 

 Mr. Barton informed the Steering Committee that Mr. Michael Williams of The Abaris Group 
would not be present at the meeting due to medical reasons. He then explained that the 
purpose of today’s meeting was to present the Scope of Work (SOW) document that has 
been provided by The Abaris Group. The goal for the meeting was to go through and discuss 
the SOW and get comments from the Steering Committee in regards to this document.  
 

3. Project Updates / Comments– Bruce Barton 

 Mr. Barton updated the Steering Committee to his knowledge of the EMS Users Focus 
Groups piece of the project. He said that The Abaris Group is in the midst of working on a 
business agreement with AMR.  Mr. Key explained that AMR cannot do a business 
agreement with The Abaris Group because they do not have a business relationship.  The 
Abaris Group would determine if they can accept the data from AMR due to privacy laws. 
Mr. Barton stated that REMSA can act as a surrogate in this process. AMR can provide the 
information to REMSA and REMSA will then provide the information to The Abaris Group. 
What is also missing from AMR is patient contact information and payer classification.  

 Mr. Barton updated the Steering Committee on the stakeholder meetings, stating that they 
went well with about 20 to 25 people attending each meeting.  A few topics and questions 
about the recommendations were brought up, including the three options presented by The 
Abaris Group, the ambulance contract, and non-exclusive operating areas. He discussed at 
the stakeholder meetings that there would be challenges with the non-exclusive areas of 
the cities of Indio and Cathedral City and the Mountain Plateau Zone.  A year ago the State 
forced us to call the Indio and Cathedral cities non-exclusive.  Mr. Barton explained that 
exclusive means that in the EMS Plan we identify only one provider that responds to a 
certain type of call.  For 9-1-1 ambulance service and ALS there can only be one provider. 
Non-exclusive means that REMSA could not legally say that a provider cannot run calls in the 
non-exclusive zone if another authorized ALS provider wanted to run calls in that area.  

 Chief Shobert suggested that the SOW document, the second word under number one 
Administrative Provisions, should say “exclusive or non-exclusive” depending on what the 
Board of Supervisors (BOS) decides.  Mr. Barton agreed that this was a good point because 
AMR provides, under contract, service to a non-exclusive area which is the Mountain 
Plateau Zone.   

 Mr. Barton advised the Steering Committee that yesterday we received the State’s 
determination that the Pass Zone is a non-exclusive area.  In the original EMS Plan, from 
1994, the EMS Agency stipulated that the Pass Zone was competitively bid.  Because of this 
we have no grounds to appeal.  Additionally, the State is still using its 10 year bidding rule 
that many counties do not agree with because it’s not founded in regulations. 

 Mr. Long asked if these zones will be called exclusive or non-exclusive in the new plan.  

 Mr. Barton said that if the County bids the entire EOA, including Cathedral City and Indio, 
then there will need to be discussions with Cathedral City and Indio City.  The only way that 
they can be changed is if they are competitively awarded. They cannot be changed by any 
other legal means. These areas were labeled differently in the past, but there are 
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corrections that are being driven by the State to call them non-exclusive in order to approve 
of the plan. 

 Mr. Long asked if there was room for a lawsuit, and if so, it is worth mentioning to the Board 
of Supervisors (BOS). Mr. Barton said that this will definitely be mentioned to the BOS. 

 Mr. Barton said that he thinks there is room for an appeal based upon the State’s 10 year 
ruling.  Counties are trying to collaborate because there may be strength in dealing with this 
as a group. He continued to summarize the stakeholder meetings. He mentioned that at one 
of the stakeholder meetings, there was a labor leader who voiced his opinions on first 
responder response-times. The discussion was on locally set response-times versus County 
controlled response-times. In the SOW, The Abaris Group has not recommended what the 
response-times should be for the system. Through the Strategic Planning process, response-
times will need to be discussed and formulated.  

 Mr. Dudley wanted to discuss the three different options further. If the BOS decided to go 
forward with AMR, one suggestion would be that there is a sub-recommendation that they 
postpone for a six-month period in order to negotiate a contract. This would give the County 
leverage in obtaining the best contract. By having something like this, it preserves the 
County’s ability to then negotiate prudence in the contract.  

 Mr. Key – The contract does not expire until 2015. If you go back to the BOS and they say we 
direct you, there is a year before the contract expires. The language might be that if in that 
six-month period of time, if we cannot come to a conclusion prior to the contract being 
awarded, you may have to extend the contract for another six months.  

 Mr. Barton – Something along those lines sounds reasonable. This will have to be built into 
part of the recommendations going back to the BOS. To clarify, members of the Steering 
Committee want there to be a provision that leaves the BOS an out that it will not be a done 
deal that we would be going with AMR until we have successfully completed a contract 
negotiation process.   

 Mr. Long – What rules of conduct are we operating by. Are we going to make motions or are 
we going by general consensus? 

 Mrs. Cournoyer – I think it is going to be consensus because there will not always be 
complete agreement among all of the parties. A consensus may be the best we can achieve.  

 Mr. Dudley asked if the Steering Committee was going to make recommendations to the 
BOS. 

 There was some confusion as to whether there was going to be a sub-point added to the 
recommendation explaining a six-month extension and if the Steering Committee agrees.  

 Chief Hawkins asked if The Abaris Group’s report will go straight to the BOS or is the idea 
that their report comes to the Steering Committee from which a recommendation might 
originate.  

 Mr. Barton explained that the deliverables will go to the BOS. The role of the Steering 
Committee is to provide input to The Abaris Group for things they may have missed. 
Ultimately these recommendations will be presented to the BOS by The Abaris Group. 

 Mr. Dudley suggested that the BOS may like to see a recommendation from the Steering 
Committee. This was confirmed by Mr. Long, saying that District 3 is looking for 
recommendations from the Steering Committee.  

 Mr. Hawkins asked if this Steering Committee meeting was a Brown Act meeting.  If so, he 
suggested that County Council should have a presence in the Steering Committee meetings.  

 Mr. Barton– We will need another meeting in early January, with County Council in the 
room, where we bring all of the deliverables together and work on recommendations for all 
of the deliverables. It looks like we will need a formal, for-approval on the next meeting’s 
agenda to finalize for presentation to the BOS.  
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 Mr. Dudley suggested that, for the presentation to the BOS, The Abaris Group present their 
recommendations and the Steering Committee have a document with the Steering 
Committee’s input on each of The Abaris Group’s recommendations. 

 The Steering Committee agreed that they will look at The Abaris Group’s recommendations 
and SOW documents, and identify which items there is or is not a consensus on. This will be 
the single agenda item for the next meeting that takes place in January.  

 There was a discussion about the timing of the next meeting. It may be difficult for each 
representative in the Steering Committee to discuss the recommendations and SOW with 
their respective organizations in time for the next meeting.  

 Mrs. Cournoyer stated that recommendations made from the Steering Committee should be 
determined by a simple majority vote.  

 Mr. Barber stated that it might be important to record how the vote went from the Steering 
Committee on the recommendations. Whether it was a unanimous vote, majority, etc. Mr. 
Long also provided input saying that the minutes should reflect the individual votes.  

 There was a motion and a second, which was unanimously approved by the Steering 
Committee, to move forward with the recommended approach of presenting the Steering 
Committee’s recommendations with The Abaris Group’s recommendations to the BOS. 

 Mr. Dudley suggested that the recommendations be annotated relative to the “As-Is” 
report. 

 There was discussion about the original intend of the Steering Committee and if input was 
expected from the other districts--District 3 wanted input from the Steering Committee but 
what about the other districts? 

 There was a discussion about whether or not the ambulance contract would be an extension 
or a completely new contract. Mr. Barton explained that the recommendation would be to 
negotiate a new contract; not extend the current contract.  Also, all other agreements that 
are attached to the current AMR agreement will expire.   

 
4. Input on the Response Time and Penalty Recommendations and Ambulance Service Scope of 

Work (SOW) – Bruce Barton 

 Mr. Barton introduced the SOW formulated by The Abaris Group. When the Steering 
Committee looks at the SOW it has to determine whether it has the provisions that we are 
looking for.  

A. Administrative Provisions, #1, d.  

 Mr. Long – In relation to this and response times, we have a system that uses fractile 
measurements and this allows certain areas not to be compliant to those response times. In 
those areas, can we allow a fire department to provide service to meet the response time 
and is there some way they can get reimbursed through a fee system? 

 Mr. Barton explained that legally, if the area is exclusive, the only way another provider can 
provide service to that area is if the other provider has some sort of partnership with the 
exclusive operating area provider. He also explained what can and cannot be done as far as 
changes to the response zones. Other than these, a public-private partnership works the 
best.  

A. Administrative Provisions, #2  

 A discussion was held regarding this recommendation and whether there should be a 
subcomponent B to this that relates to standby emergencies for events and provisions for 
ALS, BLS, and transportation services.  Standby rates need to fair market value rates.  

A. Administrative Provisions, #3  

 There was a discussion about this recommendation (Mental Health WIC 5150 patients). This 
included the recent Office of Inspector General (OIG) decision about free services, grant 
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funding, alternative destinations and transportation for these patients, and reimbursement 
for transport. 

A. Administrative Provisions, #4  

 Chief Hawkins suggested that there needs to be more to this recommendation that includes 
interactions at emergencies, emergency management protocols, Incident Command System 
(ICS), etc.  

 There was also a discussion about the language in that this recommendation should not say 
“participate” but a different word that describes the contracted provider as having a bigger 
role than just a participant. 

A. Administrative Provisions, #9, c.  

 There was a discussion about who would be responsible for the fine if the provider 
subcontracted the service to another organization and the stipulations associated with this.  

B. Response Time Performance Standards and Penalties 

 There was a discussion about response times and what the measurements are of when the 
clock starts and when it stops and if they are appropriate. There was also discussion about 
appropriate response times for Riverside County which will be discussed further at a later 
date.  Included was discussion of King County’s (WA) system and what Riverside County 
should emulate.  

 There was discussion on a tiered system for responders, the use of EMD and where an ALS 
response may not be appropriate and BLS can be used.  

 
5. Good of the Order, Future Meeting Dates & Adjournment – Debbie Cournoyer 

 The Steering Committee will review the Recommendations and Observations document and 
the Scope of Work Recommendations and submit their comments to REMSA by January 9th.  

 Confirmation that the next meetings are 1/15 and 1/23 from 9:00 AM-12:00 PM. 
 
Next Meeting – 1/15/14  

 
Meeting Adjourned at 11:26 AM 


