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 NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT 

 
Notice is hereby given to all interested members of the public that the Board of Directors of Montgomery County 
Hospital District will hold a regular meeting as follows: 
 
Date:   April 28, 2009 
 
Time:   4:00 P.M.   
 
Place:   MONTGOMERY COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT 
    ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING 
    200 RIVER POINTE DR. 
    SUITE 200 
    CONROE, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, TEXAS 77304 
 
Open to Public: The meeting will be open to the public at all times during which such subjects are discussed, 
considered, or formally acted upon as required by Texas Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551 of the Government 
Code. 
 
This Notice in detail was posted at least 72 hours prior to the beginning of said meeting with the County Clerk’s 
Office and is on the Bulletin Board of the Courthouse and in the District’s Administrative Office. 
 
Subject: The agenda for such meeting shall include the consideration of, and if deemed advisable, the 

taking of action upon: 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Invocation 
3. Pledge of Allegiance 
4. Roll Call 
5. Public Comments 
6. Special Recognition 

• Employee of the Month  
Items Involving Visitors 
7. Consider and act on recommendations for enhanced transparency in government (Mr. Bourgeois, Chair – 

MCHD Board) 
8. Consider and act on a resolution to reimburse MCHD for capital expenditures related to capital 

improvements program from the proceeds of tax-exempt obligations to be issued by the District or a 
public facilities corporation (Mr. Posey, Treasurer-MCHD Board) 

9. Consider and act on engagement agreement with Andrews Kurth, LLP to serve as Bond Counsel with 
respect to the District’s public finance needs (Mr. Fawn, Chair – Planning and Development Committee)  

 
District  
10. CEO Report to include update on legislative issues, District operations and strategic plan, capital 

purchases, employee benefits, and local/regional healthcare matters 
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Emergency Medical Services  
11. EMS Director Allen Sims’ Report to include updates on EMS stations, staffing, performance measures, 

staff activities and psychiatric patient transport to Tri County MHMR 
12. Consider and if necessary act on matters related to acquisition of real property for EMS 

Stations (Mr. Fawn, Chair – Planning and Development Committee) 
13. Consider and act on qualified vendors for Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment RFQ (Mr. 

Fawn, Chair – Planning and Development Committee)  
 
Indigent Care 
14. Healthcare Assistance Program Manager Penny Buchanan’s Report to include regulatory update, 

outreach, eligibility, service, and utilization 
15. Consider and act on Healthcare Assistance Program claims from Non-UPL providers processed by Boon-

Chapman (Mrs. Wagner, Chair - Indigent Care Committee) 
16. Consider and act on estimate of voluntary contributions to the UPL account of Healthcare Assistance 

Program claims processed by Boon Chapman (Mrs. Wagner, Chair – Indigent Care Committee) 
17. Consider and take action on a recommendation to provide a waiver of the 2009 One-Time Economic 

Recovery Payment for individuals offered as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 as it pertains to income or resources for HCAP eligibility (Mrs. Wagner, Chair – Indigent Care) 

 
Finance 
18. Presentation of Financial Report for the six months ended  March 31, 2009 – Michael J. Nicknish, CFO, 

Report to include Financial Summary, Balance Sheet, Income Statement, Supporting Statements, and 
Supplemental EMS Billing Information 

19. Presentation of Investment Report for the quarter ended march 31, 2009 – Michael J. Nicknish, CFO 
20. Consider and act upon recommendation for amendment to budget related to increase in annual business 

auto and commercial package insurance premium for fiscal year ending September 30, 2009 (Mr. Posey, 
Treasurer-MCHD Board) 

21. Consider and act on ratification of  District invoices (Mr. Posey, Treasurer - MCHD Board) 
22. Consider and act on salvage and surplus equipment (Mr. Posey, Treasurer-MCHD Board) 
 
Other Items 
23. Secretary’s Report - consider and act on minutes for Special Board Meetings March 16, 2009 and April 3, 

2009 (Mrs. Wagner, Secretary-MCHD Board) 
24. Adjourn   

             
       ____________________________  
        Sandy Wagner, Secretary 

 
The Board will announce it will convene into Executive Session, if necessary, pursuant to Chapter 551 of the 
Texas Government Code, to receive advice from Legal Counsel, to discuss matters of land acquisition, litigation 
and personnel matters as specifically listed on this agenda.  The Board of Directors may also announce it will go 
into Executive Session, if necessary, to receive advice from Legal Counsel regarding any item on this agenda.  
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Agenda Item # 8 
 
Consider and act on a resolution to reimburse MCHD for capital expenditures 
related to capital improvements program from the proceeds of tax-exempt obligations to be issued by the 
District or a public facilities corporation (Mr. Posey, Treasurer-MCHD Board) 
 
 

To: Board of Directors 

From: Mike Nicknish 

Date: April 28, 2009 

Re: Resolution for Bond Reimbursement for Capital Expenditures 

 
We are recommending that the Board approve the attached resolution for bond reimbursement.  The 
resolution will allow the District, if it so chooses, to reimburse itself for costs of land acquisition and 
construction of facilities from the proceeds of tax-exempt obligations.  The tax exempt obligations will be 
issued by the District or a public facilities corporation.  
  
 
  Yes    No    N/A 

 X  Budgeted item? 

 X  Within budget? 

  X Renewal contract? 

X   Special request? 

 

We Make a Difference!We Make a Difference!
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT 

Resolution For Bond Reimbursement of Capital Expenditures 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Hospital District (the “District”), reasonably expects to begin a 
capital improvements program (the “Program”) involving the construction of an administration building, a 
fleet/logistic/radio station, at least five regional EMS stations and at least six EMS substations (collectively, 
the “Facilities”), and to acquire land for the construction of the Facilities; and 

WHEREAS, the District desires to reimburse itself for the costs of land acquisition and construction 
of the Facilities included in the Program, which it expects to pay initially from its General Fund, with the 
proceeds of tax-exempt obligations to be issued subsequent to the payment of such costs by the District or a 
public facilities corporation or other non-profit corporation acting on behalf of the District;  

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Board of Directors of the District that: 

Section 1. The District hereby expresses its intent to reimburse itself for all costs to be paid in 
connection with the acquisition of land and the acquisition and construction of the Facilities included in the 
Program from the proceeds of tax-exempt obligations to be issued subsequent to the payment of all or a 
portion of such costs by the District or a public facilities corporation or other non-profit corporation acting 
on behalf of the District. 

Section 2. In lieu of incurring debt at this time, the District expects to pay the costs associated 
with the acquisition and improvement of such property from the District’s General Fund. 

Section 3. The District expects that debt service on the tax-exempt obligations to be issued to 
reimburse the District for the costs to be paid in connection with the acquisition and improvement of the 
Facilities included in the Program will be paid from the revenues collected by the District and deposited in 
the District’s General Fund. 

Section 4. The maximum principal amount of tax-exempt obligations to be issued by the District 
or by a public facilities corporation or other non-profit corporation organized on behalf of the District to 
finance the costs of land acquisition and construction to the property comprising the Program will be no 
more than $25,000,000. 
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BOARD MEETING DATE:     APRIL 28, 2009  

 

APPROVED  BY:          

  
  
           
Francis Bourgeois, Chair      
 
 
        
John Hennigan, Vice-Chair      Georgette Lucado, Member 
 
 
 
                                                  
Sandra Wagner, Secretary      Kenn Fawn, Member 
 
 
                
Harold E. Posey, Treasurer      Hans Ambrosia, Member   



 

 

Agenda Item # 9 
 
Consider and act on engagement agreement with Andrews Kurth, LLP to 
serve as Bond Counsel with respect to the District’s public finance needs  (Mr. Fawn, Chair – 
Planning and Development Committee)  
 
 

To: Board of Directors 

From: Mike Nicknish 

Date: April 29, 2009 

Re: Bond Counsel Engagement Agreement with Andrews Kurth, LLP 

 
We recommend that the Board approve the attached engagement agreement with Andrews 
Kurth, LLP.  The agreement is related to engaging Andrews Kurth LLP to serve as bond counsel 
as it pertains to the issuing of bonds or other obligations by the District or public facilities 
corporation.  It is required by the bond issuer that an independent opinion certifying the tax-
exempt nature of the debt be provided.  The attached engagement agreement provides 
additional detail as to the services provided. 
 
A customary fee for this type of engagement may range from $22,000 to $50,000.  The lower 
fee would indicate that the District is the bond issuer and that the bonds are secured by a 
pledge of revenues of the District and no additional security such as a mortgage of the facilities 
is required.  Fees would be higher if a PFC issues the bonds and those bonds are secured by 
an operating lease and by a mortgage of the facilities. 
 
The bond counsel fees can be funded from the proceeds of the bonds.  If the fees are funded 
from the District’s general fund or from fund balance, the Reimbursement Resolution would 
allow those fees to be reimbursed back to the District. 
  
 
  Yes    No    N/A 

 X  Budgeted item? 

 X  Within budget? 

 X  Renewal contract? 

X   Special request? 

 

We Make a Difference!We Make a Difference!













Item # 10 - CEO Report 
April 2008 
 
 
Out of Town 
I want to express my regret that I will not be attending the April meeting and my appreciation for 
allowing me to attend to a personal commitment.   I trust that Kelly and Mike will be able to 
serve well in my absence.   I will be back in the office on Wednesday, April 29th. 
 
Board Notification Improvement 
Over the last several years, we have demonstrated our commitment to insuring all Board 
members were informed of committee and other special meetings.   Although email is an 
extremely efficient tool for communicating, we realize that we cannot rely on email for this 
purpose.   In our continual effort to improve our processes, we are implementing a formal 
procedure to assure each member knows about specially called meetings.   We will continue to 
send email notifications, but you can expect Jackie to be diligent in phone follow-ups until our 
goal is achieved. 
 
Connie Bryant 
After an extensive search process, I am pleased to announce that Connie Bryant has accepted 
an offer to become the new Associate EMS Director for Clinical Practice.   She has served very 
well in her interim role. 
 
We were very pleased with the internal and external response to our search.   There were four 
internal applicants and almost a dozen from across the United States.   The search team 
interviewed all internal candidates, and three external candidates were invited for office visits.  
 
Mike, Kelly, and I are reviewing options for addressing the void created by Connie’s new 
position.  We will keep you informed of our progress. 
 
Tobacco Fund Disbursement 
We received our annual tobacco fund disbursement.   The amount received is $1,055,045.04.   
This is about $2 million more than budgeted.   The Tobacco Settlement Permanent Trust used 
their “rainy day fund” to hold disbursements near the 2008 figures.   They did not want to 
severely cut the disbursements and adversely impact Counties that had already budgeted the 
funds.  However, we have received a letter from the Trust providing guidance for 2010 
budgeting.  They have advised entities to budget no more than 50% of this year’s amount.   The 
recession has adversely impacted the endowment and the rainy day fund was reduced by 57% 
due to this year’s drawdown.     I have attached letters from the Trust for your review. 
 
Employee Forums 
In early April, we hosted a series of Employee Forums.   Our goal was to correlate feedback we 
have received from the staff through various mechanisms with the actions that we have taken in 
response.  The forums were well attended and we received very supportive feedback.   This 
seems to be time well invested as employees value the information and the ability to ask 
questions. 
 
On a related note, the annual Employee Perspective Survey is in progress and will wrap up in 
mid May.   We hope to share results at the June meeting. 
  



Construction Update 

We have completed the transition to PBK for architectural and other services.  They have been 
very responsive.   They received the electronic files for the administrative building and have 
begun reviewing and updating the plans.  Last week, they met with MCHD staff to insure 
understanding of the intent of various elements of the design.   Ian Powell projects that they will 
have drawings sufficiently ready for bidding purposes within five weeks.   They have an 
aggressive schedule to meet.  
 
Since the last Board meeting, we met with Turner Construction to review the plans and 
schedule for the North Central Regional Station (Station 10) and the future Station 32.  Earlier 
this week, they brought preliminary construction pricing that was higher than expected.   They 
had several recommendations to mitigate the cost.   Ian Powell is fully engaged in reviewing 
Turner’s information and will have recommendations for us shortly. 
 
We are preparing to close on the property on FM 1488 near FM 149.  Thanks go out to Mr. 
Posey.   He confirmed the presence of utilities in the area.    
 
Legislative Update 
Several of the bills supported by MCHD are making their way through the legislative process.    
 
Bill Regarding Status Next Step Forecast 
SB 1473 Requiring indigent care 

applicants to register with the 
Texas Workforce Commission 

Passed Senate (31-
0); referred to House 
Public Committee  

Waiting a hearing Hopeful 

HB 1517 Amending our enabling 
legislation regarding indigent 
care issues 

Reported favorably 
and send to House 
Local and Consent 
Calendar 

Pending a vote in the 
House 

Hopeful 

SB 896 Transportation bill – would 
eliminate trauma funding by 
repealing the Driver 
Responsibility Program (DRP) 

Passed Senate; 
referred to House 
Transportation 
Committee  

Waiting a hearing Substitute bill 
maintains DRP, but 
exempts college 
students and the 
indigent 

SB 1170 Regarding subrogation and 
fraud 

Referred to State 
Affairs Committee 

Governor’s office 
objected.  
Compromise could 
not be reached 

Dead 

HB 2772 Regarding EMS regulation Referred to County 
Affairs Committee 

Left pending Likely to die in 
committee 

HB 2845 Regarding stronger criminal 
history screening for EMS 

Reported favorably 
from Urban Affairs 
Committee; referred 
to Local and 
Consent 

Pending a vote in the 
House  

Hopeful 

 
SB 896 
The original version of SB 896 would have dramatically reduced trauma funding by repealing 
driver responsibility program.  This program levies fines for certain dangerous driving offenses.    
 
The Driver Responsibility Program enacted in 2003 with HB 3588 provides the Texas Trauma 
System with a reliable source of funding for uncompensated care.  Our region (including Harris, 
Fort Bend, Montgomery, Walker, Waller, Matagorda, Wharton, Austin, and Colorado Counties) 
has received over $52.4 million between 2004 and 2008.   Although funding has been less than 
originally projected, this money is vital to the designated trauma centers that provide the trauma 



safety net for over 5 million Texans.   Since passage of HB 3588, the State has seen an 
increase in facilities obtaining trauma designation. 
 
Additional funding is available through the Driver Responsibility Program to support EMS 
agencies and the Regional Advisory Councils (RAC).  For over 20 years, the legislature has 
mandated that the RAC’s coordinate trauma care in each of the 22 trauma service areas of 
Texas.   The Driver Responsibility Program was the first reliable funding to achieve this 
purpose. 
 
After pressure from stakeholders, a substitute bill passed the Senate. The new version exempts 
college students and the indigent.   I did find it odd that the State defines indigent at 21% of 
FPIL for county healthcare programs, but would define indigent in this program as 200% of 
FPIL.  If the State wanted to truly help the poor, it would seem that those needing healthcare 
might be considered before those that break the law. 
 
UTMB Resuming Indigent Care Services 
On Monday, April 27th, UTMB is hosting a meeting of County indigent programs and hospital 
districts to announce that they plan to resume providing care under existing contracts.   We do 
not know the specifics on timing or services to be provided.   Kelly will attend the meeting and 
report back. 
 
Memorial Hermann Contract Update 
We received substantial indigent care contract revisions from Memorial Hermann. Our staff and 
Boon Chapman are reviewing the contract language and will have a recommendation soon.   I 
anticipate that we may be further apart than originally believed.  
 
CRMC Reports Progress 
We recently met with representatives of CRMC’s administrative and nursing staff regarding 
several topics.   CRMC reported progress in their ER throughput improvement process.   They 
also detailed architectural plans that should support additional improvements.    
 
South County Economic Development Partnership – Facility Management Forum 
Mary Pope and I attended a meeting of the EDP Facility Management Forum to provide 
information on our Public Access Defibrillation Program.   In this program, MCHD coordinates 
with corporate partners to place AED’s in the workplace.   We have had several AED saves as a 
result of this important program.   
 
League of Women Voters  
Kelly presented information regarding MCHD and ESD’s to the League of Women Voters’ 
County Government Issues Series at Lone Star College – Montgomery.  This program is 
targeted to the 50+ year old student and seeks to raise awareness of what entities do, service 
areas, funding streams, and other important information voters need to know about county 
government. 
 
MCHD Transparency  
There are several bills making their way through the legislative process that would require 
Counties with a population of 250,000 or more to publish certain financial information on their 
website.  The debate has been very interesting.   Texas reportedly leads the nation in financial 
transparency.  The Collin County IT Director recently won a statewide award for implementing 
the County’s efforts to make information easily accessible to the public.  Some counties oppose 



the legislation as they see the requirement as creating a huge workload.  They also argue that 
some legacy software systems are unable to provide the required reporting elements. 
 
No such legislative requirements are being suggested for special districts such as MCHD.   
However, for the last 18 months, MCHD has exceeded the advocated standard.  Each month, 
we publish on our website our entire list of invoices to be paid as well as a detailed financial 
report for the District and its business units.    The online Board book includes the supporting 
material for each agenda item.   We also publish our annual budget for review.   
 
We have reviewed the website of the Texas State Comptroller and other counties to explore 
ways that we might improve our commitment to transparency.   Our accounting software does 
not have a public reporting package similar to that used by the Comptroller.   We have asked 
the vendor to explore the idea.  Until one is available, we will continue our practice of publishing 
PDF documents that are searchable.  We believe this method balances our desire for 
transparency with the need for efficiency.  
 
City of Conroe Radio Tower 
Construction has begun on the new radio tower located at the City of Conroe Service Center.   
The City funded this addition to the system infrastructure.   The project is expected to be 
completed in 60 days.  This will add increased service coverage in greater Conroe area and 
specifically better building penetration. 
 
Fire Department Radio Partnership 
The Woodlands Township approved the project at their April meeting.   The MCFCA is seeking 
approval of the project from the various ESD’s.  Final wording on the agreement should be 
completed soon.    
 
 









 
  

Information Bulletin 
 
 

TO:                         MCHD Staff 

FROM:                  Allen Sims 

DATE:                   April 20, 2009 

RE:                         Associate EMS Director Position 
 
Info #:                     09-053 

 
 
I am pleased to report that Connie Bryant has accepted our offer to be the Associate EMS 
Director – Clinical Practice.  Connie has worked at MCHD for more than 24 years, 
starting out as an EMT on the 3rd ambulance for Montgomery County.  She advanced up 
through the ranks to become a Field Supervisor before accepting the role of Compliance 
Officer 5 years ago.  

 
When the various working groups conducting the interviews looked at all of the 
information available, they all agreed on Connie’s abilities.  Everyone admired her 
dedication to MCHD, commitment to quality, experience as a leader and process builder, 
adaptability, and her long history as a high performing employee.  The strongest 
endorsement in Connie’s favor is the work she has done in the short amount of time that 
she has filled this role on an interim basis.  She has taken a strong department and made it 
stronger by improving their communication, teamwork, and processes.  As a result, 
MCHD EMS is a better performing and higher quality organization. 
 
Connie’s positive impact is even more impressive in light of the fact that she has done so 
while performing two jobs.  She has continued to fill the role of Compliance Officer 
during this period.  Now that her Associate EMS Director position is permanent, she will 
be stepping away from her compliance role.  Now that Connie is moving on to another 
role we will carefully consider how to best fill that position as we plan for the future 
needs of MCHD. 
 
As many of you know filling this position was a substantial undertaking.  It involved 
casting a very wide net resulting in a dozen applicants.  Following initial screening we 
ultimately conducted multiple levels of interviews and assessments.  During these 
interviews we received substantial input from members of the Field and Alarm staff and 
the entire Clinical Department.  Their input proved crucial to us determining the best 
candidate.  I want to thank all of those that were involved in making this process 
successful in reaching a fair and valid conclusion.  
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Response Time Compliance     
Overall Compliance -- Standard 90% 

 

  

Zone Compliance -- Standard 85%  
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Monthly Time to Dispatch
Avg Time from Answer to Dispatch (Filter >0 and <500 seconds)
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Monthly Chute Time
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Monthly Drive Time
Avg Time from Enroute  to On Scene (Filter >0 and <1200 seconds)

UCL

Mean

LCL

Marc
h 2

00
7

Ju
ne

 20
07

Sep
tem

be
r 2

00
7

Dec
em

be
r 2

00
7

Marc
h 2

00
8

Ju
ne

 20
08

Sep
tem

be
r 2

00
8

Dec
em

be
r 2

00
8

Marc
h 2

00
9

370

380

390

400

410

420

430

440

450

Monthly Drive Time
Avg Time from Enroute  to On Scene (Filter >0 and <1200 seconds)

UCL

Mean

LCL

Marc
h 2

00
7

Ju
ne

 20
07

Sep
tem

be
r 2

00
7

Dec
em

be
r 2

00
7

Marc
h 2

00
8

Ju
ne

 20
08

Sep
tem

be
r 2

00
8

Dec
em

be
r 2

00
8

Marc
h 2

00
9

370

380

390

400

410

420

430

440

450



Weekly Time to Dispatch
Avg Time from Answered to Dispatch (Filter >0 and <500 seconds)
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EMS Transport Data  

  

  

Average Monthly Drop Time 
By Facility  

Average Transports 
per Day By Facility  

Average Monthly Drop Time 
By Facility 

Average Transports 
per Day By Facility 
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Hospital Transports - Daily Total
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24 Hour Units 
Incidents Posting Unit Hour Activity Staffing Up Time 
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Squads and Supervisors 
Incidents Posting Unit Hour Activity Staffing Up Time 
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This section provides demographic information about the patients who responded to the survey for the current and the 
previous periods. The information comes from the “Background Questions” section of the questionnaire. Compare this 
demographic data to your eligible population. Generally, the demographic profile will approximate your service population.  
 
 

 
 

 
Last Period 

 
This Period 

  
Male  Female 

  
Male  Female 

Under 18 21 14 7 
 

25 15 10 
18 to 30 19 7 12 

 
21 2 19 

31 to 44 42 12 30 
 

37 18 19 
45 to 54 52 22 30 

 
48 15 33 

55 to 64 93 41 52 
 

82 30 52 
65 or older 345 140 205 

 
311 137 174 

Total 572 236 336 
 

524 217 307 
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This chart shows your facility’s overall mean score, based on the standard questions over the last five survey periods. Your 
scores are also compared to the EMS Benchmark scores for those same periods. This analysis over time shows trends in how 
your company performs compared to all of the companies in the survey. Since there were no surveys conducted during the 
previous periods, those areas are blank for this quarter report. 
 

 
 

 
 
  

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

Company Mean EMS Benchmark
EOQ 09-07 92.53 91.77

EOQ 12-07 89.07 91.31

EOQ 03-08 93.74 91.83

EOQ 06-09 91.98 91.82

EOQ 09-08 93.11 91.52

EOQ 12-08 91.64 91.99

EOQ 03-09 91.69 91.62

Overall Trend Analysis
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Question Analysis 
This section lists detailed information about your individual questions and overall scores for this reporting period and last 
period. The amount of change is listed in the second column of data. The EMS Database comparative data for this period is 
presented on the right. To ensure confidentiality, data for questions are provided only when the questions are asked by 
seven or more facilities. This analysis shows improvement on every item surveyed. 

 
 
 

 

Last 
Period Change 

This 
Period 

 

All 
Facilities 

in 
Database 

Helpfulness of the person you called for ambulance service 92.90 -0.47 92.43 
 

91.82 

Concern shown by the person you called  for ambulance service 92.97 -0.94 92.03 
 

91.47 

Extent to which you were told what to do until the ambulance arrived 92.39 -0.55 91.84 
 

89.57 

Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner 93.08 1.08 94.16 
 

92.07 

Cleanliness of the ambulance  94.73 0.27 95.00 
 

93.09 

Comfort of the ride 88.96 0.51 89.47 
 

87.79 

Skill of the person driving the ambulance 93.73 -0.54 93.19 
 

92.97 

Care shown by the medics who arrived with the ambulance 93.12 -0.38 92.74 
 

93.64 

Degree to which the medics took your problem seriously 93.49 -1.40 92.09 
 

93.44 

Degree to which the medics listened to you and/or your family 92.86 -0.79 92.07 
 

92.85 

Skill of the medics 93.24 -0.10 93.14 
 

93.47 

Extent to which the medics kept you informed about your treatment 91.25 0.69 91.94 
 

91.56 

Extent to which medics included you in the treatment decisions 90.59 0.25 90.84 
 

91.06 

Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort  87.88 2.43 90.31 
 

89.91 

Medics' concern for your privacy 91.94 -0.14 91.80 
 

91.91 

Extent to which medics cared for you as a person 92.66 -0.13 92.53 
 

93.20 

Professionalism of the staff in our billing office 87.79 0.44 88.23 
 

87.85 

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs 87.51 2.16 89.67 
 

88.11 

How well did our staff work together to care for you 92.44 -0.42 92.02 
 

92.36 

Extent to which our staff eased your entry into the medical facility 92.18 -0.79 91.39 
 

92.47 

Appropriateness of Emergency Medical Transportation treatment 92.05 0.12 92.17 
 

92.32 

Extent to which the services received were worth the fees charged 83.78 -0.29 83.49 
 

85.77 

Overall rating of the care provided by our Emergency Medical Transportation service 92.50 -0.40 92.10 
 

92.66 

Likelihood of recommending this ambulance service to others 91.25 0.61 91.86 
 

92.44 

      Overall Facility Rating 91.64 0.05 91.69 
 

91.62 
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Dispatch Analysis 
This analysis details the section results that concern dispatch operations. The analysis contains the mean scores for each 
survey question as well as the section mean score. There is also the top box comparison (Top Box refers to the percentage 
of responses that ranked the question as Very Good.) The percent positive shows those responses that rated the item from 
Fair to Very Good. 
 

 
 

 

Very 
Poor Poor Fair Good 

Very 
Good Mean 

Top 
Box 

% 
Positive 

Dispatch Mean Score 13 9 38 301 1082 92.11 75.00% 98.50% 

         Helpfulness of the person you 
called for ambulance service 

5 3 9 104 377 92.43 75.70% 98.40% 

Concern shown by the person you 
called  for ambulance service 

5 4 12 100 368 92.03 75.30% 98.20% 

Extent to which you were told 
what to do until the ambulance 
arrived 

3 2 17 97 337 91.84 73.90% 98.90% 
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Ambulance Analysis 
This analysis details the section results that concern ambulance operations. The analysis contains the mean scores for each 
survey question as well as the section mean score. There is also the top box comparison (Top Box refers to the percentage 
of responses that ranked the question as Very Good.) The percent positive shows those responses that rated the item from 
Fair to Very Good. 
 

 
 

 

Very 
Poor Poor Fair Good 

Very 
Good Mean 

Top 
Box 

% 
Positive 

Ambulance Section Mean Score 9 15 44 413 1588 92.97 76.80% 98.80% 

         Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a 
timely manner 1 3 5 101 421 94.16 79.30% 99.20% 
Cleanliness of the ambulance  - - 5 93 417 95.00 81.00% 100.00% 
Comfort of the ride 4 10 25 119 352 89.47 69.00% 97.30% 
Skill of the person driving the ambulance 4 2 9 100 398 93.19 77.60% 98.80% 
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93.00

94.00
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Ambulance

Ambulance Section Mean Score

Extent to which the ambulance 
arrived in a timely manner

Cleanliness of the ambulance 

Comfort of the ride

Skill of the person driving the 
ambulance
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Medic Analysis 
 
 

 

Very 
Poor Poor Fair Good 

Very 
Good Mean 

Top 
Box 

% 
Positive 

Medic Section Mean Score 65 62 121 675 3316 91.98 78.20% 97.00% 

         Care shown by the medics who arrived 
with the ambulance 7 6 14 70 398 92.74 80.40% 97.40% 
Degree to which the medics took your 
problem seriously 10 8 14 65 398 92.09 80.40% 96.40% 
Degree to which the medics listened to you 
and/or your family 10 5 14 74 391 92.07 79.10% 97.00% 
Skill of the medics 6 4 10 79 392 93.14 79.80% 98.00% 
Extent to which the medics kept you 
informed about your treatment 6 7 13 81 364 91.94 77.30% 97.20% 
Extent to which medics included you in the 
treatment decisions 8 8 16 64 318 90.84 76.80% 96.10% 
Degree to which the medics relieved your 
pain or discomfort  8 10 16 80 334 90.31 74.60% 96.00% 
Medics' concern for your privacy 4 4 15 93 344 91.80 74.80% 98.30% 
Extent to which medics cared for you as a 
person 6 10 9 69 377 92.53 80.00% 96.60% 

 

  
88.50

89.00

89.50

90.00

90.50

91.00

91.50

92.00

92.50

93.00

93.50
Medic Section Mean Score

Care shown by the medics who arrived with 
the ambulance

Degree to which the medics took your 
problem seriously

Degree to which the medics listened to you 
and/or your family

Skill of the medics

Extent to which the medics kept you 
informed about your treatment

Extent to which medics included you in the 
treatment decisions

Degree to which the medics relieved your 
pain or discomfort 

Medics' concern for your privacy
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Office Staff Analysis 
This analysis details the section results that concern office operations. The analysis contains the mean scores for each 
survey question as well as the section mean score. There is also the top box comparison (Top Box refers to the percentage 
of responses that ranked the question as Very Good.) The percent positive shows those responses that rated the item from 
Fair to Very Good. 
 

 

 

Very 
Poor Poor Fair Good 

Very 
Good Mean 

Top 
Box 

% 
Positive 

Office Section Mean Score 6 1 18 178 341 88.94 62.70% 98.70% 

         Professionalism of the staff in our billing 
office 3 1 10 96 168 88.23 60.40% 98.60% 
Willingness of the staff in our billing office 
to address your needs 3 - 8 82 173 89.67 65.00% 98.90% 
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Overall Assessment Analysis 
This analysis details the section results that concern the overall assessment of operations. The analysis contains the mean 
scores for each survey question as well as the section mean score. There is also the top box comparison (Top Box refers to 
the percentage of responses that ranked the question as Very Good.) The percent positive shows those responses that rated 
the item from Fair to Very Good. 

 
 

 

Very 
Poor Poor Fair Good 

Very 
Good Mean 

Top 
Box 

% 
Positive 

Overall Assessment Mean Score 46 30 136 510 2091 90.63 74.30% 97.30% 

         How well did our staff work together to 
care for you 3 3 18 96 359 92.02 74.90% 98.70% 
Extent to which our staff eased your entry 
into the medical facility 8 1 23 83 360 91.39 75.80% 98.10% 
Appropriateness of Emergency Medical 
Transportation treatment 5 3 19 82 366 92.17 77.10% 98.30% 
Extent to which the services received were 
worth the fees charged 15 18 34 100 259 83.49 60.80% 92.30% 
Overall rating of the care provided by our 
Emergency Medical Transportation service 7 2 20 77 371 92.10 77.80% 98.10% 
Likelihood of recommending this 
ambulance service to others 8 3 22 72 376 91.86 78.20% 97.70% 
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Company Comparisons 
 
The following chart gives a comparison of the mean score for each question as scored by at least ten comparable 
companies. Your company is highlighted. There is also a green-shaded highlight of the highest score for each question. 
This will show how you compare to similar companies. 

 

Survey Component 

Total 
DB 

F MCHD O P Q R S U 

Overall Rank  
6 11 2 1 16 14 3 4 

 
91.62 92.39 91.69 93.87 95.97 91.50 91.56 93.15 93.07 

Helpfulness of the person you called for ambulance service 91.82 90.91 92.43 92.46 96.98 91.02 92.50 94.61 94.87 

Concern shown by the person you called  for ambulance service 91.47 91.67 92.03 91.53 96.55 91.10 93.10 94.55 96.15 

Extent to which you were told what to do until the ambulance arrived 89.57 91.25 91.84 89.67 93.63 88.66 88.43 92.89 93.75 

Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner 92.07 95.19 94.16 94.93 95.63 92.36 93.59 93.45 95.50 

Cleanliness of the ambulance  93.09 92.86 95.00 96.28 96.43 94.17 92.95 96.39 95.93 

Comfort of the ride 87.79 87.93 89.47 94.18 94.91 83.54 86.87 90.43 94.64 

Skill of the person driving the ambulance 92.97 91.38 93.19 95.89 95.83 93.08 91.28 94.04 95.83 

Care shown by the medics who arrived with the ambulance 93.64 98.21 92.74 95.89 98.44 93.84 92.33 96.23 96.08 

Degree to which the medics took your problem seriously 93.44 97.32 92.09 96.53 97.58 93.49 92.33 95.79 96.00 

Degree to which the medics listened to you and/or your family 92.85 95.54 92.07 95.08 98.33 92.82 93.45 93.45 95.41 

Skill of the medics 93.47 93.52 93.14 94.81 96.31 93.91 94.74 95.43 94.50 

Extent to which the medics kept you informed about your treatment 91.56 92.31 91.94 92.55 96.61 92.22 88.22 91.49 93.88 

Extent to which medics included you in the treatment decisions 91.06 96.43 90.84 92.61 94.61 91.55 85.74 88.82 92.50 

Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort  89.91 90.00 90.31 87.94 95.61 88.88 89.31 87.91 94.89 

Medics' concern for your privacy 91.91 95.00 91.80 93.03 96.43 91.39 90.41 91.06 92.80 

Extent to which medics cared for you as a person 93.20 95.54 92.53 94.01 98.33 93.34 92.59 94.44 95.83 

Professionalism of the staff in our billing office 87.85 83.93 88.23 94.29 91.67 88.48 94.64 89.37 77.48 

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs 88.11 84.62 89.67 92.65 91.03 88.65 93.75 89.17 80.21 

How well did our staff work together to care for you 92.36 96.67 92.02 94.72 95.83 92.43 95.00 95.21 91.86 

Extent to which our staff eased your entry into the medical facility 92.47 95.54 91.39 95.00 98.11 91.85 90.31 95.00 92.68 

Appropriateness of Emergency Medical Transportation treatment 92.32 94.64 92.17 93.84 97.69 91.35 91.92 92.63 94.38 

Extent to which the services received were worth the fees charged 85.77 73.15 83.49 90.78 88.94 86.54 87.50 87.85 82.88 

Overall rating of the care provided by our Emergency Medical service 92.66 93.33 92.10 95.14 96.98 92.77 92.59 93.43 92.29 

Likelihood of recommending this ambulance service to others 92.44 90.78 91.86 95.65 96.30 94.45 93.94 95.20 90.05 
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Top Box Comparisons 
 
The Top Box Analysis displays the number of responses for the entire survey by question and rating. The Top Box  
itself shows the percentage of “Very Good” responses, the highest rating, for each question. Next to the company 
rating is the entire EMS DB rating for those same questions. 

 
 
 

 
Very 
Poor 

Poor Fair Good 
Very 
Good 

Company 
% Very 
Good 

EMS 
DB % 
Very 
Good 

Overall Company Rating 139 117 357 2077 8418 75.80% 73.00% 

        Helpfulness of the person you called for ambulance service 5 3 9 104 377 75.70% 72.30% 
Concern shown by the person you called  for ambulance service 5 4 12 100 368 75.30% 71.20% 

Extent to which you were told what to do until the ambulance 
arrived 3 2 17 97 337 73.90% 66.80% 

Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner 1 3 5 101 421 79.30% 73.60% 

Cleanliness of the ambulance  - - 5 93 417 81.00% 74.70% 

Comfort of the ride 4 10 25 119 352 69.00% 63.30% 

Skill of the person driving the ambulance 4 2 9 100 398 77.60% 75.20% 

Care shown by the medics who arrived with the ambulance 7 6 14 70 398 80.40% 79.10% 

Degree to which the medics took your problem seriously 10 8 14 65 398 80.40% 79.10% 

Degree to which the medics listened to you and/or your family 10 5 14 74 391 79.10% 77.20% 

Skill of the medics 6 4 10 79 392 79.80% 78.10% 

Extent to which the medics kept you informed about your treatment 6 7 13 81 364 77.30% 73.30% 

Extent to which medics included you in the treatment decisions 8 8 16 64 318 76.80% 72.90% 

Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort  8 10 16 80 334 74.60% 69.70% 

Medics' concern for your privacy 4 4 15 93 344 74.80% 73.20% 

Extent to which medics cared for you as a person 6 10 9 69 377 80.00% 78.40% 

Professionalism of the staff in our billing office 3 1 10 96 168 60.40% 59.70% 

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs 3 - 8 82 173 65.00% 60.90% 

How well did our staff work together to care for you 3 3 18 96 359 74.90% 74.30% 

Extent to which our staff eased your entry into the medical facility 8 1 23 83 360 75.80% 74.80% 

Appropriateness of Emergency Medical Transportation treatment 5 3 19 82 366 77.10% 74.70% 

Extent to which the services received were worth the fees charged 15 18 34 100 259 60.80% 61.80% 
Overall rating of the care provided by our Emergency Medical 
Service 7 2 20 77 371 77.80% 75.80% 

Likelihood of recommending this ambulance service to others 8 3 22 72 376 78.20% 76.60% 
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Cumulative Totals 
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Facilities in Database 
 
 
 

Albion Community Ambulance 
 

Albion, MI 
Bay State Health 

 
Springfield, MA 

Cetronia Ambulance Corps 
 

Allentown, PA 
Cypress Creek EMS 

 
Houston, TX 

Guilford County EMS 
 

Greensboro, NC  
Humboldt General Hospital 

 
Winnemuca, NV 

Huron Valley Ambulance 
 

Ann Arbor, MI 
Jackson Community Ambulance 

 
Jackson, MI 

Lenawee Community Ambulance 
 

Adrian, MI 
Life EMS Ambulance 

 
Grand Rapids, MI 

Life EMS Ambulance of Allegan County 
 

Allegan, MI 
Life EMS Ambulance of Ionia County 

 
Ionia, MI 

Life EMS Ambulance of Kalamazoo/Portage 
 

Kalamazoo, MI 
Life EMS Ambulance of Lake County 

 
Baldwin, MI 

Life EMS Ambulance of Mason County 
 

Ludington, MI 
Life EMS Ambulance of Newaygo County 

 
Newaygo, MI 

LifeCare Ambulance 
 

Battle Creek, MI 
LifeCare of Branch County 

 
Coldwater, MI 

LifeNet EMS 
 

Texarkana, TX 
Medstar Ambulance 

 
Clinton Twp, MI 

Mercy Flights Inc. 
 

Medford, OR 
Mobile Medical Response 

 
Saginaw, MI 

Monroe Community Ambulance 
 

Monroe , MI 
Montgomery County Hospital District 

 
Conroe, TX 

Patient Transport Services 
 

Milford, OH 
Pearland EMS 

 
Pearland, TX 

Professional Ambulance Service 
 

Cambridge, MA 
Professional MedTeam 

 
Muskegon, MI 

Puckett EMS 
 

Austell, GA 
San Juan Island EMS 

 
Friday Harbor, WA 

Siouxland Paramedics 
 

Sioux City, IA 
Swartz Ambulance 

 
Flint, MI 

Tri-Hospital EMS 
 

Port Huron, MI 
 



 

 0 

Number of Your Patients in this Report:   547 
Number of Patients in All EMS DB:  4573 

       Number of Transport Services in All EMS DB: 33 

 

 
Conroe, TX 
Client 6577 

 

EMS Executive Summary 
EMS System Report 
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1.0 Overall Performance Summary 
 

• This report contains data from 547 MCHD patients who returned a questionnaire between 01/01/2009 
and 03/31/2009. 

    
• The overall mean score for the standard questions was 91.69 This is a increase from the previous 

quarter which had an overall score of 91.64.  
 

• Your current score is 0.07 points higher than the All EMS Facility DB external benchmark standard 
question score of 91.62.  This is the 11th highest company score for the quarter. 

 
• 75.8% of responses to standard questions had a rating of Very Good, the highest rating. The overall 

positive rating for the survey period was 97.7% 
 

2.0 Comparisons of Highest and Lowest Scores 

 

 
 
  

90.0 91.0 92.0 93.0 94.0 95.0 96.0

Cleanliness of the ambulance 
Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner

Skill of the person driving the ambulance
Skill of the medics

Care shown by the medics who arrived with the ambulance

Overall Facility Rating

5 Highest Scores

78.0 80.0 82.0 84.0 86.0 88.0 90.0 92.0 94.0

Extent to which the services received were worth the fees …

Professionalism of the staff in our billing office

Comfort of the ride

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs

Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort 

Overall Facility Rating

5 Lowest Scores
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3.0 Greatest Increases and Decreases by Question 
 

Decreases Last 
Period 

This 
Period Change   

Total 
DB 

Score 
Degree to which the medics took your problem seriously 93.49 92.09 -1.40 

  
93.44 

Concern shown by the person you called  for ambulance service 92.97 92.03 -0.94 
  

91.47 
Degree to which the medics listened to you and/or your family 92.86 92.07 -0.79 

  
92.85 

Extent to which our staff eased your entry into the medical facility 92.18 91.39 -0.79 
  

92.47 
Extent to which you were told what to do until the ambulance arrived 92.39 91.84 -0.55 

  
89.57 

Skill of the person driving the ambulance 93.73 93.19 -0.54 
  

92.97 
Helpfulness of the person you called for ambulance service 92.90 92.43 -0.47 

  
91.82 

How well did our staff work together to care for you 92.44 92.02 -0.42 
  

92.36 
Overall rating of the care provided by our Emergency Medical Transportation service 92.50 92.10 -0.40 

  
92.66 

Care shown by the medics who arrived with the ambulance 93.12 92.74 -0.38 
  

93.64 

Increases Last 
Period 

This 
Period 

Change 
  

Total 
DB 

Score 
Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort  87.88 90.31 2.43 

  
89.91 

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs 87.51 89.67 2.16 
  

88.11 
Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner 93.08 94.16 1.08 

  
92.07 

Extent to which the medics kept you informed about your treatment 91.25 91.94 0.69 
  

91.56 
Likelihood of recommending this ambulance service to others 91.25 91.86 0.61 

  
92.44 

Comfort of the ride 88.96 89.47 0.51 
  

87.79 
Professionalism of the staff in our billing office 87.79 88.23 0.44 

  
87.85 

Cleanliness of the ambulance  94.73 95.00 0.27 
  

93.09 
Extent to which medics included you in the treatment decisions 90.59 90.84 0.25 

  
91.06 

Appropriateness of Emergency Medical Transportation treatment 92.05 92.17 0.12 
  

92.32 
 

4.0 Greatest Scores Above Benchmark by Question 
 

Highest above Benchmark 

 

This 
Period 

Variance 
  

Total 
DB 

Score 
Extent to which you were told what to do until the ambulance arrived 

 
91.84 2.27 

  
89.57 

Extent to which the ambulance arrived in a timely manner 
 

94.16 2.09 
  

92.07 

Cleanliness of the ambulance  
 

95.00 1.91 
  

93.09 

Comfort of the ride 
 

89.47 1.68 
  

87.79 

Willingness of the staff in our billing office to address your needs 
 

89.67 1.56 
  

88.11 

Helpfulness of the person you called for ambulance service 
 

92.43 0.61 
  

91.82 

Concern shown by the person you called  for ambulance service 
 

92.03 0.56 
  

91.47 

Degree to which the medics relieved your pain or discomfort  
 

90.31 0.4 
  

89.91 

Professionalism of the staff in our billing office 
 

88.23 0.38 
  

87.85 

Extent to which the medics kept you informed about your treatment 
 

91.94 0.38 
  

91.56 
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5.0 Monthly Trends in Overall Survey Results 

 
 

 
6.0 Date of Service Monthly Breakdown Graphic 
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