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	Section III

Page 4

Item #10


	North Coast EMS 
	We understand that Violation # 10 is in statute and cannot be changed in regulation, but according to EMSA’s Legal Council, it is the only violation that covers such things as: practicing medicine without a license, exceeding scope of practice, violation of protocol, etc.  We suggest that this violation specifically reference those items for consistency around the State.     
	Comment acknowledged.  No change.  This section is taken verbatim from the statute and cannot be changed.  Additionally, by listing specific violations under this section it would imply that violations not listed would not be grounds for discipline.  The umbrella language used allows for a broad range of violations subject to discipline under this section.

	Appendix A Assessment Matrix, page 1


	Alameda County EMS
	I feel the requirement of obtaining a medical and psychiatric evaluation for one misdemeanor alcohol related conviction going back five years is excessive for first time EMT-1 applicants. The only difference between having one misdemeanor versus two in the past five years is workplace monitoring may be required for the two convictions.

I suggest going back three years for first time applicants with one misdemeanor, and keeping it at five years for those with two.
	Comment acknowledged.  No change.  This is consistent with the Paramedic Drug and Alcohol Matrix. Additionally, the goal of this matrix is to have individuals with drug and/or alcohol related conviction evaluated by a addiction specialist to determine if they have an addiction and if so get that individual rehabilitated.  

	General

	Anonymous 
	It is some people's understanding that it's possible to become a PC 290 Offender for cases of non-violent non-predatory offenses, such as those that arise in high school peer dating situations even within same grade level. I believe the current regulations account for this by specifying the TYPE of 290 offenses that qualify. The committee should consider doing the same or providing a means for them to be heard.
	Comment acknowledged.  No change.  The regulations do not differentiate the types of PC 290 offenders that may be subject to discipline.  All investigations are treated on a case by case basis and PC 290 offenses are treated the same after it is determined that discipline must be imposed.  

	General

	CA Dept. of Parks and Recreation
	CA State Parks fully supports the protection of the public through standardized professional EMS personnel standards.
	Comment acknowledged.

	General


	CA Dept. of Parks and Recreation
	The Dept. is concerned that differences between local protocols and statewide Dept. protocols could lead to investigations that could result in disciplinary action being taken against Dept. EMTs.
	Comment acknowledged.  No change.  The proposed guidelines are intended to be a guide to assist the local EMS agency with consistent disciplinary actions for similar violations.  The guidelines, in addition to not being enforceable regulations, have no impact on the investigation procedures and due process rights of individuals accused of violations. 

	General


	CA Dept. of Parks and Recreation
	The Dept. is concerned that Peace Officers/EMTs will be confused by the investigation/disciplinary processes in the guideline and how they relate to the Peace Officers’ Bill of Rights.
	Comment acknowledged.  No change.  The proposed guidelines do not change the investigation/disciplinary processes that are already exist in the current regulations.  The proposed guidelines are intended to be a guide to assist with consistent disciplinary actions for similar violations.

	Section VI
Page 11

Item #3 
	San Joaquin County EMS
	Typo – Extra “d” in front of drug/alcohol
	Comment acknowledged.  Correction made.

	Section VII

Page 14

Line 2
	San Joaquin County EMS
	The Review Board’s authority should be limited to Conditions 8 & 9.  The LEMSA medical director should continue to exercise sole discretion to determine if a respondent is a threat to the public health and safety due to the presence of a physical or psychiatric impairment.
	Comment acknowledged.  This was a typo.  “Conditions 9 and 10” should have been Conditions 8 and 9”.  Correction made.

	Section VII

Page 15

Board Member Qualifications
	San Joaquin County EMS
	The second paragraph lists the Review Board members as an EMS physician, paramedic and EMS educator.  The “Minimum Qualifications” section omits paramedic and instead lists an EMT-I or EMT-II.  Respectfully suggest allowing all levels of EMS licensure and certification to serve as a board member.
	Comment acknowledged.  Paramedic will be added to the list of board member qualifications

	Section VII
Page 15
Board Member Qualifications
	San Joaquin County EMS
	Under EMT-I or EMT-II Qualifications, there is no minimum experience level; this should be a minimum of two years experience, working in the pre-hospital setting.
	Comment acknowledged.  Qualifications for EMT-I or EMT-II to serve on a Review Board has been amended to include the requirement of two or more years of pre-hospital EMS experience. 
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