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Analysis of Current Franchise Agreement with AMT 

8/2021 

 

1. On page 1, WEREAS #4 states both parties agree to cooperate fully with each other. AMT, via 
CEO Andrew Rand, has specifically said in a recent meeting between PFD, AMT, Peoria Area 
EMS, and Unity Point EMS, that AMT will not be negotiating or discussing their service with 
Pekin Fire Department, or any fire department for that matter. 

2. On page 2, section 1(b), AMT has not provided proof of licensing status annually to any City of 
Pekin party as required by the agreement. 

3. On page 2, section 3(a) outlines the required NFPA response times. I agree with your opinion 
that despite the long response times we have been dealing with, as long as in the aggregate 
they meet the requirements, then they are not in violation. That said, AMT has not provided any 
proof of response times since the initial report given to the City in 2013. Without data we have 
no reason to assume they are compliant, therefore I would argue that they have not met this 
requirement. 

4. On page 3, section 3(d) states that failure to notify the dispatch center of on scene times 
equates to failure to meet the response time standards, and that AVL will be used to validate on 
scene times. We do not have access to AMT’s AVL system, nor have we ever. In addition, 
numerous times throughout the agreement, AMT ambulances have been caught reporting that 
they are on scene before they actually are. We do not have proof of this, as our dispatch center 
does not track their on scene times, but I personally have experienced multiple times when I 
have asked for an ETA from the ambulance, only to be told by our dispatcher that they went on 
scene 30 seconds ago or something similar, which of course was false given the fact that I was 
on scene asking for where they were. I know many others have experienced this as well. This 
may be a bit anecdotal, but it does paint the picture of the level of service we are receiving. 

5. On page 3, section 3(e), the agreement explicitly states we will have access to AMT’s automatic 
vehicle location system “at all times”. At no point during the contract have we had this access, 
to my knowledge. 

6. On page 3, section 3(f), the agreement outlines penalties for failure to meet the response time 
standards. Given the fact that they have not provided the required data, I believe this penalty 
should be assessed. 

7. On page 3&4, section 3(g), the agreement states that if AMT takes a PFD rider to assist during 
transport to Peoria, they are required to return the rider to their station “immediately” 
following the transport, or make arrangements to return them by private means within one 
hour. Multiple times since 2013 we have had firefighters stuck on an ambulance while it gets 
assigned to additional calls during the return trip. Sometimes this has happened multiple times 
throughout the return, taking the firefighter along without recourse on multiple transports. We 
have, at times, had to send a PFD staff person to Peoria to retrieve the firefighter ourselves. 

8. On page 4, section 6 outlines the cumulative penalties for failure to provide “any” report 
required by this agreement. The penalties are for “each” violation, which would compound as 
time goes on. I believe this is not only referring to the response time report, but by saying “any” 
the agreement is referring to anything that is outlined as a deliverable from AMT. I believe the 
penalties should be assessed on the response time report AND the proof of licensure. To our 
knowledge, the only report that has been given to the City of Pekin is the initial six month period 
report in 2013. 
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9. On page 4, section 7 states that the parties agree to NEGOTIATE in good faith to resolve issues. 
On the aforementioned meeting June 17, 2021, Andrew Rand specifically and directly told me 
that AMT would not be negotiating with PFD or the City of Pekin regarding their handling of the 
PAEMS Patient Destination protocol. 

10. On page 4&5, section 9 outlines the 10 year agreement and the requirements for termination of 
the agreement. Sentence two contains all the requirements, and it begins “after the ten-year 
term”. My opinion is that because the agreement clearly states the path to termination during 
the 10 years, the 5 year options do not have the same requirements. 

11. On page 5, section 11(a) outlines the supplies restock requirements. This has not been 
happening for many years. 

12. On page 6, section 11(b) outlines an alternate restock method. This has not happened at all to 
my knowledge. 

13. On page 6, section 12 outlines the franchise fees due to the City of Pekin, and that this fee is in 
addition to any fees owed to TPCCC. As you may know, AMT refused to pay their dispatch fees 
for several years, only recently coming to an agreement with TC3. AMT’s rationale for refusal 
has alternated between “that’s what we pay the City of Pekin for” and “TPCCC is gone so we 
don’t have to pay anyone”. In AMT’s Peoria agreement, the fees owed to Peoria do say they are 
for dispatching, so they are using Peoria’s agreement as their rationale for reason #1. Reason #2 
of course is nonsense, given the fact that TC3 is the successor organization to TPCCC. 

14. On page 6, section 13 outlines the requirements for their response time reports. The only report 
we know to have received is the one due 12/31/2013. 

15. On page 6, section 13 also states that AMT will not hinder or delay potential upgrade to ALS 
service. I add this only as a heads up, given our current plans. They have over the years been 
quite the hindrance to Peoria FD doing the same, so this is more of a warning for all. 

16. On page 7, section 15 states that if AMT fails to operate according to all applicable laws and 
regulations, etc…. AMT has been misusing and disregarding their own EMS system protocol 
regarding patient destination. This protocol carries regulatory weight and is in line with NEMSIS 
requirements for patient destination preference. 

17. On page 8, section 20 states AMT agrees to provide 2-3 ambulances for the purposes of 
providing the services outlined in this agreement (providing ALS transport in the area served by 
the Pekin Fire Department per section 1(a)). AMT staffs 2-3 ambulances for the ENTIRE Pekin 
market, which serves Creve Coeur, Marquette Heights, North Pekin, South Pekin, Delevan, 
unincorporated Cincinnati Township, Timber Township in south Peoria County, and Hollis 
Township in south Peoria County. While it is reasonable that the 2-3 ambulances aren’t always 
in Pekin due to transporting to Peoria, the additional jurisdictions served should require 
additional ambulances, and not use the 2-3 that are mandated for the Pekin Fire Department 
area. Tom Geraci, formerly AMT’s COO, told both Chief Reeise and myself in a meeting on June 
21, 2021, that the response times problems would be solved “if we just added a 4th ambulance 
to the market, but we aren’t gonna do that”. 
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Analysis of AMT Letter 2-18-2022 

1. AMT has NOT been in compliance with PAEMS protocols.  They have repeatedly refused to 
transport patients to the hospital of their choice, without giving them the option of being 
transported to their destination of choice.  This is in direct conflict with the PAEMS policy 
regarding patient destination.  Their reasons for not transporting patients to hospitals other 
than Pekin Hospital have been numerous and quite creative, ranging from blaming COVID to 
telling patients it is against the law, all of which directly violate the established PAEMS patient 
destination policy.  This issue has been addressed with AMT multiple times in the past several 
years, with a specific focus since May of 2020.  I find their response to this item to be patently 
false and disingenuous in nature. 

2. We have searched the Fire Department’s records and records at City Hall for any proof of AMT 
providing the licenses required by the franchise agreement, including a search of Kurt Nelson’s 
email account.  We have found no evidence of AMT ever complying with section 1(b) of the 
franchise agreement, and AMT has offered no proof that they have.  What they do offer is a 
diversion that there have been five City Managers in Pekin since the beginning of the 
agreement. 

3. Section 3(e) of franchise agreement states  “The City of Pekin shall be provided access to AMT’s 
AVL monitoring system at all times”.  This a section which has no alternate interpretation, it is 
plainly stated.  Their response to this item questions the WHY we feel we need access to their 
AVL system, which they are free to do.  Despite any potential disagreement over why we feel we 
need access, the fact remains the agreement states in plain English that the City of Pekin shall be 
provided with access to AMT’s AVL monitor system at all times.  AMT agreed to this stipulation 
when the agreement was signed, and has failed to comply with this section in any manner. 

4. See item #2 above.  Regarding the annual reports, the only report found has been the initial six 
month period report, which was found at City Hall with the City Clerk, as the City’s official 
keeper of records.  AMT provided the date when the reports were given to them by their third 
party auditor, but not proof that AMT or their third party auditor ever gave them to the City of 
Pekin. AMT did eventually provide all the reports from the past years on 9/7/2021, however this 
does not absolve them of the responsibility to comply with the date sensitive portion of this 
section and/or offer proof that they have already complied with the same. 

5. I agree with this assessment. 
6. See #2 and #4.  They have offered no proof of compliance in the past.  They have offered 

records in 9/2021 and with their response on 12/21/2021, but have offered no proof that they 
have been given over to the City of Pekin on the timeline required by the franchise agreement. 

7. Their response to this item includes a quote from the agreement that stops at a particularly 
convenient point in the sentence “AMT agrees to staff between 2 and 3 ALS ambulance crews”.  
Had they continued, the quote would read “for the purpose of providing the services described 
in this agreement”.   The services described in this agreement are “AMT shall have a non-
exclusive franchise right to supply ambulance service within the area served by the Pekin, Illinois 
Fire Department and AMT shall in fact provide ambulance service within the same area”.  AMT 
has historically provided 2-3 ambulances for their entire “Pekin Market” which includes areas 
such as North Pekin, Marquette Heights, South Pekin, Schaefferville, Cincinnati Township,  
Delevan, and Timber-Hollis and Tuscarora Fire Protection Districts in south Peoria County.  Their 
interpretation of the agreement is that they have complied by reason of having 2-3 ambulances 
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staffed from their Pekin base.  We continue to assert that the agreement for staffing 2-3 
ambulance applies ONLY to the area served by Pekin Fire Department, which is as the 
agreement states.  This has become an issue because of the numerous and more frequent long 
response times for ambulances within the Pekin FD area.  This issue, amongst others, was 
discussed in a meeting on June 21, 2021 between Chief Reeise and D/C Rendleman from PFD 
and Tom Geraci and Jen Fleming from AMT.  In response to this concern, Mr. Geraci offered that 
AMT could take care of this issue easily if we just put on a 4th ambulance, but that isn’t going to 
happen.  This shows evidence that they have internally acknowledged the response time 
deficiencies in the Pekin market.  Despite this, they have continued with a staffing model which 
is based on faulty interpretation of a wider service area with regard to the 2-3 ambulances.  

 

Their closing paragraphs are what I find to be the most troubling portion of their response.  They state 
that their response is in the spirit of good will, cooperation and in a genuine effort to resolve any 
lingering dispute.  They also highlight that we agreed to negotiate in good faith.  From there, they launch 
directly into an attack on the City of Pekin, accusing us of “sitting quietly and waiting years to raise 
claims”.  From the beginning of Chief Reeise’s tenure, initially as Deputy Chief and Interim Chief, he has 
been attempting to solve some of these issues.  The destination policy issue has gone through Unity 
Point EMS and eventually Peoria Area AMS before AMT would ever even acknowledge the concern.  
When the concern was finally acknowledged, it was done in a dismissive manner where our personnel 
and Dr. Andrew Jackson from PAEMS were quite literally laughed at by senior AMT leadership.  They talk 
of good will, genuine effort, and good faith, and accuse the City of sitting quietly and waiting, while all 
along they know that attempts have been made to resolve the destination issue.  Their handling of the 
destination issue, from the beginning, has been what has brought the relationship between the City of 
Pekin and AMT to a breaking point.   It should also be pointed out that in good faith, the City of Pekin 
has presented our Mayor, City Manager, Fire Chief, and Deputy Fire Chief during discussions with AMT.  
AMT has yet to present their true CEO at the constructive meetings, choosing only to employ him at 
meetings where the audience is controlled and the spirit of cooperation is nowhere to be found.  The 
final paragraph is another diversion.  The AEDs they provided to community locations have long since 
expired.  Their state of the art ambulance facility is great for their employees, but does not directly 
affect the quality of care they perform from their ambulances.  There has been cooperation between 
AMT and PFD on the street-level with equipment and training; however, I would suggest that this 
cooperation has occurred in spite of AMT’s overall performance within the City, and not because of it.  
As a Not For Profit, AMT has to engage in community based efforts such as this in order to comply with 
Federal law and the inclusion of this in their response appears to be an attempt to make the City of 
Pekin feel special, when in reality they are just acting in compliance with the law. 

Overall, we find the tone of their response to be dismissive and accusatory.  Their outright denial of 
several of the issues we have raised is particularly concerning, and I question the alleged good will and 
cooperation with which they claim to be acting. 
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