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Objective

This report was requested to present possible redistricting plans for the City Council districts for
Las Vegas. This process is accomplished by running an analysis between the current district
boundaries and the 2010 Census data and then adjusting the boundaries in accordance with the
redistricting guidelines listed in the following section. The results of this analysis are displayed
in both map and data table format.

Redistricting Overview

General Issues

Redistricting refers to the process of revising the boundaries of territories from which
government officials are elected; when done for the first time, as in a transition from at-large
elections, the process is "districting.” The idea of having districts derives from our principle of
"representative democracy"” whereby the people elect others to represent them in government
decision-making. However, the procedures which have guided translating this general principle
into action have changed markedly over the years.

Beginning in 1790 the United States conducted its first decennial census count as required by
Article 1, Section 2, of the Constitution in order that

". . . Representatives shall be apportioned among the several states
according to their respective numbers . . ."

The use of census data as a basis for operating a representative democracy has been expanded
over the years to include districting at many levels of government from Congressional to school,
water or hospital board districting systems. The general rule is to try to have equal numbers of
persons in each elected representative's district. Federal Courts have been active in determining
how equal in population districts must be in order to meet the ideal of "one person, one vote."

In 1965 Congress passed the Voting Rights Act, and later amended the Act so as to attempt to
protect certain minority groups from electoral "schemes" which might act to discriminate against
these groups. In the area of districting, plans or systems which dilute minority voting strength
can be subject to challenge and should be avoided.

Guidelines

1. Each district shall contain as nearly as possible substantially the same population based upon
the most recent Federal Census. To be equal in population in the context of state or local
districting would require that the total population of any one district not be more than five
percent off from a mathematically perfectly equal population across all districts.

2. Plans must avoid dilution of minority voting strength. With respect to racial or ethnic
communities, courts often refer to a "totality of circumstances” in judging whether or not a
plan harms minority group voting strength.

3. Communities of interest shall be preserved whenever reasonable within a single district.
Maintaining and preserving communities of interest has no precise mathematical solution.

4. Each district shall be contiguous. All parts must be together with no separated "islands™ of
territory.

5. Each district shall be compact. The total length of all district boundary lines shall be as short
as possible.

RESEARCH & POLLING, INC.
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Interpreting the Guidelines

The concerns expressed in numbers "1" and "2" above, are of high priority in the process of
districting. Equal population and non-dilution of minority voting strength are principles whose
transgressions invite litigation. However, while equality of population is a fairly straightforward
issue, the definition of a vote dilution is complex in the context of districting. It must be
remembered that, while minority voting strength is an important consideration, it cannot
subordinate the other traditional redistricting guidelines, such as compactness and contiguity.

- In general, no other guidelines may justify a violation of these first two paramount principles. -

If districts are non-diluting and equal in population, they may also be expected to respect a host
of other guidelines, the most common of which are listed above as items "3", "4" and "5". In
addition, it should be noted that no law prevents concern for incumbency of office holders so
long as no essential principle is violated.

Redistricting Data

The United States decennial census is the basis for all population figures for redistricting
governmental areas. The census bureau has released a special tabulation especially for
redistricting. This tabulation is known as the "Public Law (PL) 94-171 dataset" which for New
Mexico was released on March 15, 2011. All tabulations are for the census date of April 1,
2010.

The PL 94-171 dataset contains information which redistricting experts and the courts have
identified as important indicators of compliance with the one-person, one-vote principle and
application of the Voting Rights Act to the redistricting endeavor.

Who Is Included In Population Tabulations?

As census data are the basis for figuring populations in redistricting, census enumeration
procedures and residence rules determine who is or is not included in the basic population counts
for redistricting.

The census attempts to count all persons in the country at their "usual place of residence.”
Foreign travelers who had not established a U.S. residence were excluded from the census count.
American travelers were counted at their usual "home" residence. U.S. military personnel, their
dependents and civilian employees overseas are excluded from census tabulations.

Within the United States, persons in the Armed Forces were counted as residents of the area in
which their installation was located. Military family members were counted where they were
living on April 1.

College students are counted as residents of the area in which they live while attending college as
has been the case since the 1950 census.

Persons in institutions are counted in those places. This includes jails, prisons, nursing homes,
hospitals or other centers for handicapped or mentally ill persons, as examples.

RESEARCH & POLLING, INC.
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PL 94-171 Subject Tabulations Of Importance

In addition to total population counts, the redistricting dataset from PL 94-171 includes some
data on subject characteristics. Limited age, race and Hispanic status tabulations are included in
the redistricting data. Other data are available from other census datasets.

Age tabulations are restricted to counts of persons ages 18 and over and thus correspond to
counts of the voting age population (VAP). The census bureau has noted a tendency for
respondents to have declared their age as of when they filled out their census questionnaires and
not as of exactly April 1 of the census year.

As of 1980, data reported on Spanish or Hispanic origin is based upon a question asked of all
census households. Persons of Hispanic origin include all persons responding "Mexican,"
"Puerto Rican,” "Cuban,” or "Other Spanish/Hispanic"” origin. Persons of Hispanic origin may
be of any racial grouping.

In addition to persons of Hispanic origin, Research & Polling, Inc. uses the census tabulations of
non-Hispanic White population as equivalent to the New Mexico concept of the "Anglo"”
population. In order to avoid possible overlap, we also report other relevant racial data based
upon those who did not indicate that they were of Hispanic origin. Thus, we report, depending
on the specific area involved, e.g., non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic American Indian, and
other non-white, non-Hispanic figures. Our tabulations avoid double-counting minority group
figures.

Other Data Adjustments

Generally, Research & Polling, Inc. makes use of the best officially accepted data available for
redistricting which includes, especially in the early years of a decade, a strong desire to use
census data as reported. However, some adjustments to the data are made in certain
circumstances. For city redistricting work, we may analyze data in order to count population for
the city as it exists at the time of redistricting including annexation which may have taken place
since the official census map city limits were established. In this instance, we try to determine
the 2010 population of the current city limits in order to assure comparability of data.

Some districted governmental entities, notably school districts and hospital districts, have outer
boundaries which cross census areas. We perform estimation in these situations in order to
calculate population figures for the total governmental area. The estimates are usually very
minor in proportion to the total population of the governmental area.

RESEARCH & POLLING, INC.
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Building Block and Boundaries

When districting involves officials elected in the regular cycle of primary and general elections,
the actual conduct of the election makes use of voting precincts as the basic electoral building
blocks of New Mexico politics. This is so because the voting machine choices given to a voter
are organized by precinct boundaries. This mandate, however, could cause a violation of some
other requisite fundamental principles of districting. For example, a city could have too few
voting precincts to organize city council districts with equal populations.

For elected officials who "run" in other election schedules, the precinct carries less significance.
Voters may be reorganized for local elections whose district boundaries frequently do not
coincide with precincts. This is the case, for example, with city limits, the boundaries of school
districts, and other entities in New Mexico. While elections need not be organized by precincts,
the county clerk must sort voters in "split" precincts used to district local elections and so
additional expense is incurred when precinct lines are ignored.

When precincts must be broken into smaller areas, the most common, and smallest unit used, is
the U.S. census block. A block is literally a geographic block bounded by physical features such
as various streets or political boundaries such as a city limits. We do not attempt to subdivide
census blocks except as may be necessary at the outer boundaries of an area to be districted (such
as the outer boundary of a school district).

RESEARCH & POLLING, INC.
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Las Vegas City Council Current Districts
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Las Vegas City Coucil 2010 Census

Current Districts Redistricting
Non-Hispanic Origin

Native Other

District Pop Deviation Hispanic White American Black Asian Races
1 3,602 85 2.4% 2,890 80.2% 588 16.3% 28 0.8% 42 12% 23 0.6% 31 0.9%
18+ 2,833 2,195 77.5% 527 18.6% 24 0.8% 42  15% 19 0.7% 26 0.9%
2 3,708 191 5.4% 3,128 84.4% 475 12.8% 20 0.5% 41 1.1% 10 0.3% 34 0.9%
18+ 2,808 2,299 81.9% 428 15.2% 15 0.5% 35 12% 10 0.4% 21 0.7%
3 3,284 -233  -6.6% 2,335 71.1% 629 19.2% 81 2.5% 131 4.0% 50 1.5% 58 1.8%
18+ 2,719 1,857 68.3% 566  20.8% 69 2.5% 128 4.7% 45 1.7% 54 2.0%
4 3,472 -45  -1.3% 2,869 82.6% 486  14.0% 37 11% 33 1.0% 26 0.7% 21 0.6%
18+ 2,727 2,216 81.3% 404 14.8% 34 1.2% 33 12% 23 0.8% 17 0.6%
Totals 14,066 | Ideal: 3,517 11,222 79.8% 2,178  15.5% 166 1.2% 247  1.8% 109 0.8% 144 0.6%
18+ 11,087 8,567 77.3% 1,925 17.4% 142 1.3% 238 2.1% 97 0.9% 118 0.6%
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Las Vegas City Council

Plan 1
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Las Vegas City Coucil 2010 Census

Plan 1 Redistricting
Non-Hispanic Origin

Native Other

District Pop Deviation Hispanic White American Black Asian Races
1 3,602 85 2.4% 2,890 80.2% 588 16.3% 28 0.8% 42 12% 23 0.6% 31 0.9%
18+ 2,833 2,195 77.5% 527 18.6% 24 0.8% 42  15% 19 0.7% 26 0.9%
2 3,430 -87  -2.5% 2,890 84.3% 438 12.8% 19 0.6% 41  1.2% 10 0.3% 32 0.9%
18+ 2,600 2,129 81.9% 392 15.1% 14 0.5% 35 13% 10 0.4% 20 0.8%
3 3,562 45  1.3% 2,573 72.2% 666 18.7% 82 2.3% 131 3.7% 50 1.4% 60 1.7%
18+ 2,927 2,027 69.3% 602 20.6% 70 2.4% 128 4.4% 45 1.5% 55 1.9%
4 3,472 -45  -1.3% 2,869 82.6% 486  14.0% 37 1.1% 33 1.0% 26 0.7% 21 0.6%
18+ 2,727 2,216 81.3% 404 14.8% 34 1.2% 33 12% 23 0.8% 17 0.6%
Totals 14,066 | Ideal: 3,517 11,222 79.8% 2,178 15.5% 166 1.2% 247  1.8% 109 0.8% 144 0.6%
18+ 11,087 8,567 77.3% 1,925 17.4% 142 1.3% 238 2.1% 97 0.9% 118 0.6%
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Las Vegas City Council Plan 2
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Las Vegas City Coucil 2010 Census

Plan 2 Redistricting
Non-Hispanic Origin

Native Other

District Pop Deviation Hispanic White American Black Asian Races
1 3,650 133 3.8% 2,810 77.0% 690 18.9% 32 0.9% 50 1.4% 38 1.0% 30 0.8%
18+ 2,875 2,127 74.0% 618 21.5% 23 0.8% 50 1.7% 31 1.1% 26 0.9%
2 3,372 -145  -4.1% 2,869 85.1% 409 12.1% 19 0.6% 38 1.1% 5 0.1% 32 0.9%
18+ 2,526 2,086 82.6% 370 14.6% 14 0.6% 32 13% 5 0.2% 19 0.8%
3 3,551 34 1.0% 2,647 74.5% 604 17.0% 76 2.1% 125 3.5% 41 1.2% 58 1.6%
18+ 2,972 2,148 72.3% 540 18.2% 71 2.4% 123 4.1% 36 1.2% 54 1.8%
4 3,493 24 -0.7% 2,896 82.9% 475  13.6% 39 1.1% 34 1.0% 25 0.7% 24 0.7%
18+ 2,714 2,206 81.3% 397 14.6% 34 1.3% 33 12% 25 0.9% 19 0.7%
Totals 14,066 | Ideal: 3,517 11,222 79.8% 2,178 15.5% 166 1.2% 247  1.8% 109 0.8% 144 0.7%
18+ 11,087 8,567 77.3% 1,925 17.4% 142 1.3% 238 2.1% 97 0.9% 118 0.7%
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Las Vegas City Council

Plan
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Las Vegas City Coucil 2010 Census

Plan 3 Redistricting
Non-Hispanic Origin

Native Other

District Pop Deviation Hispanic White American Black Asian Races
1 3,481 36 -1.0% 2,834 81.4% 529 15.2% 26 0.7% 38  11% 24 0.7% 30 0.9%
18+ 2,752 2,181 79.3% 467  17.0% 24 0.9% 38 14% 17 0.6% 25 0.9%
2 3,524 7  0.2% 2,992 84.9% 433  12.3% 19 0.5% 39 1.1% 8 0.2% 33 0.9%
18+ 2,655 2,185 82.3% 395 14.9% 14 0.5% 33  12% 8 0.3% 20 0.8%
3 3,539 22 0.6% 2,477 70.0% 735  20.8% 82 2.3% 136 3.8% 52 1.5% 57 1.6%
18+ 2,940 1,975 67.2% 660 22.4% 70 2.4% 134  4.6% 47 1.6% 54 1.8%
4 3,522 5 01% 2,919 82.9% 481 13.7% 39 1.1% 34 1.0% 25 0.7% 24 0.7%
18+ 2,740 2,226 81.2% 403 14.7% 34 1.2% 33 12% 25 0.9% 19 0.7%
Totals 14,066 | Ideal: 3,517 11,222 79.8% 2,178 15.5% 166 1.2% 247  1.8% 109 0.8% 144 0.7%
18+ 11,087 8,567 77.3% 1,925 17.4% 142 1.3% 238 2.1% 97 0.9% 118 0.7%
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA REQUEST

DATE: 8-10/11 DEPT: Transportation = MEETING DATE: August 17, 2011

ITEM/TOPIC: Resolution # 11-47

ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Approval/Disapproval of Resolution# 11-47
(see attached).

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: Approval to submit an application for federal fiscal
year 2013 section, 5311 Public Transportation Grant.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval of Resolution #11-47.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

THIS REQUEST FORM MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY MANAGER'’S OFFICE
NO LATER THAN 10:00 A.M. ON FRIDAY ONE AND A HALF WEEKS PRIOR TO
THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING.

SUBMITTER’S'SI TURE

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

2 22

ALFONSO E. ORTIZ, JR. PAMELA MARRUJO

MAYOR INTERIM FINANCE DIRECTOR
.

TIMOTHY P. RODGE

CITY MANAGER

PURCHASING AGENT DAVE ROMERO

(FOR BID AWARD ONLY) CITY ATTORNEY

Approved as to Legal Sufficiency Only

(If Box is Initialed by City Mngr., Review and Sign)



CITY OF LAS VEGAS
Resolution No. 11-47

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SUBMITTAL OF AN APPLICATION TO
THE NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TRANSIT AND
RAIL DIVISION FOR A PUBLIC RURAL TRANSPORTATION GRANT.

WHEREAS, the City of Las Vegas Transportation Department (Meadow City
Express) was designated a public rural transportation system in 1995; and

WHEREAS, since that time the City of Las Veghs has applied for NMDOT Transit
and Rail Division monies (Administrative, Operating and Capital) on an annual
basis to operate a Public Rural Transportation system in Las Vegas, New Mexico;
and

WHEREAS, the City of Las Vegas Transportation Department intends to submit an
application for a Federal FY 2013 Section 5311 Public Transportation Grant; and

WHEREAS, the application is due September 4, 2011.

NOW, THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS that the
City of Las Vegas hereby authorizes the submittal of an application to the New
Mexico Department of Transportation Transit and Rail Division for a Section 5311
Public Rural Transportation Grant.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED by the Governing Body on this day of
, 2011, :

GOVERNING BODY:

Alfonso E. Ortiz, Jr.
Mayor
(Seal)

ATTEST:

Cassandra Fresquez, City Clerk



CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA REQUEST

DATE: 8-15-11 DEPT: Fire MEETING DATE: 8-17-11
ITEM/TOPIC: Fire Department Pay Plan.

ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL: Approval/Disapproval of Fire
Department Pay Plan.

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: (see attached pay-plan)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend approval to this request.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:
THIS REQUEST FORM MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY MANAGER’S

OFFICE NO LATER THAN 10:00 A.M. ON FRIDAY ONE AND A HALF WEEKS
PRIOR TO THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

%é{‘%g%” %%”7&«—/

ALFONSO E. ORTIZ, JR. SUBMITTER’S SIG}IKTURE
MAYOR

——

[

TIM DODGE < PURCHASING AGENT
CITY MANAGER (FOR BID AWARD ONLY)

DAVE ROMERO
CITY ATTORNEY

Approved as to Legal Sufficiency Only

Approved to form 4-1-2009
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City of Las Vegas Fire Department
Job Classification and Pay Plan - November 2009
TABLE S - CLASSIFICATION BY RANGE AND STEP

Pay Salary StepJ(Eased on Years of Service)
Job Classification Range 1 1 2 | 3 ] 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 |1 8 | 9 1 10 T 1 | 12 [ 13 [ 14 [ 15 | 16 [ 17 [ 18
Fire Fighter Recruit 17 7.97
23145
Fire Fighter Basic 18 8.17 8.37 8.58 8.80
23726]  24319]  24927] 25550 E
Fire Fighter [ - EMT/B 19 8.38] 8.59 8.80 9.02 9.25 9.48 9.72 9.96 10.21 10.47 10.73 11.00 11.27 11.55 11.84 12,14
24336]  24944]  25568]  26207]  26862f  27533] 28222 28927] 29650 30392 31152]  31930]  32729]  33547]  34385] 34737
| | |
8.58] 8.80 9.02 9.24 9.47 9.71 9.95 10.20 1046_| 1072 | 10.98 11.26 11.54 11.83 12.12
20 24920]  25543] 26181 26836) 27507 28194 28899]  29622f 30362 31121]  31899] 32697]  33514]  34352] 35211
| 1 |
[Engineer i - EMT/B 21 8.80 9.02 9.25 9.48 9.71 9.96 10.21 | 10.46 10.72 1o.99_| 11.26 11.55 1184 | 1243
25555)  26194]  26849]  27520]  28208] 28913]  29636] 30377 31137] 31915]  32713] ~ 33531 34369] 35228

|
JEngineer it - EMT/B 22 9.02 9.25 9.48 9.71 9.96 10.21 10.46 10.72 10.99 11.26 11.55 11.84 12,13
26194 26849 27520 28208 28913 29636 30377 31137| 31915 32713] 33531 34369 35228

] ] { [ 1 | ] i

| ] ] [
Lieutenant 29 10.72] 10.99 11.26 11.54 11.83 12.13 1243 | 12.74 13.06 | 13.39 13.72 14.07 | 1442 | 14.78 15.15 15.53 15.91 16.09

31145 31909 32707] 33525 34363 35222 36102 3700 37930 38878 39850 40846} 41868 42914 43987 45087| 46214 46718
| ! ] I
Captain 30 10.99] 11.26 11.55 11.84 12.13 12.43 12.75 13.06 13.39 13.73 14.07 14.42 14.78 15.15 15.53 15.92 16.31 16.50
31924 32713 33531 34369 35228 36109 37012 37937 38885 39857 40854, 41875 42922 43995 45095 46222 47378 47886
| | |
Assistant Fire Chief 38 18.70] 19.17 19.65) 20.14 20.64 21.16 21.69 22.23 22.78 23.35 23.94 24.54 2515 | 2578 26.42 27.08 27.76 28.05
38896] 39868 40865 41887| 42934 44007 45107 46235 47391 48576 49790 51035 52311 53619 54959 56333 57741 58344]
] { | | ]
Fire Chief 45 22.23 22.78 23.35] 23.94 24.54 25.15 25.78 26.42 27.08 27.76 28.45 29.17 29.89 30.64 31.41 32.19 33.00 33.34
46235 47391 48576 49790] 51035 52311 53618 54959 56333 57741 59185 60664 62181 63735 65329 66962 68636]  69353|
58,905
Midpoint
Notes: A. There Is a 2.5% separation between each step in the classification plan
B. The minimum and maximum pay ranges are based on 90% of prevailing market rates
C. A Fire Fighter Recruit is on the first year of probation. An employee must complete certification during their first year of probation.
D. AFire Fighter Basic promotion is granted ically when the employ pi probation and receives fire demy certificati
E. A Fire Fighter 1 promotion is granted automatically when the employee pi Basic requir ts, and receives EMT certification.
F. Promotion to that of Fire Fighter it EMT intermediate, or Engineer i & il job classificati isa petetive pr tion foliowing a vacancy announcement in the department.
G. Aii employees must retain their EMT certification and compiete a mini of 24 hours of CE training credits to retain their job ciassification.
58344 28.05



City of Las Vegas
Permanent Pay Range Structure

:::gz Minimum Midpoint  Maximum ::'l‘agne/ Minimum Midpoint Maximum
1 $15,600 $19,500 $23,400 51 ~$53,619 $67,024 $80,428
2 $15,990 $19,988 $23,985 52 $54,959 $68,699 $82,439
3 $16,390 $20,487 $24,585 53 $56,333 $70,417 $84,500
4 $16,799 $20,999 $25,199 54 $57,742 $72,177 $86,613
5 $17,219 $21,524 $25,829 55 $59,185 $73,982 $88,778
6 $17,650 $22,062 $26,475 56 $60,665 $75,831 $90,997
7 $18,091 $22,614 $27,137 57 $62,181 $77,727 $93,272
8 $18,543 $23,179 $27,815 58 $63,736 $79,670 $95,604
9 $19,007 $23,759 $28,511 59 $65,329 $81,662 $97,994
10 $19,482 $24,353 $29,223 60 $66,963 $83,703 $100,444
11 $19,969 $24,962 $29,954 61 $68,637 $85,796 $102,955
12 $20,469 $25,586 $30,703 62 $70,353 $87,941 $105,529
13 $20,980 $26,225 $31,470 63 $72,111 $90,139 $108,167
14 $21,505 $26,881 $32,257 64 $73,914 $92,393 $110,871
15 $22,042 $27,553 $33,064 65 $75,762 $94,703 $113,643
16 $22,503 $28,242 $33,890 66 $77,656 $97,070 $116,484
17 $23,158 $28,948 $34,737 67 $79,508 $99,497 $119,306

18 $23,737 $29,672 $35,606 68 $81,587 $101,984 $122381
19 $24,331 $30,413 $36,496 69 $83,627 $104,534 $125,441
20 $24,939 $31,174 $37,408 70 $85,718 $107,147 $128,577
21 $25,562 $31,953 $38,344 71 $87,861 $109,826 $131,791
22 $26,201 $32,752 $39,302 72 $90,057 $112,572 $135,086
23 $26,857 $33,571 $40,285 73 $92,309 $115,386 $138,463
24 $27,528 $34,410 $41,292 74 $94,616 $118,271 $141,925
25 $28,216 $35,270 $42,324 75 $96,982 $121,227 $145473
26 $28,922 $36,152 $43,382 76 $99,406 $124 258 $149,110
27 $29,645 $37,056 $44 467 77 $101,892 $127,364 $152,837
28 $30,385 $37,082 $45,579 78 $104 439 $130,549 $156,658
29 $31,145 $38,932 $46,718 78 $107,050 $133,812 $160,575
30 $31,824 $39,905 $47,886 80 $109,728 $137,158 $164,589
31 $32,722 $40,903 $49,083 81 $112,462 $140,587 $168,704
32 $33,540 $41,925 $50,310 82 $115,281 $144,101 $172,921
33 $34,379 $42,973 $51,568 83 $118,163 $147,704 $177,245
34 $35,238 $44,048 $52,857 84 $121,117 $151,396 $181,676
35 $36,119 $45,149 $54,179 85 $124,145 $155,181 $186,218
36 $37,022 $46,278 $55,533 86 $127,249 $159,061 $190,873
37 $37,948 $47,434 $56,921 87 $130,430 $163,037 $195,645
38 $38,896 $48,620 $58,344 88 $133,691 $167,113 $200,536
39 $39,869 $49,836 $59,803 89 $137,033 $171,291 $205,549
40 $40,865 $51,082 $61,208 a0 $140,459 $175,573 $210,688
41 $41,887 $52,359 $62,830 91 $143,970  $179,963 $215,955
42 $42,934 $53,668 $64,401 92 $147 569 $184 462 $221,354
43 $44,008 $55,009 $66,011 93 $151,259 $189,073 $226,888
44 $45,108 $56,385 $67,662 94 $155,040 $193,800 $232,560
45 $46,235 $57,794 $69,353 95 $158,916 $198,645 $238,374
46 $47,391 $59,239 $71,087 96 $162,889 $203,611 $244,334
47 $48,576 $60,720 $72,864 97 $166,961 $208,702 $250,442
48 $49,790 $62,238 $74,686 98 $171,135 $213,919 $256,703
49 $51,035 $63,794 $76,553 99 $175,414 $219,267 $263,120
50 $52,311 $65,389 $78,467 100 $179,799 $224,749 $269,690
~_Midpoint % _Range Spread
50.00%
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA REQUEST

DATE: Augqust 3, 2011 DEPT: Fire _ MEETING DATE: Auqust 17, 2011

ITEM/TOPIC: Ambulance contract renewal
ACTION REQUESTED OF COUNCIL:

Approval to continue services with Superior Ambulance by renewing the fourth
year of the Ambulance Contract

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE:

The City of Las Vegas entered into a contract with Superior Ambulance for one
year renewable up to four (4) years total.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval to move forward with the fourth year of the
Ambulance contract

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Will be taken to Public Safety on August 8, 2011

THIS REQUEST FORM MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY CLERK NO LATER
THAN 5:00 P.M. ON THE MONDAY OF THE WEEK PRIOR TO THE CITY COUNCIL
MEETING.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

%ﬁéﬁél %%ﬁm/w——/

ALFONSO E. ORTIZ, JR., SUBMITTER’S SIGNATURE
MAYOR

] 4
TIMOTHY P. DODSE, PURCHASING AGENT
CITY MANAGER (FOR BID AWARD ONLY)

DAVE ROMERO,
CITY ATTORNEY

Approved as to Legal Sufficiency Only

Approved to form 4-1-2009



Contract# 1832-08

ADDENDUM (NO.3)
EMERGENCY AMBULANCE SERVICES

This Addendum entered into this day of 2010, by and between

the City of Las Vegas, New Mexico, (hereinafter termed “City”) and Superior Ambulance.

(Hereinafter termed “Provider”): WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, On_August 1, 2008 Contract 1832-08 was awarded to Contractor for

Emergency Ambulance Services pursuant to a Request for Proposals; and

WHEREAS, the Request for Proposals provided that the original contract shall be from
the date Ambulance Services begins service with the intent to continue for three (3) years
renewable yearly and contingent on funding for the term of the contract.

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY AND CONTRACTOR AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

That the original contract Agreement entered into between the parties by, and the same
hereby can be extended on the anniversary date of the original Agreement between the City and
Provider for one additional year.

IT IS FURTHER AGREED BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
PROVIDER that any and all of the remaining provisions of the original contract Agreement
entered into by and between the parties not inconsistent herewith, shall remain in full force and

effect through the extension of this Agreement.

ADDENDUM #3 TO AGREEMENT
CONTRACT # 1832-08/Superior Ambulance
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ATTEST:

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

Alfonso E. Ortiz Jr., Mayor

Casandra Fresquez, City Clerk

REVIEWED AND APPROVED:

Date

Timothy P. Dodge, City Manager

Date

Dave Romero, City Attorney

Date

Superior Ambulance

Chris L. Archuleta

Executive Director

DATE





