
 
 

 
Staff Contact Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 

 

 
SAN FERNANDO CITY COUNCIL 

REGULAR MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

FEBRUARY 19, 2019 – 6:00 PM  

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
117 MACNEIL STREET 

SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Joel Fajardo 
Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin 
Councilmember Robert C. Gonzales 
Councilmember Antonio Lopez 
Councilmember Hector A. Pacheco 
 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Led by Student of the Month Melissa Villegas 
 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA                                                                                                                  
  
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
a) CERTIFICATE OF RECOGNITION – STUDENT OF THE MONTH 

• Melissa Villegas  – Social Justice Humanitas Academy  
Education Commissioner Olivia Robledo 

 
b) PRESENTATION REGARDING EXPANDED POLYSTYRENE FOODWARE AND A GREEN CITY 

CONCEPT 
Dr. Rosa Furumoto, Marina Diaz, Alonso Garcia, and Maria Guerrero 
 

c) PEDESTRIAN FENCING AT GLENOAKS BOULEVARD BRIDGE OVER PACOIMA WASH 
FEASIBILITY STUDY RESULTS 
Director of Public Works/City Engineer Yazdan T. Emrani and Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works 
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d) PRESENTATION BY GREATER LOS ANGELES COUNTY VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT 
City Liaison Board of Trustee Member Jesse H. Avila 
 

e) PRESENTATION BY FilmLA 
Vice President of Operations Donna Washington 
 

f) AIR QUALITY UPDATE - SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (SCAQMD) 
Governing Board Member Michael Cacciotti 
 
 

DECORUM AND ORDER 
 
The City Council, elected by the public, must be free to discuss issues confronting the City in an 
orderly environment.  Public members attending City Council meetings shall observe the same 
rules of order and decorum applicable to the City Council (SF Procedural Manual).  Any person 
making impertinent derogatory or slanderous remarks or who becomes boisterous while 
addressing the City Council or while attending the City Council meeting, may be removed from 
the room if the Presiding Officer so directs the sergeant-at-arms and such person may be barred 
from further audience before the City Council. 
 
 
PUBLIC STATEMENTS – WRITTEN/ORAL 
 
There will be a three (3) minute limitation per each member of the audience who wishes to make 
comments relating to City Business.  Anyone wishing to speak, please fill out the blue form 
located at the Council Chambers entrance and submit it to the City Clerk.  When addressing the 
City Council please speak into the microphone and voluntarily state your name and address. 
 
 
CITY COUNCIL - LIAISON UPDATES 
 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Items on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and may be disposed of by a single motion 
to adopt staff recommendation. If the City Council wishes to discuss any item, it should first be 
removed from the Consent Calendar. 
 
1) REQUEST TO APPROVE MINUTES OF:   
 

a. FEBRUARY 4, 2019 – SPECIAL MEETING 
b. FEBRUARY 12, 2019 – SPECIAL MEETING 
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2) CONSIDERATION TO ADOPT A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE WARRANT REGISTER   
 

Recommend that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 19-022 approving the Warrant 
Register. 
 

3) CONSIDERATION TO APPROVE A SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE WILLDAN ENGINEERING 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR THE SAN FERNANDO TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

 
Recommend that the City Council:  
 
a. Approve a second Amendment to the Willdan Engineering Professional Services 

Agreement (Contract No. 1893(b)) for design services related to the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program Cycle 8 Traffic Signal Improvements Project; and 

 
b. Authorize the City Manager, or designee, to execute all related documents. 

 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS 
 
4) CONSIDERATION TO APPROVE A FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION TO THE FRANCHISE AGREEMENT 

WITH BLACK & WHITE TOWING, INC. FOR TOWING AND STORAGE SERVICES  
 

Recommend that the City Council: 
 

a. Approve a five-year extension (Contract No. 1740(a)) to the Franchise Agreement with 
Black & White Towing, Inc. for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (set to expire on 
March 29, 2019) pursuant to section 2.5.2 of the Franchise Agreement Contract No. 
1740; and 

  
b. Authorize the City Manager, or designee, to execute all related documents.  

 
5) CONSIDERATION TO APPROVE A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH THE SAN 

FERNANDO MANAGEMENT 
 

Recommend that the City Council: 
 

a. Approve a Memorandum of Understanding (Contract No. 1905) between the City of San 
Fernando and the San Fernando Management Group for a three-year term (July 1, 2018 
through June 30, 2021); and 

  
b. Authorize the City Manager to make non-substantive corrections and execute all related 

documents. 
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6) CONSIDERATION TO ADOPT A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 
SALARY SCHEDULE TO INCLUDE THE POLICE RESERVE PROGRAM STIPENDS AND THE 
NEGOTIATED WAGE ADJUSTMENTS FOR THE SAN FERNANDO MANAGEMENT GROUP  

 
Recommend that the City Council: 

 
a. Adopt Resolution No. 7904 amending the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Salary Schedule to 

include the Police Reserve Program stipends and the negotiated wage adjustments for 
certain job classifications in the San Fernando Management Group;  

 
b. Approve the implementation of the updated and negotiated wages for all applicable 

employees; and 
 

c. Authorize the City Manager to make non-substantive corrections and execute all related 
documents. 

 
7) DISCUSSION REGARDING SAN FERNANDO CREDIT DOWNGRADE, FINANCIAL STABILITY 

AND USE OF MEASURE A FUNDS 
 

This item is placed on the agenda by Mayor Joel Fajardo. 
 
8) DISCUSSION REGARDING OVERVIEW OF LEGAL AUTHORITY AND OTHER 

CONSIDERATIONS RELEVANT TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A LOCAL MINIMUM WAGE 
ORDINANCE 

 
This item is placed on the agenda by Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin. 
 

9) DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO MODIFY THE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE OF 
THE CITY 

 
Recommend that the City Council: 

 
a. Receive the presentation from City staff; 

 
b. Pose follow-up questions to City staff; 

 
c. Depending on the collective desire of the City Council: 

 
i. Pending public testimony, introduce for first reading, in title only, and waive further 

reading of one of the two ordinance alternatives as presented or subject to 
additional modifications;  
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1. Ordinance No. 1684 “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of San 
Fernando, California, Amending Section 2-121 (Powers and Duties) of Division 2 
(City Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 
(Administration of the San Fernando Municipal Code Expanding the Authority of 
the City Council to Appoint, Remove, Promote, and Demote Executive 
Employees of the City, and Reaffirming the City Manager Form of Government.”; 
or 

 
2. Ordinance No. 1685 “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of San 

Fernando, California, Amending Division 2 (City Manager) of Title III (Officers and 
Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal Code 
to Change the Administrative Structure of the City from a City Manager Form of 
Government to a City Administrator Form of Government.”; or 

 
ii. Take no action and provide direction to City staff.  

 
10) CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF CITY MANAGER APPOINTMENT AND 

APPROVAL OF RELATED EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT PENDING CLOSED SESSION 
DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION  

 
If the City Council is prepared to make an appointment to the office of City Manager, it is 
recommended that the City Council: 

 
a. Announce the name of the candidate to be appointed; 
 
b. Announce that copies of the final proposed iteration of the related Employment 

Agreement for the candidate be made available to any interested member of the public 
who may request a copy; 

 
c. Entertain any comment by the City Council or members of the public on the matter; and 
 
d. Entertain a motion to: 
 

i. Approve the candidate for appointment; 
 
ii. Ratify the related Employment Agreement for the candidate in the substantive form 

distributed to the City Council and the public; and 
 
iii. Authorize the Mayor to execute the Employment Agreement with the candidate on 

behalf of the City and the City Council.  
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STAFF COMMUNICATION INCLUDING COMMISSION UPDATES 
 
 
GENERAL COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board not less than 72 hours prior to the meeting. 
 
 
 
Elena G. Chávez, CMC 
City Clerk 
Signed and Posted:  February 14, 2019 (5:30 p.m.) 

Agendas and complete Agenda Packets (including staff reports and exhibits related to each item) are posted on the City’s Internet website 
(www.sfcity.org).  These are also available for public reviewing prior to a meeting in the City Clerk Department. Any public writings distributed by 
the City Council to at least a majority of the Councilmembers regarding any item on this regular meeting agenda will also be made available at 
the City Clerk Department at City Hall located at 117 Macneil Street, San Fernando, CA, 91340 during normal business hours.  In addition, the City 
may also post such documents on the City’s website at www.sfcity.org. In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you 
require a disability-related modification/accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting, including auxiliary aids or services please call 
the City Clerk Department at (818) 898-1204 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting. 
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SAN FERNANDO CITY COUNCIL 

MINUTES 

 

FEBRUARY 4, 2019 – 5:00 P.M. 

SPECIAL MEETING 

 

City Hall Community Room 

117 Macneil Street 

San Fernando, CA  91340 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Joel Fajardo called the meeting to order at 5:09 p.m. 
 

Present: 
 

Council: Mayor Joel Fajardo, Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin, Councilmembers Robert C. 

Gonzales, Antonio Lopez, and Hector A. Pacheco 
  

Staff: City Manager Alexander P. Meyerhoff, City Attorney Rick Olivarez, 

Assistant City Attorney Richard Padilla, and City Clerk Elena G. Chávez  
 

  
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

Motion by Councilmember Lopez, seconded by Vice Mayor Ballin, to approve the agenda.  By 

consensus, the motion carried. 
 

 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS – WRITTEN/ORAL 

 

None 
 

 

RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION (5:09 P.M.) 
 

By consensus, Councilmembers recessed to the following Closed Session as announced by 

Assistant City Attorney Padilla: 
 

A) CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR 

G.C. §54957.6 

 Designated City Negotiators: 

 City Manager Alexander P. Meyerhoff 

 Deputy City Manager/Director of Finance Nick Kimball 

 City Attorney Rick Olivarez 

Assistant City Attorney Richard Padilla  

Employees and Employee Bargaining Units that are the Subject of Negotiation: 

 San Fernando Management Group (SEIU, Local 721) 
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 San Fernando Public Employees’ Association (SEIU, Local 721) 

 San Fernando Police Officers Association 

 San Fernando Police Officers Association Police Management Unit 

 San Fernando Police Civilian Association 

 San Fernando Part-time Employees’ Bargaining Unit (SEIU, Local 721) 

 All Unrepresented Employees 
 

B) PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (PRE-EVALUATION PREP) 

G.C. §54957 

 Title of Employee: City Manager 
 

C) PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (PRE-EVALUATION PREP) 

G.C. §54957 

 Title of Employee: City Clerk 
 

D) PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (PRE-EVALUATION PREP) 

G.C. §54957 

 Title of Employee: City Attorney 
 

E) CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION 

 G.C. § 54956.9(d)(2) AND 54956.9(e)(1) 

 One (1) Matter     
 

 

RECONVENE /REPORT OUT FROM CLOSED SESSION (6:09 P.M.)  
 

Assistant City Attorney Padilla reported the following: 

 

Items A – Updates were provided to the City Council, feedback given, but no final action was 

taken.   

 

Items B, C & D – A general discussion was had, but no final action was taken. 

 

Item E – Unanimous direction was given by the City Council with no final action taken.  
 

 

ADJOURNMENT (6:10 P.M.)  

 

Motion by Councilmember Lopez, seconded by Vice Mayor Ballin, to adjourn.   By consensus, 

the meeting was adjourned. 

 

 

 

 

I do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and 

correct copy of the minutes of February 4, 2019, 

meeting as approved by the San Fernando City Council. 

 

____________________________ 

Elena G. Chávez, CMC 

City Clerk 
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SAN FERNANDO CITY COUNCIL 

MINUTES 

 

FEBRUARY 12, 2019 – 5:00 P.M. 

SPECIAL MEETING 

 

City Hall Community Room 

117 Macneil Street 

San Fernando, CA  91340 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Joel Fajardo called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m. 
 

Present: 
 

Council: Mayor Joel Fajardo, Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin, and Councilmember Robert 

C. Gonzales 
  

Staff: City Manager Alexander P. Meyerhoff, City Attorney Rick Olivarez, 

Assistant City Attorney Richard Padilla, and City Clerk Elena G. Chávez 

 

Absent: Councilmembers Antonio Lopez and Hector A. Pacheco   
 

  
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

Motion by Vice Mayor Ballin, and Councilmember Gonzales, to approve the agenda.  By 

consensus, the motion carried. 
 

 

PUBLIC STATEMENTS – WRITTEN/ORAL 

 

Tom Ross, San Fernando City Chamber of Commerce, expressed support for City Manager 

Meyerhoff and said that the improvement in the quality of communication and direction has been 

advantageous to the Chamber and businesses. 
 

 

RECESS TO CLOSED SESSION (5:09 P.M.) 
 

By consensus, Councilmembers recessed to the following Closed Session as announced by 

Assistant City Attorney Padilla: 

 

A)    PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DISCIPLINE/DISMISSAL/RELEASE  

G.C. §54957(b)(1) 

 

B)    PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT 

        G.C. §54957(b)(1) 
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        Title: Interim City Manager 

 

 

C)    CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS 

        G.C. §54957.6 

        City’s Designated Negotiators:  Rick Olivarez, City Attorney 

                                                              Richard Padilla, Assistant City Attorney 

        Unrepresented Employee:      Interim City Manager 

 

 

RECONVENE /REPORT OUT FROM CLOSED SESSION (6:39 P.M.)  
 

Assistant City Attorney Padilla reported the following: 

 

Item A – By a vote of 3-0 (Lopez and Pacheco absent), the City Council moved to terminate City 

Manager Alex Meyerhoff’s employment for convenience and without cause.      

 

Item B – By a vote of 3-0 (Lopez and Pacheco absent), the City Council moved to appoint Nick 

Kimball as Interim City Manager, effective immediately. 

 

Item C – Direction was given, but no final action was taken. 
 

 

ADJOURNMENT (6:41 P.M.)  

 

Motion by Vice Mayor Ballin, seconded by Councilmember Gonzales, to adjourn.   By 

consensus, the meeting was adjourned. 

 

 

 

 

I do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and 

correct copy of the minutes of February 12, 2019, 

meeting as approved by the San Fernando City Council. 

 

____________________________ 

Elena G. Chávez, CMC 

City Clerk 
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REVIEW:      ☒ Finance Director        ☒ Deputy City Manager       ☒ City Manager 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA REPORT 

FINANCE DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-7307                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
    
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Consideration to Adopt a Resolution Approving the Warrant Register 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council adopt Resolution No. 19-022 (Attachment “A”) 
approving the Warrant Register. 
 
  
BACKGROUND: 

For each City Council meeting the Finance Department prepares a Warrant Register for Council 
approval.  The Register includes all recommended payments for the City. Checks, other than 
special checks, generally are not released until after the Council approves the Register.  The 
exceptions are for early releases to avoid penalties and interest, excessive delays and in all 
other circumstances favorable to the City to do so.  Special checks are those payments required 
to be issued between Council meetings such as insurance premiums and tax deposits.  Staff 
reviews requests for expenditures for budgetary approval and then prepares a Warrant Register 
for Council approval and or ratification.  Items such as payroll withholding tax deposits do not 
require budget approval. 
 
The Interim City Manager hereby certifies that all requests for expenditures have been signed 
by the department head, or designee, receiving the merchandise or services thereby stating 
that the items or services have been received and that the resulting expenditure is appropriate.  
The Interim City Manager hereby certifies that each warrant has been reviewed for 
completeness and that sufficient funds are available for payment of the warrant register. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: 

A. Resolution No. 19-022  
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ATTACHMENT “A” 

RESOLUTION NO. 19-022 

 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 

FERNANDO ALLOWING AND APPROVING FOR PAYMENT 

DEMANDS PRESENTED ON DEMAND/ WARRANT REGISTER 

NO.  19-022 

 

 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN FERNANDO DOES HEREBY 

RESOLVE, FIND, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1.  That the demands (EXHIBIT “A”) as presented, having been duly audited, for 

completeness, are hereby allowed and approved for payment in the amounts as shown to 

designated payees and charged to the appropriate funds as indicated. 

 

2.  That the City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and deliver it to the 

City Treasurer. 

 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 19th day of February, 2019. 

 

  

                 

Joel Fajardo, Mayor       

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

      

Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 

 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss 

CITY OF SAN FERNANDO ) 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was approved and adopted at a 

regular meeting of the City Council held on the 19th day of February, 2019, by the following vote 

to it: 

 

AYES: 

 

NOES: 

 

ABSENT: 

 

 

      

Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 
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REVIEW:      ☒ Finance Department      ☒ Deputy City Manager      ☒ City Manager 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

AGENDA REPORT 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1222                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
 By: Yazdan T. Emrani, P.E., Director of Public Works/ City Engineer 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Consideration to Approve a Second Amendment to the Willdan Engineering 

Professional Services Agreement for the San Fernando Traffic Signal 
Improvement Project 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council:  
 
a. Approve a second Amendment to the Willdan Engineering Professional Services Agreement 

(Attachment “A” – Contract No. 1893(b)) for design services related to the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP) Cycle 8 Traffic Signal Improvements Project; and 
 

b. Authorize the City Manager, or designee, to execute all related documents. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 

 
1. In November 2016, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) awarded the City 

$1,096,000 in HSIP Cycle 8 Grant funds for a traffic signal improvements project. 
 

2. On January 25, 2018, a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Traffic Signal Improvements was 
published on the City’s Website and the San Fernando Valley Sun Newspaper. 

 
3. On March 1, 2018, the City Clerk’s office received one bid proposal from Willdan 

Engineering. 
 

4. On August 20, 2018, the City Council approved Contract No. 1893 (Attachment “B”), with 
Willdan Engineering for the Design Phase of the HSIP Cycle 8 Traffic Signal Improvements 
Project. 
 

5. In December 2018, staff was made aware that additional language needed to be included in 
Contract No. 1893 in order to satisfy Caltrans’ procurement criteria and to move project 
forward.  
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6. On February 4, 2018, the City Council approved a First Amendment to Contract No. 1893 
(Exhibit “A” to Attachment “A” – Contract No. 1893(a)) which included additional language 
to the original contract agreement. 

 
 

ANALYSIS: 
 
A local agency may engage consultants to perform architectural, engineering, and related 
services to develop a federal-aid or state-funded project. Those private consulting firms 
providing architectural, landscape architectural, engineering, environmental, land surveying, 
construction engineering, or construction project management services are termed 
Architectural and Engineering (A&E) Consultants. Local agencies requesting federal or state 
funds to reimburse A&E Consultants must follow specific selection and contracting procedures 
established by Caltrans. 
 
All consultants wanting to provide services for any HSIP Cycle 8 Federally funded project must 
determine a specific method of compensation for services which will be rendered.  Caltrans 
permits four methods of compensation depending on the scope of services the consultant will 
be performing.  The four methods are: 
 

 Actual Cost-Plus-Fixed Fee; 

 Cost Per Unit of Work; 

 Specific Rates of Compensation; and 

 Lump Sum. 
 
For the HSIP 8 Traffic Signals Improvement Project (design phase), the method of compensation 
for Willdan Engineering’s professional services contract is “Actual Cost-Plus-Fixed Fee.”  With 
this method, the consultant is reimbursed for actual costs (direct labor costs + indirect costs) 
incurred and receives an additional predetermined amount as a fixed fee (profit).  The amount 
of the fixed fee is determined by the size, complexity, duration, and degree of risk involved in 
the work.   
 
Due to specific Caltrans’ regulations and requirements which govern consultant compensation, 
the maximum allowable percentage of profit cannot exceed 15 percent of the total direct labor 
and indirect costs.  Caltrans allows fixed fees to exceed the 15 percent threshold of the total 
direct labor and indirect costs of the contract only when it can be proven or justified that 
exceptional circumstances exist. Additionally, Caltrans does not allow markups on 
subconsultant compensation. Therefore all subconsultant work done by the prime consultant 
has to be treated as “Pass Through” costs. 
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Reason for Second Amendment. 
Willdan Engineering’s original contract to provide design services for the HSIP Cycle 8 Traffic 
Signal Improvements Project is for the amount of $111,571; the fix fee (profit) calculated by 
Willdan Engineering exceeds the allowable 15 percent. After a review of the breakdown of the 
cost estimate developed by Willdan Engineering, it was found that the fees for sub-consultants 
to be utilized by Willdan Engineeringwere mistakenly marked-up.  Caltrans’ regulations do not 
allow for this.  City staff discussed this issue with Willdan Engineering and they agreed to 
reduce the contract amount for design services to $83,804.82.  
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT: 
 
Due to the proposed reduction to the cost of providing design services for the HSIP Cycle 8 
Traffic Signal Improvements Project, a second amendment to Contract No. 1893 will have a 
positive monetary impact on the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Adopted Budget by reducing the 
amount of funds that will be expended. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 

 
It is recommended that City Council approve the Second Amendment to Willdan Engineering’s 
Professional Services Agreement for design services related to the HSIP Cycle 8 Traffic Signal 
Improvements Project and authorize execution of the Amendment. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
A. Contract No.1893(b) 
B. Contract No. 1893 
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ATTACHMENT “A” 

CONTRACT NO. 1893(b) 

 

2019 

SECOND AMENDMENT TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

(Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal Improvement Project) 

 

THIS 2019 SECOND AMENDMENT (“Second Amendment”) to that certain agreement entitled 

“Professional Services Agreement – Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal 

Improvement Project” originally executed 20th day of August, 2018 by and between the CITY OF 

SAN FERNANDO,  a municipal corporation and general law city (“CITY”) and WILLDAN 

ENGINEERING,  a California corporation (hereinafter, “CONSULTANT” is made and entered into 

this 19th day of February, 2019 (“Effective Date”).  For purposes of this Second Amendment, the 

capitalized term “Parties” shall be a collective reference to both CITY and CONSULTANT.  The 

capitalized term “Party” may refer to either CITY or CONSULTANT interchangeably as appropriate.    

 

 RECITALS 

 

WHEREAS, the Parties executed and entered into an employment agreement dated August 22nd, 2018 

and entitled “Professional Services Agreement – Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal 

Improvement Project”, Contract No. 1893 (hereinafter, the “Master Agreement”); and  

 

WHEREAS, the Parties modified the Master Agreement by the execution of a First Amendment to 

the Master Agreement (“First Amendment”) dated February 4th, 2019 (the Master Agreement as 

amended by way of the First Amendment is attached and incorporated hereto as Exhibit “A”) 

  

WHEREAS, the Parties now wish to modify the Master Agreement further for purposes of modifying 

the Master Agreement’s compensation terms; and 

 

WHEREAS, execution of this Second Amendment was approved by the San Fernando City Council 

(“City Council”) at its Regular Meeting of February 19, 2019. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein, and other good 

and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, and 

intending to be legally bound hereby, the Parties agree as follows: 

 

SECTION 1. The Not-to-Exceed Sum as defined under Section 1.3 of the Master Agreement is 

hereby amended to mean and refer to the sum of Eighty-Three Thousand, Eight Hundred and Four 

Dollars and Eighty-Two Cents ($83,804.82).  

 

SECTION 2.  Exhibit “B” to the Master Agreement entitled “City of San Fernando, HSPI Cycle 8 

Traffic Signal Improvements, Federal Project No. H8-07-046 – Estimated Fee, Thursday, July 26, 

2018” is repealed and deleted and replaced by a new Contract No. 1983 - Exhibit “B” entitled “Actual 

Cost-Plus Fixed Fee or Lump Sum (Firm Fixed Price) Contracts” (The new Exhibit “B” is attached 

and incorporated into this Second Amendment as Exhibit “B”). 

 

SECTION 3.  Subsection (A) of Section 1.3 (Compensation) of the Master Agreement is hereby 

amended in its entirety to state the following: 

 

A.  CONSULTANT shall performance the various services and tasks set forth in the 

Scope of Services in accordance with the compensation terms set forth in the document 

entitled  “Actual Cost-Plus Fixed Fee or Lump Sum (Firm Fixed Price) Contracts” 
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which is attached and incorporated hereto as Exhibit “B.” 

 

SECTIOOIN 4. Notwithstanding anything in the Master Agreement or the First Amendment to 

the contrary, CONSULTANT shall performance the various services and tasks set forth in the Scope 

of Services in accordance with the performance scheduled entitled “City of San Fernando, HSIP 

Cycle 8 Traffic Signal Improvements, Federal Project No. H8-07-046, Hour Matrix, Wednesday, 

January 23, 2019” which is attached and incorporated hereto as Exhibit “C”).  

 

SECTION 5.    Except as otherwise set forth in this Second Amendment, the Master Agreement as 

amended by way of the First Amendment shall remain binding, controlling and in full force and 

effect.  The provisions of this Second Amendment shall be deemed a part of the Master Agreement as 

the same has been amended by way of the First Amendment and except as otherwise provided under 

this Second Amendment, the Master Agreement, the First Amendment and all provisions contained 

therein shall remain binding and enforceable.  In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between 

the provisions of this Second Amendment and the provisions of the Master Agreement or the First 

Amendment, the provisions of this Second Amendment shall govern and control, but only in so far as 

such provisions conflict with the Master Agreement or the First Amendment and no further.  

 

SECTION 6. The Master Agreement as amended by way of this Second Amendment and the First 

Amendment, constitutes the entire, complete, final and exclusive expression of the Parties with 

respect to the matters addressed herein and supersedes all other agreements or understandings, 

whether oral or written, or entered into between CITY and CONSULTANT prior to the execution of 

this Second Amendment.  No statements, representations or other agreements, whether oral or 

written, made by any Party which are not embodied herein shall be valid or binding.  No amendment, 

modification or supplement to the Master Agreement as amended by this Second Amendment and the 

First Amendment shall be valid and binding unless in writing and duly executed by the Parties in the 

form of a written contract amendment.  

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Second Amendment to be executed on 

the day and year first appearing above. 

  

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 49 of 274



3 
 

 

CITY: 

 

City of San Fernando 
 

 

By:___________________________________ 

         Joel Fajardo 

         Mayor 

 

Date:_________________________________ 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

 

 

By:__________________________________ 

 

Name:________________________________ 

 

Title:_________________________________ 

 

Date:       

 

  CONSULTANT 

 

Willdan Engineering 

 

 

By:_____________________________ 

       

Name:___________________________ 

 

Title:____________________________ 

 

Date:_____________________________ 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
CONTRACT NO. 1893(a) 

2019 
FIRST AMENDMENT TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
(Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal Improvement Project) 

THIS 2019 FIRST AMENDMENT (“Amendment”) to that certain agreement entitled “Professional 
Services Agreement – Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal Improvement Project” 
originally executed 20th day of August 2018 by and between the CITY OF SAN FERNANDO, a 
municipal corporation and general law city (“CITY”) and WILLDAN ENGINEERING,  a California 
corporation (hereinafter, “CONSULTANT” is made and entered into this 4th day of February, 2019 
(“Effective Date”).  For purposes of this Amendment, the capitalized term “Parties” shall be a 
collective reference to both CITY and CONSULTANT.  The capitalized term “Party” may refer to 
either CITY or CONSULTANT interchangeably as appropriate.    

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Parties executed and entered into an employment agreement dated August 22nd, 2018 
and entitled “Professional Services Agreement – Willdan Engineering – San Fernando Traffic Signal 
Improvement Project”, Contract No. 1893 (hereinafter, the “Master Agreement”) (the Master 
Agreement is attached and incorporated hereto as Attachment “A”); and  

WHEREAS, the Parties now wish to modify the Master Agreement further to include provisions 
required as conditions of the funding source for the work to be performed under the Master 
Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, execution of this Amendment was approved by the San Fernando City Council (“City 
Council”) at its Regular Meeting of February 4, 2019. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements contained herein, and other good 
and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, and 
intending to be legally bound hereby, the Parties agree as follows: 

SECTION 1. The Master Agreement is hereby amended by the addition of those terms and 
conditions set forth in Attachment “B” to this Amendment (hereinafter, the “Supplemental Contract 
Terms”) which is attached and incorporated hereto by this reference.  

SECTION 2.  Section 1.2 (Term) of the Master Agreement is hereby amended in its entirety to state 
the following:  

A. This Agreement shall take effect as of August 22, 2018, contingent upon approval by CITY, 
and CONSULTANT shall commence work after notification to proceed by the City 
Representative. The Agreement shall sixteen (16) months from August 22, 2018, unless 
extended by written amendment.  

B.  CONSULTANT is advised that any recommendation for contract award  or any 
subsequent amendment of this Agreement is not binding on CITY until the Agreement is 
fully executed and approved by the CITY. 

SECTION 3.   The first sentence of Section 5.1 (Termination without Cause) of the Master 
Agreement is hereby repealed and replaced by the following text: 
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CITY may terminate this Agreement at any time for convenience and without cause 
upon thirty (30) calendar days prior written notice to CONSULTANT.   

 
 
SECTION 4.     Article V (Termination) of the Master Agreement is hereby amended by the addition 
of a new Section 5.5 which shall state the following: 
 

If CITY terminates this Agreement with CONSULTANT, CITY shall pay CONSULTANT the 
sum due to CONSULTANT under this contract prior to termination, unless the cost of 
completion to CITY exceeds the funds remaining in the contract. In which case the overage 
shall be deducted from any sum due CONSULTANT under this Agreement and the balance, if 
any, shall be paid to CONSULTANT upon demand.  

 
SECTION 5. SECTION 6.6 (Subcontracting) of the Master Agreement is hereby amended by the 
addition of the following text:  
 

Nothing contained in this Agreement or otherwise, shall create any contractual relation 
between CITY and any subconsultant(s), and no subcontract shall relieve CONSULTANT of its 
responsibilities and obligations hereunder. CONSULTANT agrees to be as fully responsible to 
CITY for the acts and omissions of its subconsultant(s) and of persons either directly or 
indirectly employed by any of them as it is for the acts and omissions of persons directly 
employed by CONSULTANT. CONSULTANT’s obligation to pay its subconsultant(s) is an 
independent obligation from CITY’s obligation to make payments to the CONSULTANT.  
CONSULTANT shall perform the work contemplated with resources available within its own 
organization and no portion of the work pertinent to this Agreement shall be subcontracted 
without written authorization by CITY through the City Representative, except that, which is 
expressly identified in this Agreement.  CONSULTANT shall pay its subconsultants within ten 
(10) calendar days from receipt of each payment made to CONSULTANT by CITY.  All 
subcontracts entered into as a result of this contract shall contain all the provisions stipulated 
in this Agreement to be applicable to subconsultants.   Any substitution of subconsultant(s) 
must be approved in writing by CITY through the City Representative prior to the start of work 
by the subconsultant(s). 

 
SECTION 6.    Except as otherwise set forth in this Amendment, the Master Agreement shall remain 
binding, controlling and in full force and effect.  The provisions of this Amendment shall be deemed a 
part of the Master Agreement and except as otherwise provided under this Amendment, the Master 
Agreement and all provisions contained therein shall remain binding and enforceable.  In the event of 
any conflict or inconsistency between the provisions of this Amendment and the provisions of the 
Master Agreement, the provisions of this Amendment shall govern and control, but only in so far as 
such provisions conflict with the Master Agreement and no further.  

 
SECTION 7. The Master Agreement as amended by way of this Amendment, constitutes the entire, 
complete, final and exclusive expression of the Parties with respect to the matters addressed herein 
and supersedes all other agreements or understandings, whether oral or written, or entered into 
between CITY and Consultant prior to the execution of this Amendment.  No statements, 
representations or other agreements, whether oral or written, made by any Party which are not 
embodied herein shall be valid or binding.  No amendment, modification or supplement to the Master 
Agreement as amended by this Amendment shall be valid and binding unless in writing and duly 
executed by the Parties in the form of a written contract amendment.  
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Amendment to be executed on the day 
and year first appearing above. 
 

 
CITY: 
 
City of San Fernando 
 
 
By:___________________________________ 
         Alexander P. Meyerhoff, City Manager 
          
 
Date:_________________________________ 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM 
 
 
By:__________________________________ 
 
Name:________________________________ 
 
Title:_________________________________ 
 
Date:       
 

  CONSULTANT 
 
Willdan Engineering 
 
 
By:_____________________________ 
       
Name:___________________________ 
 
Title:____________________________ 
 
Date:_____________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT “B” 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT TERMS 

 
SECTION 1.  COST PRINCIPLES AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS  
 

A. CONSULTANT agrees that the Contract Cost Principles and Procedures, 48 CFR, Federal 
Acquisition Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq., shall be used to determine the 
cost allowability of individual items.  

 
B. CONSULTANT also agrees to comply with federal procedures in accordance with 2 CFR, 

Part 200, Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for 
Federal Awards.  

 
C. Any costs for which payment has been made to CONSULTANT that are determined by 

subsequent audit to be unallowable under 2 CFR, Part 200 and 48 CFR, Federal Acquisition 
Regulations System, Chapter 1, Part 31.000 et seq., are subject to repayment by 
CONSULTANT to CITY.  

 
SECTION 2.  RETENTION OF RECORDS/AUDIT  
 
For the purpose of determining compliance with Public Contract Code 10115, et seq. and Title 21, 
California Code of Regulations, Chapter 21, Section 2500 et seq., when applicable and other matters 
connected with the performance of the contract pursuant to Government Code 8546.7; 
CONSULTANT, subconsultants, and CITY shall maintain and make available for inspection all 
books, documents, papers, accounting records, and other evidence pertaining to the performance of 
the contract, including but not limited to, the costs of administering the Agreement. All parties shall 
make such materials available at their respective offices at all reasonable times during the Agreement 
period and for three years from the date of final payment under the Agreement. The state, State 
Auditor, CITY, FHWA, or any duly authorized representative of the Federal Government shall have 
access to any books, records, and documents of CONSULTANT and it’s certified public accountants 
(CPA) work papers that are pertinent to the Agreement and indirect cost rates (ICR) for audit, 
examinations, excerpts, and transactions, and copies thereof shall be furnished if requested.  
 
SECTION 3.  AUDIT REVIEW PROCEDURES  
 

A. Any dispute concerning a question of fact arising under an interim or post audit of this 
Agreement that is not disposed of by agreement, shall be reviewed by CITY’S Chief Financial 
Officer.  

 
B. Not later than 30 days after issuance of the final audit report, CONSULTANT may request a 

review by CITY’S Chief Financial Officer of unresolved audit issues. The request for review 
will be submitted in writing.  

 
C. Neither the pendency of a dispute nor its consideration by CITY will excuse CONSULTANT 

from full and timely performance, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement.  
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SECTION 4.  EQUIPMENT PURCHASE  
 

A. Prior authorization in writing, by the CITY Representative shall be required before 
CONSULTANT enters into any unbudgeted purchase order, or subcontract exceeding $5,000 
for supplies equipment, or CONSULTANT services. CONSULTANT shall provide an 
evaluation of the necessity or desirability of incurring such costs.  

 
B. For purchase of any item, service or consulting work not covered in CONSULTANT’s Cost 

Proposal and exceeding $5,000 prior authorization by CITY Representative; three competitive 
quotations must be submitted with the request, or the absence of bidding must be adequately 
justified.  

 
C. Any equipment purchased as a result of this Agreement is subject to the following: 

“CONSULTANT shall maintain an inventory of all nonexpendable property. Nonexpendable 
property is defined as having a useful life of at least two years and an acquisition cost of 
$5,000 or more. If the purchased equipment needs replacement and is sold or traded in, CITY 
shall receive a proper refund or credit at the conclusion of the Agreement, or if the Agreement 
is terminated, CONSULTANT may either keep the equipment and credit CITY in an amount 
equal to its fair market value, or sell such equipment at the best price obtainable at a public or 
private sale, in accordance with established CITY procedures; and credit CITY in an amount 
equal to the sales price. If CONSULTANT elects to keep the equipment, fair market value 
shall be determined at CONSULTANT’s expense, on the basis of a competent independent 
appraisal of such equipment. Appraisals shall be obtained from an appraiser mutually 
agreeable to by CITY and CONSULTANT, if it is determined to sell the equipment, the terms 
and conditions of such sale must be approved in advance by CITY.” 2 CFR, Part 200 requires 
a credit to Federal funds when participating equipment with a fair market value greater than 
$5,000 is credited to the project.  

 
SECTION 5.   STATE PREVAILING WAGE RATES   
 

A. CONSULTANT shall comply with the State of California’s General Prevailing Wage Rate 
requirements in accordance with California Labor Code, Section 1770, and all Federal, State, 
and local laws and ordinances applicable to the work.  

 
B. Any subcontract entered into as a result of this Agreement, if for more than $25,000 for public 

works construction or more than $15,000 for the alteration, demolition, repair, or maintenance 
of public works, shall contain all of the provisions of this Article, unless the awarding agency 
has an approved labor compliance program by the Director of Industrial Relations.  

 
C. When prevailing wages apply to the services described in the scope of work, transportation 

and subsistence costs shall be reimbursed at the minimum rates set by the Department of 
Industrial Relations (DIR) as outlined in the applicable Prevailing Wage Determination.  

 
SECTION 6.  CONFLICT OF INTEREST  
 

A. CONSULTANT shall disclose any financial, business, or other relationship with CITY that 
may have an impact upon the outcome of this Agreement, or any ensuing CITY construction 
project. CONSULTANT shall also list current clients who may have a financial interest in the 
outcome of this Agreement, or any ensuing CITY construction project, which will follow. 
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B. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that it does not now have, nor shall it acquire any financial or 

business interest that would conflict with the performance of services under this Agreement.  
 

C. CONSULTANT hereby certifies that neither CONSULTANT, its employees, nor any firm 
affiliated with CONSULTANT providing services on this project prepared the Plans, 
Specifications, and Estimate for any construction project included within this Agreement. An 
affiliated firm is one, which is subject to the control of the same persons through joint- 
ownership, or otherwise. 

 
D.  CONSULTANT further certifies that neither CONSULTANT, nor any firm affiliated with 

CONSULTANT, will bid on any construction subcontracts included within the construction 
Agreement. Additionally, CONSULTANT certifies that no person working under this 
Agreement is also employed by the construction contractor for any project included within 
this Agreement.  

 
E. Except for subconsultants whose services are limited to materials testing, no subconsultant 

who is providing service on this Agreement shall have provided services on the design of any 
project included within this Agreement.  

 
 
SECTION 7.  REBATES, KICKBACKS OR OTHER UNLAWFUL CONSIDERATION  
 
CONSULTANT warrants that this Agreement was not obtained or secured through rebates kickbacks 
or other unlawful consideration, either promised or paid to any CITY employee. For breach or 
violation of this warranty, CITY shall have the right in its discretion; to terminate the Agreement 
without liability; to pay only for the value of the work actually performed; or to deduct from the 
contract price; or otherwise recover the full amount of such rebate, kickback or other unlawful 
consideration.  
 
SECTION 8.  PROHIBITION OF EXPENDING CITY STATE OR FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 
LOBBYING   
 

A. CONSULTANT certifies to the best of his or her knowledge and belief that:  
 

 
1. No state, federal or CITY-appropriated funds have been paid, or will be paid by-or-on 

behalf of CONSULTANT to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an 
officer or employee of any state or federal agency; a Member of the State Legislature or 
United States Congress; an officer or employee of the Legislature or Congress; or any 
employee of a Member of the Legislature or Congress, in connection with the awarding of 
any state or federal contract; the making of any state or federal grant; the making of any 
state or federal loan; the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, 
continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any state or federal contract, grant, 
loan, or cooperative agreement.  

 
2.  If any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid, or will be paid to any 

person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any federal 
agency; a Member of Congress; an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a 
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Member of Congress; in connection with this federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative 
agreement; CONSULTANT shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, “Disclosure 
Form to Report Lobbying”, in accordance with its instructions.  

 
B. This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this 

transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for 
making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any 
person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less 
than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.  

 
C. CONSULTANT also agrees by signing this document that he or she shall require that the 

language of this certification be included in all lower-tier subcontracts, which exceed 
$100,000 and that all such sub recipients shall certify and disclose accordingly.  

 
SECTION 9. STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE  
 

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, and dated, shall constitute a certification under 
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that CONSULTANT has, unless 
exempt, complied with, the nondiscrimination program requirements of Government Code 
Section 12990 and Title 2, California Administrative Code, Section 8103.  

B. During the performance of this Agreement, CONSULTANT and its subconsultants shall not 
unlawfully discriminate, harass, or allow harassment against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, physical 
disability (including HIV and AIDS), mental disability, medical condition (e.g., cancer), age 
(over 40), marital status, and denial of family care leave. CONSULTANT and subconsultants 
shall insure that the evaluation and treatment of their employees and applicants for 
employment are free from such discrimination and harassment. CONSULTANT and 
subconsultants shall comply with the provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act 
(Gov. Code §12990 (a-f) et seq.) and the 5applicable regulations promulgated there under 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Section 7285 et seq.). The applicable regulations of 
the Fair Employment and Housing Commission implementing Government Code Section 
12990 (a-f), set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 4 of Title 2 of the California Code of 
Regulations, are incorporated into this Agreement by reference and made a part hereof as if 
set forth in full. CONSULTANT and its subconsultants shall give written notice of their 
obligations under this clause to labor organizations with which they have a collective 
bargaining or other Agreement.  

C. The CONSULTANT shall comply with regulations relative to Title VI (nondiscrimination in 
federally-assisted programs of the Department of Transportation – Title 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 21 - Effectuation of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act). Title VI provides 
that the recipients of federal assistance will implement and maintain a policy of 
nondiscrimination in which no person in the state of California shall, on the basis of race, 
color, national origin, religion, sex, age, disability, be excluded from participation in, denied 
the benefits of or subject to discrimination under any program or activity by the recipients of 
federal assistance or their assignees and successors in interest.  

D. The CONSULTANT, with regard to the work performed by it during the Agreement shall act 
in accordance with Title VI. Specifically, the CONSULTANT shall not discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, age, or disability in the selection and 
retention of Subconsultants, including procurement of materials and leases of equipment. The 
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CONSULTANT shall not participate either directly or indirectly in the discrimination 
prohibited by Section 21.5 of the U.S. DOT’s Regulations, including employment practices 
when the Agreement covers a program whose goal is employment.  

 

SECTION 10. DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION CERTIFICATION  
 

A. CONSULTANT’s signature affixed herein, shall constitute a certification under penalty of 
perjury under the laws of the State of California, that CONSULTANT has complied with Title 
2 CFR, Part 180, “OMB Guidelines to Agencies on Government wide Debarment and 
Suspension (non-procurement)”, which certifies that he/she or any person associated therewith 
in the capacity of owner, partner, director, officer, or manager, is not currently under 
suspension, debarment, voluntary exclusion, or determination of ineligibility by any federal 
agency; has not been suspended, debarred, voluntarily excluded, or determined ineligible by 
any federal agency within the past three (3) years; does not have a proposed debarment 
pending; and has not been indicted, convicted, or had a civil judgment rendered against it by a 
court of competent jurisdiction in any matter involving fraud or official misconduct within the 
past three (3) years. Any exceptions to this certification must be disclosed to CITY. 

  
B. Exceptions will not necessarily result in denial of recommendation for award, but will be 

considered in determining CONSULTANT responsibility. Disclosures must indicate to whom 
exceptions apply, initiating agency, and dates of action.  

 
C. Exceptions to the Federal Government Excluded Parties List System maintained by the 

General Services Administration are to be determined by the Federal highway Administration. 
 
 

[END OF ATTACHMENT] 
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-H

City of San Fernando - HSIP Cycle 8 Project Cost Proposal

Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed
Consultant Contract No. Date 1/23/2019
DIRECT LABOR

Hours Actual Hourly Rate Total
2 $75.00 $150.00

20 $67.70 $1,354.00

19 $71.35 $1,355.65
62 $72.79 $4,512.98
3 $46.30 $138.90

82 $56.80 $4,657.60
5 $29.33 $146.65

258 $33.16 $8,555.28
9 $30.66 $275.94

LABOR COSTS 460
a)  Subtotal Direct Labor Costs $21,147.00
b)  Anticipated Salary Increases (see page 2 for sample) $370.07

c) TOTAL DIRECT LABOR COSTS [(a) + (b)] $21,517.07
FRINGE BENEFITS
d)  Fringe Benefits              (Rate 40.09% ) e) Total Fringe Benefits
                                                                                                                [(c) x (d)] $8,626.19

INDIRECT COSTS
f)  Overhead (Rate: 87.65%              g) Overhead [(c) x (f)] $18,859.71
h)  General and Administrative (Rate: 0.00%       i) Gen & Admin [(c) x (h)] $0.00

j) Total Indirect Costs [(e) + (g) + (i)] $27,485.91

FEE (Profit)
q)   (Rate: 14.00% ) k) TOTAL FIXED PROFIT [(c) + (j)] x (q)] $6,860.42

OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC)
Description Unit(s)  Unit Cost Total
l) Travel/Mileage Costs (supported by consultant

 actual costs) 1 $500.00 $500.00
m) Equipment Rental and Supplies (itemize) 1 $0.00 $0.00
n) Permit Fees (itemize), Plan sheets (each), Test 1 $0.00

Holes (each), etc. 1 $0.00 $0.00
o) Subconsultant Costs

Willdan Engineering - Public Agency Resources 1 $9,171.42 $9,171.42
1 $16,400.00 $16,400.00
1 $1,870.00 $1,870.00

p) Total Other Direct Costs [(l) + (m) + (n) + (o)] $27,941.42

TOTAL COST [(c) + (j) + (k) + (p)] $83,804.82
NOTES:

         Employees subject to prevailing wage requirements to be marked with an *.
         ODC items should be based on actual costs and supported by historical data and other documentation.

City Engineer I TBD

Administrative Assistant II TBD

TBDLabor Compliance Manager

Utility Coordinator TBD
Assistant Eng. III TBD

Sr. Design Manager TBD

Director of Engineering Vanessa Munoz

Deputy Director of Engineering TBD

Traffic Engineer II TBD

EXHIBIT 10-H  COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)   PAGE 1 OF 2
ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

(DESIGN, ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES)

Willdan Engineering

Classification/Title Name

Bess Labs
City Traffic Counters

LPP 15-01 January 14, 2015 
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-H

         ODC items that would be considered “tools of the trade” are not reimbursable.
         ODC items should be consistently billed directly to all clients, not just when client will pay for them as a direct cost.

Page 1 of 5

Consultant Contract No. Date 8/2/2018

1.  Calculate Average Hourly Rate for 1st year of the contract (Direct Labor Subtotal divided by total hours) 43488

Avg Hourly 5 Year Contract 
Rate Duration

$21,147.00 = $45.97 Year 1 Avg Hourly Rate

Avg Hourly Rate 
Year 1 $45.97 + = $47.58 Year 2 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 2 $47.58 + = $49.25 Year 3 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 3 + = $0.00 Year 4 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 4 + = $0.00 Year 5 Avg Hourly Rate

Total Hours 
per Year

Year 1 50.00% * = 230.0 Estimated Hours Year 1
Year 2 50.00% * = 230.0 Estimated Hours Year 2
Year 3 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 3
Year 4 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 4
Year 5 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 5

Total 100%  = 460.0

Year 1 $45.97 * = $10,573.50 Estimated Hours Year 1
Year 2 $47.58 * = $10,943.57 Estimated Hours Year 2
Year 3 * = Estimated Hours Year 3
Year 4 * = Estimated Hours Year 4
Year 5 * = Estimated Hours Year 5
 = $21,517.07 
 = $21,147.00 
 = $370.07 Transfer to Page 1

NOTES:
        This is not the only way to estimate salary increases. Other methods will be accepted if they clearly indicate the % increase, 

the # of years of the contract, and a breakdown of the labor to be performed each year.  
       An estimation that is based on direct labor multiplied by salary increase % multiplied by the # of years is not acceptable.  

(i.e. $250,000 x 2%  x  5 yrs = $25,000 is not an acceptable methodology)

 Cost per Year

 Total Direct Labor Cost with Escalation
 Direct Labor Subtotal before Escalation

Estimated total of Direct Labor Salary Increase 

(calculated above)
Avg Hourly Rate

(calculated above)
230
230

Estimated hours

4%
4%

Completed Each Year

(SAMPLE CALCULATIONS FOR ANTICIPATED SALARY INCREASES)
Willdan Engineering

Total Hours

460

Proposed Escalation 
4%

4.  Calculate Total Costs including Escalation (Multiply Average Hourly Rate by the number of hours)

3.  Calculate estimated hours per year (Multiply estimate % each year by total hours)

2.  Calculate hourly rate for all years (Increase the Average Hourly Rate for a year by proposed escalation %)

EXHIBIT 10-H  COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)   PAGE 2 OF 2
ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

 per Cost Proposal
Direct Labor Subtotal

per Cost Proposal

4%

460.0
460.0

Total Hours 
per Cost Proposal

Estimated % 

460.0
460.0

Total
460.0

LPP 15-01 January 14, 2015 

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 83 of 274



Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-H

       This assumes that one year will be worked at the rate on the cost proposal before salary increases are granted.

Page 2 of 5

LPP 15-01 January 14, 2015 
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-H

City of San Fernando - HSIP Cycle 8 Project Cost Proposal

Note: Mark-ups are Not Allowed
Consultant Contract No. Date 1/23/2019
DIRECT LABOR

Hours Actual Hourly Rate Total
5 $44.00 $220.00

325 $18.00 $5,850.00
0 $0.00 $0.00
0 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00
$0.00

LABOR COSTS 330
a)  Subtotal Direct Labor Costs $6,070.00
b)  Anticipated Salary Increases (see page 2 for sample) $121.40

c) TOTAL DIRECT LABOR COSTS [(a) + (b)] $6,191.40
FRINGE BENEFITS
d)  Fringe Benefits              (Rate 9.53% ) e) Total Fringe Benefits
                                                                                                                [(c) x (d)] $590.04

INDIRECT COSTS
f)  Overhead (Rate: 20.41%              g) Overhead [(c) x (f)] $1,263.66
h)  General and Administrative (Rate: )        i) Gen & Admin [(c) x (h)] $0.00

j) Total Indirect Costs [(e) + (g) + (i)] $1,853.71

FEE (Profit)
q)   (Rate: 14.00% ) k) TOTAL FIXED PROFIT [(c) + (j)] x (q)] $1,126.31

OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC)
Description Unit(s)  Unit Cost Total
l) Travel/Mileage Costs (supported by consultant

 actual costs) $200.00 $0.00
m) Equipment Rental and Supplies (itemize) $0.00 $0.00
n) Permit Fees (itemize), Plan sheets (each), Test 

Holes (each), etc. $0.00 $0.00
o) Subconsultant Costs (attach detailed cost proposal

 in same format as prime consultant estimate for 
each subconsultant) $0.00 $0.00

p) Total Other Direct Costs [(l) + (m) + (n) + (o)] $0.00

TOTAL COST [(c) + (j) + (k) + (p)] $9,171.42
NOTES:

         Employees subject to prevailing wage requirements to be marked with an *.
         ODC items should be based on actual costs and supported by historical data and other documentation.
         ODC items that would be considered “tools of the trade” are not reimbursable.
         ODC items should be consistently billed directly to all clients, not just when client will pay for them as a direct cost.
         ODC items when incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, should not be included in any indirect cost pool or 

in overhead rate.

Page 1 of 5

EXHIBIT 10-H  COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)   PAGE 1 OF 2
ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

(DESIGN, ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES)

Willdan Engineering - Public Agency Resources

Classification/Title Name
Utility Coordinator TBD
Technical Aide II TBD

LPP 15-01 January 14, 2015 
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Local Assistance Procedures Manual Exhibit 10-H

Consultant Contract No. Date 1/23/2019

1.  Calculate Average Hourly Rate for 1st year of the contract (Direct Labor Subtotal divided by total hours) 1/23/2019

Avg Hourly 5 Year Contract 
Rate Duration

$6,070.00 = $18.39 Year 1 Avg Hourly Rate

Avg Hourly Rate 
Year 1 $18.39 + = $19.13 Year 2 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 2 $19.13 + = $19.89 Year 3 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 3 + = $0.00 Year 4 Avg Hourly Rate
Year 4 + = $0.00 Year 5 Avg Hourly Rate

Total Hours 
per Year

Year 1 50.00% * = 165.0 Estimated Hours Year 1
Year 2 50.00% * = 165.0 Estimated Hours Year 2
Year 3 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 3
Year 4 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 4
Year 5 * = 0.0 Estimated Hours Year 5

Total 100%  = 330.0

Year 1 $18.39 * = $3,035.00 Estimated Hours Year 1
Year 2 $19.13 * = $3,156.40 Estimated Hours Year 2
Year 3 * = Estimated Hours Year 3
Year 4 * = Estimated Hours Year 4
Year 5 * = Estimated Hours Year 5
 = $6,191.40 
 = $6,070.00 
 = $121.40 Transfer to Page 1

NOTES:
        This is not the only way to estimate salary increases. Other methods will be accepted if they clearly indicate the % increase, 

the # of years of the contract, and a breakdown of the labor to be performed each year.  
       An estimation that is based on direct labor multiplied by salary increase % multiplied by the # of years is not acceptable.  

(i.e. $250,000 x 2%  x  5 yrs = $25,000 is not an acceptable methodology)
       This assumes that one year will be worked at the rate on the cost proposal before salary increases are granted.

Page 2 of 5

EXHIBIT 10-H  COST PROPOSAL (EXAMPLE #1)   PAGE 2 OF 2
ACTUAL COST-PLUS-FIXED FEE OR LUMP SUM (FIRM FIXED PRICE) CONTRACTS

(SAMPLE CALCULATIONS FOR ANTICIPATED SALARY INCREASES)
Willdan Engineering - Public Agency Resources

4%

Direct Labor Subtotal Total Hours
per Cost Proposal  per Cost Proposal

330

2.  Calculate hourly rate for all years (Increase the Average Hourly Rate for a year by proposed escalation %)

Proposed Escalation 
4%
4%

4%

3.  Calculate estimated hours per year (Multiply estimate % each year by total hours)

Estimated % Total Hours 
Completed Each Year per Cost Proposal

330.0
330.0

Avg Hourly Rate Estimated hours
 Cost per Year

(calculated above) (calculated above)

Total

4.  Calculate Total Costs including Escalation (Multiply Average Hourly Rate by the number of hours)

 Direct Labor Subtotal before Escalation
Estimated total of Direct Labor Salary Increase 

165
165

 Total Direct Labor Cost with Escalation

LPP 15-01 January 14, 2015 
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CITY OF SAN FERNANDO
HSIP CYCLE 8 TRAFFIC SIGNAL IMPROVEMENTS, FEDERAL PROJECT NO. H8-07-046

SUMMARY TASK
Director of 

Engineering

Deputy 
Director of 

Engineering
City Engineer 

I
Traffic 

Engineer II

Principal 
Project 

Manager

Senior 
Design 

Manager
Assistant 

Engineer III
Technical 

Aide II
Utility 

Coordinator
Administrative 

Assistant II
Senior Survey 

Analyst
2-Man Survey 

Crew

Labor 
Compliance 

Manager
Estimated 

Hours

Task 1 - General
1.1 - Meetings 2.0 6.0 8.0
1.2 - Coordinate with LADOT Traffic Signal Synchronization 4.0 4.0 8.0
1.3 - Schedule 2.0 2.0

Subtotal 2.0 8.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.0
Task 2 - Planning, Environmental, and Conceptual Design

2.1 - Traffic Counts and Warrant 14.0 20.0 34.0
2.2 - Research of Record Information 10.0 10.0
2.3 - Environmental 36.0 1.0 37.0
2.4 - Utilities Coordination 8.0 4.0 12.0
2.5 - Utility Potholing (18 Potholes) 2.0 2.0
2.6 - Preliminary Design 8.0 20.0 20.0 48.0

Subtotal 0.0 0.0 36.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 34.0 50.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 143.0
Task 3 - Engineering Design - Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E)

3.1 - Improvement Plan Preparation 0.0
Traffic Signal Plans (9 Sheets) 8.0 8.0 50.0 180.0 190.0 436.0
Interconnect Plans (5 Sheets) 2.0 4.0 8.0 20.0 80.0 114.0

3.2 - Project Specification 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0 1.0 1.0 17.0
3.3 - Construction Cost Estimate 1.0 1.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 12.0
3.4 - Right-of-Way Certification 14.0 1.0 1.0 16.0
3.5 - Authorization-to-Proceed (E-76) with Construction Package 12.0 1.0 1.0 14.0
3.6 - Bidding Assistance 2.0 2.0 4.0

Subtotal 0.0 12.0 26.0 15.0 0.0 64.0 214.0 275.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 613.0
Task 4 - Construction Support

4.1 - Pre-construction Meeting 2.0 2.0 4.0
4.2 - Construction Support 4.0 8.0 12.0

Subtotal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.0

TOTAL 2.0 20.0 62.0 19.0 0.0 82.0 258.0 325.0 10.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 790.0

HOUR MATRIX
Wednesday, January 23, 2019

WILLDAN ENGINEERING

E
X

H
IB

IT
 "C

"
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REVIEW:      ☒ Finance Department      ☒ Deputy City Manager      ☒ City Manager 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA REPORT 

POLICE DEPARTMENT                 910 FIRST STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1250                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
 By: Anthony Vairo, Police Chief 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Consideration to Approve a Five-Year Extension to the Franchise Agreement with 

Black & White Towing, Inc. for Towing and Storage Services  

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 
 
a. Approve a five-year extension (Attachment “A” – Contract No. 1740(a)) to the Franchise 

Agreement with Black & White Towing, Inc. for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (set to 
expire on March 29, 2019) pursuant to section 2.5.2 of the Franchise Agreement Contract 
No. 1740 (Attachment “B”); and 
  

b. Authorize the City Manager, or designee, to execute all related documents.  
 
  
BACKGROUND: 

1. Black & White Towing, Inc. is one of 18 Los Angeles Official Police Garage (LAOPG) governed 
by the Los Angeles Police Commission. 
 

2. On March 30, 2009, the City and Black & White Towing, Inc. entered into a new Franchise 
Agreement for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (Contract No. 1608), which gave Black & 
White Towing, Inc. exclusive rights for vehicle towing services for the City.  The term of the 
agreement was for five years, which expired on March 29, 2014. 
 

3. On January 23, 2014, the Police Department issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) soliciting 
proposals for the City Vehicle Towing and Storage Services. 

 
4. On February 20, 2014, the City Clerk received proposals in response to the RFP from four 

vendors: 
 

a) Black & White Towing, Inc.; 
b) Jon’s Towing; 
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Consideration to Approve a Five-Year Extension to the Franchise Agreement with Black & White 
Towing, Inc. for Towing and Storage Services 
Page 2 of 4 
 
 

c) Larry’s Towing; and 
d) Mid Valley Towing. 

 
5. On March 24, 2014, the City Council and the Police Department conducted a comprehensive 

analysis.  Subsequent to discussing the responses, the City Council determined Black & 
White Towing, Inc. met and exceeded all requirements in the RFP and was awarded the 
Franchise Agreement (Attachment “B” – Contract No. 1740). 
 

6. The initial term of the contract was five years, expiring on March 29, 2019.  Section 2.5.2 
provides for an additional five-year extension of the Agreement with 120-day written 
extension request from the franchisee and City Council approval. 

 
7. On November, 13, 2018, the Police Department and the City Manager received the requisite 

extension request from Black & White Towing, Inc. (Attachment “A”) requesting an 
additional five-year term pursuant to Section 2.5.2.  

 
 
ANALYSIS: 

The Police Department regularly requires motor vehicle towing and storage services, including, 
but not limited to: removal of abandoned, stolen and damaged vehicles, occasional towing and 
storage of City-owned vehicles, and special security for vehicles held for the investigation of 
crimes.  Vehicles towed or held through the City’s Towing Program (City Code 90-911) are 
subject to various provisions of the California Vehicle and Evidence Codes, as well as the San 
Fernando Municipal Code.  It is imperative that the City’s Towing Program is managed by a 
vendor that is well versed and experienced in complying with the myriad of regulations 
pertaining to impounding private property and serving as a custodian of evidence. 
 
As previously mentioned, the City issued a Request for Proposals for the Towing Program 
Franchise in 2013.  After a very comprehensive analysis of the proposals, which is detailed in 
Attachment “C,” City Council awarded the Franchise to Black and White Towing, Inc.   
 
Vendor Performance Under Current Agreement. 
The services provided by Black & White Towing, Inc. have met and/or exceeded the 
requirements set forth in the 2014 RFP.  In addition to meeting the minimum requirements, 
Black & White Towing has modernized their dispatch center, installed security surveillance 
camera system through-out their storage lots and evidence area, enhanced documentation of 
towed vehicles with before pictures taken at the scene and pictures of the vehicle at the 
storage lot, and updated their vehicle inventory system at storage lots.  These enhancements 
have reduced claims of vehicles damaged during storage, theft of stored vehicles, and overall 
complaints significantly.    
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Towing, Inc. for Towing and Storage Services 
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Additionally, Black & White Towing, Inc. is a City of Los Angeles Official Police Garage (LAOPG), 
which means they are regulated by the Los Angeles Police Commission that provides oversight, 
background checks, audits, and inspections at all Black & White Towing, Inc. facilities to ensure 
compliance with all applicable laws.  The oversight provided by the Los Angeles Police 
Commission is a significant benefit for the City as it alleviates the City from having to provide 
that oversight and regulation.  If the Police Department were to conduct its own oversight, 
audits, and inspection of the tow facilities and monitoring of vehicle auctions, it would assign 
one full-time detective dedicated to this detail with a fully burdened cost of approximately 
$175,000 per year.   
 
LAOPG also established vehicle locator program (OPGLAVIIC.COM) to provide the public with 
easily accessible information to locate stored/impounded vehicles either by license plate 
number or a Vehicle Identification Number (VIN).  This vehicle locator program provides the 
public with the location of the tow yard, storage and city/storage fees for each day the vehicle 
is stored, as well as the police agency that stored or impounded the vehicle.  This service has 
also been made available to the City. 
 
The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) also has a contract with Black & White 
Towing for the use of the Evidence Hold Facility, located at the Primary Storage Facility, which 
meets or exceeds the Police Department and LASD’s Evidence Facility requirements.     
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT: 

Per the Agreement, the Franchise Fee paid to the City is $45 per impound, which  has generated 
a total of $124,155, or an average of $24,831 per year, in revenues during the current term of 
the agreement (2014-2018).  
 
In November 2018, the City requested a five-year audit from Black & White Towing, Inc. of 
vehicles that were impounded/stored by the Police Department, along with the franchise fee 
collected.  The data was received on January 7, 2019, and verified by staff by reconciling with 
City records: 
 
 Year  Vehicles Impounded/Stored  Franchise Fee Remittance 
  
 2014  500     $22,500 
 2015  499     $22,455 
 2016  600     $27,000 
 2017  581     $26,145 
 2018  579     $26,055 
 

Total Franchise Fees Remittance:   $124,155 
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CONCLUSION: 

Due to the level of service provided over the initial term of the Agreement, staff is requesting 
the City Council approve a five-year extension to the existing Franchise Agreement with Black & 
White Towing, Inc. for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services per section 2.5.2 of the Franchise 
Agreement (Contract No. 1740).  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Contract No. 1740(a) 
B. Contract No. 1740 
C. Agenda Report from March 24, 2014  
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ATTACHMENT “A”
CONTRACT NO. 1740(a)
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor Sylvia Ballin and Councilmembers 

FROM: Fred Ramirez, Interim City Manager 

By:  Robert Parks, Acting Police Chief 

Nichole Hanchett, Acting Police Lieutenant 

DATE: March 24, 2014 

SUBJECT:  Consideration of Award of Franchise Agreement for the City Vehicle Towing and 

Storage Services 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

a. Award the Franchise Agreement for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (Exhibit “A” of

Attachment “A” – Contract No. 1740) to Black & White Garage, Incorporated;

b. Adopt Resolution No. 7594 (Attachment “A”) approving the Franchise Agreement for

Vehicle Towing and Storage Services between the City and Black & White Garage,

Incorporated and adopting a fee schedule for the payment of franchise fees.

BACKGROUND: 

1. On March 30, 2009, the City of San Fernando and Black and White Garage, Incorporated

entered into a new Franchise Agreement for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (City

Contract No. 1608), which gave Black and White Garage, Incorporated exclusive rights for

vehicle towing services to the City. The initial term of this agreement was for five (5) years,

which is set to expire on March 29, 2014, unless the agreement was renewed by the City for

an additional five (5) year term. (See Attachment “A”.)

2. On November 26, 2013, Black and White Garage, Incorporated submitted a letter requesting

that the Acting Police Chief extend the current contract with Black and White Garage,

Incorporated for an additional five (5) year term as allowed under the current franchise

agreement.

3. On December 2, 2013, the City Council held a study session to discuss the current Franchise

Agreement for City vehicle towing and storage services and to provide City staff with

direction on the pending Request For Proposal (RFP) process to consider a new franchise

ATTACHMENT "C"
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agreement for City vehicle towing and storage services. As part of the discussion, the City 

Council directed City staff to bring back a draft of the RFP for Vehicle Towing and Storage 

Services Contract on January 6, 2014, prior to proceeding with the RFP process to solicit 

proposals from prospective towing contractors.  

 

4. On December 9, 2013, Acting Chief Parks notified Black and White Garage, Incorporated in 

writing that based on City Council direction to City staff at their December 2, 2013 meeting, 

the City would not be extending the current franchise agreement an additional five (5) years. 

Furthermore, the Chief informed them that the City would begin the RFP process to solicit 

proposals from qualified vendors to provide the City with vehicle towing and storage 

services under a new contract. In addition, Black and White Garage, Incorporated was also 

encouraged to participate in the upcoming RFP process.   

 

5. On January 23, 2014, the Police Department issued a RFP to solicit proposals for the 

Franchisee Agreement for the City Vehicle towing and Storage Services. 

 

6. On February 20, 2013, the City Clerk received proposals in response to the RFP from the 

following four (4) vendors: 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated 

 Jon’s Towing  

 Larry’s Towing 

 Mid Valley Towing 

 

(See Attachment E; All RFPs were provided to the City Council under separate cover on 

Monday, March 17, 2014.) 

 

 

ANALYSIS: 

 

Police Department staff reviewed the proposals and subsequently conducted on-site inspections 

with the assistance of City of San Fernando Planning Commissioner Theale Haupt.  Based on the 

physical inspections in conjunction with answers provided by the owners present during the 

inspections, the following represents the findings to support the recommendation to award the 

contract to Black & White Garage, Incorporated. 

 

General Provisions 

 

 All of the vendors met the requirements for general provisions with the exception of Mid Valley 

Towing who did not possess a City of Los Angeles business license as of March 11, 2014.    

 

Storage Provisions 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated met and in some instances exceeded the storage provisions 

as listed in the RFP. 
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Storage Capacity, Primary Storage Lot, Storage Enclosures 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated met and exceeded the required storage capacity in both 

their primary and secondary lots with a combined total storage capacity of 650 vehicles.  In 

2011, the San Fernando Police Department (SFPD) impounded a total of 1206 vehicles, 

which yielded an average of 100 vehicles per month. In 2012, the yearly impounds were 724, 

which yielded a monthly average of 60.  In 2013, the impound totals were 401, which yielded 

a monthly average of 33.  As of March 2014, the SFPD impounded 41 vehicles in January 

and 45 in February.  Using the average of 43 vehicles per month, it is anticipated that the 

Department will impound at least 516 in 2014.   

 

Both the primary and secondary storage lots at Black & White Garage, Incorporated are well 

maintained with state of the art video surveillance and physical security measures; including 

eight feet tall block walls, concertina wire, wrought iron gates and solid electric gates, to 

prevent theft, unauthorized entry, damage or accidents. The office contains a recordable 

video surveillance system in addition to a Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system.  The 

CAD system utilizes GPS, which enables the dispatcher to assign tow units based on 

geographic proximity to the call for service.  The CAD system also allows for tow unit 

accountability, documented response, arrival and clearance times, in addition to generated 

reports with that information.  Black & White Garage, Incorporated also utilizes a software 

program titled Vehicle Impound Information Center (VIIC) at no cost to the City.  VIIC is a 

web based system that contains up to date information regarding impounded vehicles that 

allows for easy tracking, inventory, and reporting.     

   

 Jon’s Towing provided a capacity of 100 vehicles and the primary storage lot is a mixture of 

both dirt and asphalt that is in overall poor condition.  Asphalt in disrepair can present a 

liability with respect to vehicle damage and the risk of personal injury to customers who need 

to access their vehicle while it is stored on the lot.  Some of the surveillance cameras were 

not working at the time of inspection.  The perimeter enclosure consists of chain link and 

corrugated steel siding, which can be easily breached and does not provide for sufficient 

security.  Jon’s Towing currently has a secondary lot located near the downtown area of Los 

Angeles that holds 25 vehicles.  The owner also stated he could secure property on First 

Street in San Fernando upon award of contract.  It is important to note that City of San 

Fernando Zoning Code Section 106-613(2), requires approval of Conditional Use Permit for 

the operation of towing and storage facility (automotive impound yard) within the City’s M-2 

(Light Industrial) zone. Therefore, final approval to operate a new towing and storage facility 

on First Street within the City of San Fernando requires discretionary approval, which is not 

guaranteed.  

 

 Larry’s Towing provided a capacity of 58 vehicles in addition to his fleet of trucks parked 

within the lot.  In order to meet this stated capacity, Larry’s Towing made the commitment to 

remove a storage shed and purchase car stackers.  As is, the lot does not appear to be capable 

of storing that number of vehicles without removing the company’s tow trucks from the lot.  

The lot is both concrete and asphalt with the asphalt portion in fair condition.  The lot has 

video surveillance, lighting and a very secure perimeter block wall and solid fence.   Larry’s 

Towing currently has an entitlement to operate a vehicle and towing facility from the primary 
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storage lot that existing on First Street (Planning Commission Resolution No. 1193; CUP 

1993-02). However, per City zoning code, any proposed modification to the existing layout 

to include among other things, vehicle lifts would require modification of the existing 

Conditional Use Permit, which is subject to review and approval by the City’s Planning and 

Preservation Commission. 

 

 Mid Valley Towing provided a storage capacity of 130 vehicles which was self-described by 

the owner as “tight.”  The asphalt portion of the lot is in poor condition and the owner does 

not have a secondary storage facility.  The primary lot has video surveillance and lighting in 

addition to cinder block walls and a solid steel gate.  The owner stated he could secure 

property within the City of San Fernando within 90 days of award of contract that meets the 

specifications of the RFP.  It is important to note that City of San Fernando Zoning Code 

Section 106-613(2), requires approval of Conditional Use Permit for the operation of towing 

and storage facility (automotive impound yard) within the City’s M-2 (Light Industrial) zone. 

Therefore, final approval to operate a new towing and storage facility on First Street within 

the City of San Fernando requires discretionary approval, which is not guaranteed.  

 

Investigative Hold Area 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated has a separate and self-contained investigative hold 

area within their primary storage facility.  It exceeds the City’s capacity requirement, meets 

law enforcement standards for chain of custody and contains exceptional security measures 

to prevent unauthorized entry.  Persons are only granted entry via the dispatch control center 

and the door is directly monitored via video surveillance.  The floor of the facility consists of 

smooth concrete and there is ample space for complete access to the vehicle for inspection 

and evidence recovery.  It is well lit and air conditioned and contains a separate secure area 

that can house a mid-size vehicle and or any vehicle parts.  In addition to the investigative 

hold area, the primary storage lot contains evidence lockers that permit high value items left 

within vehicles to be inventoried and secured.  This additional measure reduces the potential 

for theft and or damage of personal property.   

 

 Jon’s Towing did not have an investigative hold area and the owner proposed to secure 

property on First Street in San Fernando that would meet the specifications. As previously 

noted in the prior section, new vehicle and towing facilities on First Street in the City of San 

Fernando are subject to City review and approval of a conditional use permit by the City’s 

Planning and Preservation Commission. 

 

 The investigative hold area at Larry’s Towing does not meet the specifications in the RFP.  

The area is contained within the main building and is secured by two exterior roll up doors 

and an interior 6 foot sliding steel door.  During inspection, the area appeared to be the main 

ingress and egress to the tow yard from the office facility.  The top of the steel door is 

unsecured to the roof of the building, which could permit unauthorized access to the area.  

The area is monitored by video surveillance cameras.    

 

 Mid Valley Towing’s current investigative hold area does not meet the specifications in the 

RFP as it is chain link, open at the top, not monitored by video and is exposed to the 
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elements.  Upon award of contract, the owners proposed to use two additional areas within 

their primary storage yard that have roll up and securing doors and could accommodate the 

five vehicle capacity.  At present, neither of the two areas have video surveillance or a means 

to ensure a record of entry.  

 

Method of Vehicle Storage  

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated, employs a method of vehicle storage based on value, 

condition, and anticipated length of time within storage.  Vehicles that are stored pursuant to 

California Vehicle Code 14602.6, which requires a 30 day hold, are parked in the rear portion 

of the lot.  High value vehicles and motorcycles are parked within two separate portions of 

the lot that are distinguished from the other vehicles by a block wall.  Wrecked and damaged 

vehicles are parked within a separate area so as to prevent debris or fluid from damaging 

other non-wrecked vehicles.  Substantially wrecked vehicles that require further inspection 

by law enforcement or insurance investigators are parked under a large carport to facilitate 

easy and unrestricted access and visibility.  The primary storage yard can also accommodate 

water craft and trailers.  Upon arrival to the storage facility, vehicles are physically 

inventoried by employees and photographed to memorialize their condition.  High value 

items are secured in the storage lockers and can only be released to the registered owner of 

the vehicle. 

 

 Jon’s Towing had no stated method for storage and vehicles of all types were parked next to 

one another.  This lack of systematic storage has the potential to expose the City to liability.   

Vehicles that have preexisting damage or are of high value should be separated in order to 

maintain the integrity of each.  A clearly identified storage method also ensures that vehicles 

can be located and or accessed in a timely manner by staff thereby minimizing any 

inconvenience to customers.    

 

 Larry’s Towing stated that vehicles are separated by value and anticipated length of storage.  

Newer vehicles are parked along the wall of the business while vehicles stored for long time 

periods would be stored on the top rack of the car stackers when purchased.  Wrecked 

vehicles were stored in one area of the yard so as to prevent damage to non-wrecked 

vehicles. 

 

 Mid Valley Towing employs a method of vehicle storage that consists of separation by value 

and duration.  Long term vehicles are parked on the top of the car stackers and “high value” 

vehicles are parked along the wall of the property. Upon inspection, it appeared that vehicles 

of varying value and condition were parked adjacent to one another that was contrary to the 

stated storage method.    

 

Distance from SFPD 

  

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated is located 1.49 miles from the SFPD via a straight route 

down San Fernando Road.  The short distance from the City is a very important factor with 

regard to work flow and customer convenience.  Tow units can arrive on scene within 10-15 

minutes from the time of call.  This permits officers to expeditiously complete their 
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assignment and be available for other calls for service.  In addition, the short distance affords 

customers, who may not have subsequent transportation, a direct route to the yard via San 

Fernando Road. 

 

 Jon’s Towing is 7.85 miles from the SFPD. The significant distance from the SFPD is 

accessed via the freeway.  As a result, Jon’s Towing would be inconvenient for customers to 

access in a timely manner.  In addition, the time to dispatch units at the request of SFPD 

would most likely not meet the 10-15 minute time frame and could take longer depending 

upon traffic conditions. 

 

 Larry’s Towing is the only prospective vendor located within the City of San Fernando at a 

distance of .6 miles from the SFPD via a direct route down First Street.  

 

 Mid Valley Towing is located 8.12 miles from the SFPD. The significant distance from the 

SFPD is accessed via the freeway.  As a result, Mid Valley Towing would be inconvenient 

for customers to access in a timely manner.  In addition, the time to dispatch units at the 

request of SFPD would most likely not meet the 10-15 minute time frame and could take 

longer depending upon traffic conditions.   

 

Office Facility 

 

 The office facility for Black & White Garage, Incorporated is well maintained and contained 

many customer amenities including a customer waiting area with seating, a vending machine 

and a unisex restroom accessible without the assistance of an employee.  A customer-

accessed restroom is important because it reduces the need of staff to halt work activities to 

provide access.  The waiting area is video monitored in order to memorialize the exchange 

between staff and customers.  This ensures that all customers are treated with courtesy and 

professionalism. In addition, the property contains off-street customer parking immediately 

adjacent to the office that is well lit and video monitored.  This provides for additional 

customer safety and convenience.   

 

 Jon’s Towing had a very small customer waiting area with no seating, amenities or video 

surveillance. Customers may access the restroom facilities with the assistance of an 

employee. The primary storage lot does not house any off-street customer parking and is 

located within an industrial compound.  This geographic location and set up can create a 

concern for customer safety and comfort.  At the time of inspection, there was limited 

parking on the street adjacent to the facility.   

 

 Larry’s Towing has a very clean office that has a secure waiting area with no video 

surveillance or seating.  Customers may access a restroom and seating when assisted by an 

employee.  Larry’s Towing does not house any off-street customer parking and is located 

within an industrial area where there is limited on-street parking available during normal 

business hours.  

 

 The office at Mid Valley Towing is clean and in good condition. The waiting area has seating 

and a pay phone adjacent to the customer service window.  There is no video surveillance 
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and customers may use the restroom facility when escorted by an employee.  At the time of 

inspection, there was limited parking in front of the office as the company had a heavy duty 

tow truck parked in front and there is no off-street customer parking.   

 

Staffing Provisions 

 

Sufficient Personnel, Dispatchers and Tow Unit Operators:  

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated, employs (18) individuals, including (6) dispatchers and 

(11) drivers.  All undergo a background investigation, including fingerprint check.  All staff 

members were wearing uniform shirts that clearly displayed their name, rank and the Black 

& White Garage, Incorporated shoulder patch at the time of inspection.  The office is staffed 

24 hours per day, 7 days per week, 365 days per year.  Vehicles are released during normal 

business hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.  The dispatch center staffs two dispatchers who are 

available to address the customer service window, as well as requests for service from 

municipalities and tow unit operators.  The availability of multiple drivers is important as it 

can reduce the possibility of time delays in response to calls for service.   

  

 Jon’s Towing employs (6) tow unit operators and (1) dispatcher.  During our inspection, 

there was no one monitoring the customer service window.  After a minute, the tow unit 

operator that came to the window was not wearing his uniform.  While inside, we saw that 

other employees inside of the office within view through the customer service widow were 

also not wearing their uniform shirts, but had them on at the conclusion of the inspection.  

All employees undergo a background check that includes a fingerprint check.  Staff is 

available 24 hours per day, 6 days per week, and the owner works from home on Sunday.  

Having only one dispatcher has the potential to cause service delays when the need arises to 

address both the customer service window, in addition to telephonic requests for service. 

 

 Larry’s Towing employs (5) persons including the owner who is also the sole dispatcher, and 

driver (3) lightweight drivers and (2) heavy tow unit operators.  All of their employees 

undergo a background investigation including a fingerprint check that meets the standards for 

the CHP.  During our inspection, the owner and (1) driver present were wearing uniform 

shirts that displayed their names and the name of the business.  Larry’s Towing will modify 

their current operating hours to conform to the RFP.   

 

 Mid Valley Towing employs (10) individuals, which include the (2) owners, (1) dispatcher 

and (7) tow unit operators.  All employees undergo a background check, including 

fingerprint check that meets the specifications for the CHP. Most employees were wearing 

uniform shirts with name tags during the inspection. Presently, calls for service received 

when the business is closed are forwarded to the owner and or the on-call tow unit operator 

who also functions as the on-call dispatcher.  Upon award of contract, Mid Valley Towing 

would extend their current operating hours from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. hours to meet the RFP 

requirement.    
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Vehicles and Equipment 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated, maintains a fleet of (16) vehicles, which includes (2) 

wheel lift tow vehicles, (9) flatbeds, and (5) forklifts.  Black & White Garage, Incorporated, 

does not own a heavy duty tow vehicle that would be used to secure a large vehicle such as 

an 18 wheeler, but sub-contracts for that service with both OPG certified vendors, Ross 

Baker Towing and Keystone Towing.   

 

 Jon’s Towing maintains a fleet of (2) tow units and (1) flatbed which does not meet the 

requirements per the RFP.   

 

 Larry’s Towing maintains a fleet of (1) tow unit, (2) flatbeds, (2) heavy duty vehicles and (1) 

tractor trailer that are all inspected annually by the CHP.  During inspection, the owner stated 

that an additional tow unit is “on order” to meet the specifications of RFP. 

 

 Mid Valley Towing maintains a fleet of (2) tow units and (2) flatbeds that are sufficiently 

equipped and inspected annually by the CHP.   

 

Insurance Provisions 

 

 Black & White Garage, Incorporated exceeded the required insurance mandates.   

 

 Jon’s Towing did not meet both the Garage Keepers and On-Hook Liability requirements. 

 

 Larry’s Towing did not meet both the Garage Keepers and On-Hook Liability requirements; 

however, the owner did acknowledge the insurance deficit within their proposal and stated 

that he would provide additional coverage subject to being selected as the City’s contractor 

for vehicle storage and towing services.  

 

 Mid Valley Towing did not meet both the Garage Keepers and On-Hook Liability 

requirements. 

 

 

CONCLUSION: 
 

Although all potential vendors agreed to conform to the RFP requirements in various categories 

including hours of operation and towing and storage rates, Black & White Garage, Incorporated 

was the only proposed vendor to meet and in some cases exceed all the requirements. Black & 

White Garage, Incorporated has distinguished itself through their state of the art facilities that are 

well maintained and secured so as to provide excellent customer amenities in addition to 

reducing damage, injury and liability in the handling and storage of towed vehicles.  In addition 

Black & White Garage, Incorporated has ample equipment and staff to professionally address all 

customer needs in addition to the current and future needs of the City of San Fernando.  To date, 

there have been no lawsuits or other liability issues associated with Black & White Garage, 

Incorporated. The SFPD has not received any complaints from the general public or from staff 

regarding Black & White Garage, Incorporated.  
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In addition, Black & White Garage, Incorporated, is the only proposed vendor who is a certified 

Official Police Garage (OPG) with the City of Los Angeles.  As described on the City of Los 

Angeles Official Police Garage webpage, OPGs are highly regulated tow providers whose 

practices are controlled by the City of Los Angeles Police Commission (CID).  The strict 

regulations include internal policies and procedures, administrative requirements, insurance 

requirements that indemnify the City, customer service decorum, facility and equipment 

requirements and rates. More specifically, OPGs must comply with 25 separate City of Los 

Angeles regulations, as well as additional State and Federal laws pertaining to conduct, 

performance and appearance.   

 

Because of their current ability to meet all of the requirements in the RFP as demonstrated during 

the onsite inspections, in addition to the augmented oversight and regulatory compliance 

facilitated by the Los Angeles Police Commission, Black & White Garage, Incorporated has 

demonstrated the ability to professionally and competently address the current and future needs 

of the City of San Fernando.  As a result, it is the recommendation of the Police Department to 

award the Vehicle Towing and Storage Contract to Black & White Garage, Incorporated.   

 

 

BUDGET IMPACT: 
 

Based on the fact that the current franchise fee of $45.00 has not changed and the recommended 

vendor is the current Franchisee, the forecasted revenue will be based on the number of actual 

vehicle’s towed. The revenue for Vehicle Towing and Storage Services for Fiscal Years 2011-

2012 and 2012-2013 was $38,025 and $27,990, respectively.  The current year-to-date revenue 

for FY 2013-2014 is $13,095.  Based on the monthly average number of vehicles towed, it can 

be estimated that the Police Department will impound approximately 516 vehicles during Fiscal 

Year 2014-2015 and produce approximately $23,220 in revenue. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 

A. Resolution No. 7594 and Exhibit A: Franchise Agreement for City Vehicle Towing and 

Storage Services (Contract No. 1740) 

B. Current Franchise Agreement (Contract No. 1608) 

C. Comparison Summary 

D. Photographs  

E. RFPs for City Vehicle Towing and Storage Services (provided under separate cover the City 

Council on March 17, 2014) 
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AGENDA REPORT 

FINANCE DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-7307                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
  
Date:  February 19, 2019 

 
Subject: Consideration to Approve a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the San 

Fernando Management 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 
 
a. Approve a Memorandum of Understanding (Attachment “A” – Contract No. 1905) between 

the City of San Fernando and the San Fernando Management Group for a three-year term 
(July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021); 
  

b. Authorize the City Manager to make non-substantive corrections and execute all related 
documents. 

 
  
BACKGROUND: 

1. On September 21, 2015, the City and San Fernando Management Group (SFMG) executed a 
three-year Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the term of July 1, 2015 through 
June 30, 2018 (Contract No. 1796). 

 
2. In April 2018, the City and SFMG met to begin negotiations for a new MOU.  The City and 

SFMG met regularly between April 2018 and January 2019. 
 

3. In January 2019, the two parties reached a tentative agreement for a successor MOU 
(Attachment “A”). 
 
 

ANALYSIS: 
 
After meeting on multiple occasions over a number of months, the City and SFMG have 
tentatively agreed to a new MOU (Attachment “A”) that addresses some of the City’s long-term 
issues (i.e., limits the City’s exposure to increased health costs with a 4% annual cap, decreases 

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 171 of 274



Consideration to Approve a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the San Fernando 
Management Group  
Page 2 of 3 
 
 

the amount paid to employees that opt-out of health benefits, and eliminates longevity pay for 
new employees) while providing modest compensation to employees. 
 
The most significant terms are highlighted below: 
 
1. Three-year MOU covering the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021. 

 
2. Salary Adjustments: 

 

 Year 1:  2.0%, retroactive to September 1, 2018 

 Year 2:  2.5% 

 Year 3:  2.5% 
 

3. Continues the full flex cafeteria plan for all active unit employees.  The amount paid to 
employees that opt out of the City’s health benefits will be reduced by $635 per month and 
the flex dollar amount will be adjusted each January 1st based on the average change from 
the prior year’s monthly premiums, not to exceed 4%.  The monthly flex dollar amounts for 
2018 and 2019 are as follows: 
 

 January 1, 2018 January 1, 2019 

Opt Out: $ 845 $ 210 

Employee only: $ 845 $ 870 

Employee + 1: $ 1,463 $ 1,507 

Family: $ 1,969 $ 2,028 

 
4. Employees hired after July 1, 2018 will not be eligible to receive longevity pay based on 

years of service. 
 

 
BUDGET IMPACT: 

The total annual net additional cost of the proposed MOU is outlined in the table below:   
 

Fiscal Year General Fund Retirement Fund 

2018-2019 $ 6,975 $ 1,128 

2019-2020 Additional Cost $ 10,671 $ 1,723 

2020-2021 Additional Cost $ 10,938 $ 1,767 

 
Sufficient contingency funds have been included in the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Adopted Budget 
to cover the additional cost. 
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CONCLUSION: 

Staff believes the proposed MOU between the City and SFMG represents a balanced agreement 
that provides fair compensation to SFMG employees in exchange for concessions that will limit 
the City’s long-term health care exposure and improve the City’s long-term stability. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: 

A. Contract No. 1905  
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ARTICLE 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.01 PREAMBLE  

This "Memorandum of Understanding" ("MOU") is entered into by and between the Service 
Employees International Union Local 721 (“SEIU 721”), the San Fernando Management Group 
("SFMG") (collectively referred to as SFMG/SEIU 721) and the City of San Fernando ("City"). This 
MOU has, as its purpose, the promotion of fair and harmonious relations between the City and 
SFMG/SEIU 721 and the employees it represents, the establishment of a fair, equitable, and 
peaceful procedure for the resolution of misunderstandings or differences which may arise 
under this MOU, and the establishment of wages, hours and terms and conditions of 
employment that significantly and adversely affect the employees covered by this MOU. 

1.02 RECOGNITION 

The City recognizes “SFMG/SEIU 721” as the exclusive bargaining representative of the 
employees in this unit, subject to the right of an employee to self-representation, however, any 
decision resulting from a grievance filed by an individual employee without the Union’s 
involvement at any stage of the grievance procedure shall not: (1) be binding upon the Union, 
(2) set a precedent for future decisions, or (3) change the terms of this MOU which has been 
collectively bargained by the Union on behalf of the represented employees. The term 
"employee" or "employees" is used to refer to those employees in the following classifications: 
Administrative Analyst, Management Analyst, Personnel Manager, Senior Accountant, and 
Treasury Manager, and such other classifications as may, from time to time, be added to the 
unit by the City. 

1.03 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU)  

This MOU constitutes an agreement and joint recommendation for ratification by the general 
membership of SFMG/SEIU 721, and approval and adoption in its entirety by the City Council of 
the City of San Fernando.  

Whenever any ordinance, rule, regulation, resolution or other action is required for the 
implementation of this MOU, the effective date of that ordinance, rule, regulation, etc. will be 

the same as the effective date provided for in this MOU, unless otherwise specified to become 
effective at a different date. 
 
Except as specifically provided herein, the parties do not waive their rights to meet and confer 
in good faith during the term of this MOU with respect to any other matters within the scope of 
representation. 
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ARTICLE 2 TERM   

2.01 TERM 

This MOU shall be effective beginning 12:00 A.M. on July 1, 2018, and shall terminate at 
11:59 P.M. on June 30, 2021. 

Either party to this MOU wishing to negotiate a successor MOU shall deliver to the other party 
by the end of April of the final year of the MOU, a formal request to reopen negotiations along 
with a list of negotiable working conditions proposed for meeting and conferring. 

ARTICLE 3 CITY RIGHTS 

3.01 CITY RIGHTS 

The City’s rights include, but are not limited to, the exclusive right to determine the mission of 
its constituent departments, commissions, and boards; set standards of service; determine the 
procedures and standards of selection for employment and promotion; direct its employees; 
take disciplinary action for cause; relieve its employees from duty because of lack of work or for 
other legitimate reasons; maintain the efficiency of governmental operations; determine the 
method, means, and personnel by which government operations are to be conducted; 
determine the content of job classifications; take all necessary actions to carry out its mission in 
emergencies; and exercise complete control and discretion over its organization and technology 
of performing its work, unless and only to the extent that the provisions of this MOU 
specifically curtail or limit such rights, powers, and authority. 

ARTICLE 4 EMPLOYEE RIGHTS  

4.01 EMPLOYEE RIGHTS 

Employees of the City shall have the right to form, join, and participate in the activities of the 
employee organizations of their own choosing for the purpose of representation on all matters 
of employer-employee relations including but not limited to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment. Employees of the City also shall have the right to refuse to join or 
participate in the activities of employee organizations and shall have the right to represent 
themselves individually in their employment relations with the City. No employee shall be 
interfered with, intimidated, restrained, coerced, or discriminated against by the City or by any 
employee organization because of the exercise of these rights. 
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ARTICLE 5 SALARY   

5.01 COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT/EQUITY ADJUSTMENTS 

The base salary for each represented unit classification shall be adjusted as follows: 

 Effective on the first day of the first full pay period following September 1, 2018, the 
base salary for each represented unit classification shall be increased by two percent 
(2%). 

 Effective on the first day of the first pay period beginning after July 1, 2019, the base 
salary for each represented unit classification shall be increased by two and one-half 
percent (2.5%). 

 Effective on the first day of the first pay period beginning after July 1, 2020, the base 
salary for each represented unit classification shall be increased by two and one-half 
percent (2.5%). 

5.02 DEFINITIONS 

As used in this MOU, "Base Salary" means the salary classification, range, and step to which an 
employee is assigned. It excludes any additional allowances, special pays and non-cash benefits. 
As used in this MOU, "Regular Rate of Pay" shall be as defined in the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

5.03 CALCULATION OF BENEFITS 

If applicable, benefits that are percentage of base salary will be applied to the employee's base 
salary only. If an employee is entitled to multiple percentage based benefits, each benefit will 
be calculated against base salary independently (i.e., benefits will not be compounded). 

ARTICLE 6 LONGEVITY PAY 

6.01 LONGEVITY 

Employees hired by the City on or before July 1, 2018 are eligible for Longevity Pay under the 
following terms:  
 
1. Employees that have completed 10 years of continuous service with the City from date 

of hire, will receive an additional 3% above the base salary step. 

2. Employees that have completed 20 years of continuous service with the City from date 
of hire, will receive an additional 1% above the previous first longevity step, for a total 
of 4% above the base salary. 

3. Employees that have completed 30 years of continuous service with the City from date 
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of hire, will receive an additional 1% above the previous second longevity step, for a 
total of 5% above the base salary. 

An employee on a leave of absence without pay, with the exception of federal or state family 
medical leave, and/or military leave under the Uniformed Services Employment and 
Reemployment Rights Act (USERRA) and/or the California Military and Veterans Code, shall not 
have such leave time credited as service time for purposes of calculating the years of service. 

Employees whose original or rehire date is after July 1, 2018 are ineligible for Longevity Pay. 

ARTICLE 7 BILINGUAL PAY   

7.01 BILINGUAL 

The City shall provide Bilingual Pay in the amount of $100 per month to employees that satisfy 
the following conditions: 

1. The employee has satisfactorily demonstrated to the City his/her fluency in the Spanish 
language, based on a bi-annual written and/or oral testing procedures as selected by the 
City; and 

2. The employee is required, in the normal course of his/her duties, to communicate in 
Spanish with members of the public, as determined by the Department Head and 
approved in writing by the City Manager. 

ARTICLE 8 EMPLOYEE AND RETIREE INSURANCE BENEFITS 

8.01 MEDICAL, DENTAL, AND VISION INSURANCE FOR ACTIVE EMPLOYEES 

The City contracts with the California Public Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS) for 
medical insurance coverage. Eligible new hires are covered under the program on the first day 
of the month following enrollment. The City will contribute the Public Employee's Medical and 
Hospital Care Act (PEMHCA) statutory minimum on behalf of each participant in the program. A 
participant is defined as: 

1. An enrolled employee and eligible dependents; 
2. An enrolled retiree and eligible dependents; and 
3. A surviving annuitant. 

Employees shall receive a monthly flex dollar allowance to purchase medical, dental and vision 
benefits offered through the City's insurance plans. 
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For 2018 and 2019, the monthly flex dollar allowances, inclusive of the statutory PEMHCA 
minimum, are as follows: 

 
January 1, 2018 January 1, 2019 

Opt Out: $845 $210 

Employee only: $845 $870 

Employee + 1: $1,463 $1,507 

Family: $1,969 $2,028 

Beginning January 1, 2020, and each January 1 thereafter, the monthly dollar allowance, 
inclusive of the statutory PEMHCA minimum, will be adjusted based on the average change 
from the prior year’s monthly premium from CalPERS contracting agencies in the Los Angeles 
Area Region for all plans.  The adjustment will not be less than 0.0% and will not exceed 4.0%. 

The monthly flex dollar allowance may be used in accordance with the terms of the cafeteria 
plan to purchase benefits offered under the cafeteria plan and other supplementary products. 
After enrolling in a mandatory medical insurance plan, or opting out under the "Opt Out" 
provision below, the if the premiums and/or costs for the selected benefits are less than the 
monthly flex dollar allowance, employees shall have the following options to: 

1. Purchase other benefits (i.e., dental and/or vision) or supplemental products, and have 
any excess flex dollars, up to the opt-out amount, currently $210, converted to taxable 
income; or 
 

2. Waive the other benefits (i.e., dental and/or vision) and supplemental products and 
have the excess flex dollars, up to the opt-out amount, currently $210, converted to 
taxable income.  

In the event that premiums and/or costs for the selected benefits exceed the monthly flex 
dollar allowance, the balance will be paid by the employee through automatic pre-tax payroll 
deduction, as permitted under IRS Code Section 125. 

If any other bargaining unit negotiates or a Department Head receives a flex dollar allowance 
that exceeds the amounts identified above, the City will adjust the flex dollar allowance for 
SFMG to match the higher flex dollar amount. 

Opt Out 

Employees may elect to discontinue participation in the CalPERS Health Plan medical insurance 
coverage ("Opt Out"), subject to the provisions set forth below. The intent of this provision is to 
share premium savings that the City will incur as a result of a unit employee canceling City 
coverage. 

A. The employee electing to waive City medical insurance coverage for themselves and all 
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eligible family members must annually provide the City with proof of other 
health/medical insurance coverage that meets the minimum essential coverage 
requirements, as established by the Affordable Care Act, through another source (other 
than coverage in the individual market, whether or not obtained through Covered 
California).  
 

B. Upon proof of other coverage as set forth in section A above, the employee may elect to 
waive the City’s medical insurance coverage, and receive the sum of the most expensive 
dental and vision premiums, currently $210, toward other items in the full flex cafeteria 
plan or convert it to taxable income. 
 

C. The employee must waive any liability to the City for their decision to cease coverage 
under the City's medical insurance plan. 
 

D. After electing to Opt Out, an employee who later requests to re-enroll under the City 
plan can only do so during the open enrollment period or after a qualifying event as 
permitted by the insurance carrier and Cafeteria Plan regulations.   
 

E. For medical insurance plans, when a unit employee is the spouse of another benefited 
City employee, the affected employees shall have the option of:    
 
a. Each employee may elect a flex dollar amount of a single employee; or  
 

b. One (1) employee may select a plan and list the spouse as a dependent under the 
two-party or family coverage, as applicable, and the remaining employee may opt-
out as outlined above. 

8.02 MEDICAL INSURANCE FOR RETIREES 

The City provides retiree medical benefits as follows: 

1. Retiree Medical Tier I: Employees retired on or before June 30, 2015: 

a. If retired on or before December 31, 2012, 100% paid medical insurance benefits for 
employee and eligible dependents. 

b. If retired on or after January 1, 2013, 100% paid medical insurance for employee and 
eligible dependents, excluding PERS Care plan, if the most expensive. 

2. Retiree Medical Tier II: Employees hired on or before June 30, 2015 and retire on or 
after July 1, 2015: 

a. If the employee meets the vesting schedule set forth in California Government Code 
Section 22893, 100% paid medical insurance benefits for whatever plan the 
employee selects for himself/herself and eligible dependents, except PERS Care plan, 
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if the most expensive. 

3. Retiree Medical Tier III: Employees hired on or after July 1, 2015, and subsequently 
retire from the City: 

a. If the employee meets the vesting schedule set forth in California Government Code 
Section 22893, they will receive the PEMHCA. 

b. The City shall contribute $100 per month into the Retiree Health Savings (RHS) Plan, 
as designated by the City.  

8.04 LIFE INSURANCE  

The City shall provide all employees with a $50,000 Basic Life and Accidental Death & 
Dismemberment insurance policy at no cost to the employee. 

ARTICLE 9 RETIREMENT BENEFITS   

9.01 RETIREMENT BENEFITS 

The City shall provide retirement benefits to eligible employees through CalPERS as set forth 
below. The definitions of "new" member and "classic" member are set forth in the Public 
Employee Pension Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA). 

First Tier: "Classic" members hired on or prior to November 12, 2005 receive 3% at 60 of the 
highest twelve (12) consecutive months’ compensation retirement calculation, as 
determined by CalPERS. 

Second Tier: "Classic" members hired after November 12, 2005 receive 2% at 55 of the 
highest twelve (12) consecutive months’ compensation retirement calculation, as 
determined by CalPERS. 

Third Tier: "New" members hired on or after January 1, 2013 receive the 2% at 62, of the 
highest thirty-six (36) consecutive months’ compensation retirement calculation as 
determined by CalPERS. 

In accordance with the existing contracts with CalPERS, the City also provides the following 
retirement benefits to employees: 

a. Fourth Level of 1959 Survivor Benefits (Government Code Section 21574). 

b. 5% Annual Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) for employees hired on or before November 
12, 2005; and annual 3% COLA for employees hired after November 12, 2005 
(Government Code Section 21335). 
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c. Credit for unused sick leave for employees as per CalPERS guidelines (Government Code 
Section 20965). 

9.02 EMPLOYER PAID MEMBER CONTRIBUTIONS 

The City shall pay 8.0% of the member contribution for First Tier “classic” members and 7.0% of 
the member contribution for Second Tier “classic” members.   

The City's payments, above, shall be treated as a "pick up" of employee contributions pursuant 
to IRC 414(h)(2).  

The City shall report the monetary value of the Employer Paid Member Contribution (“EPMC”) 
to CalPERS as special compensation earnable on behalf of each employee, pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 20636(c)(4). 

In accordance with PEPRA, "new" members shall pay the full employee contribution of 50% of 
the total normal cost. 

Contributions are pursuant to Government Code Section 20691, and are paid on a Pre-Tax 
basis.   

ARTICLE 10 MANAGEMENT LEAVE 

10.01 MANAGEMENT LEAVE 

Management leave provides a means of compensation for hours worked by exempt employees 
beyond their normal work schedule. The City shall provide eighty (80) hours Management 
Leave per year credited each January 1. Management Leave must be used in the year earned 
and cannot be carried over from one calendar year to the next. Unused management leave 
hours will be cashed out in December of each year at the employee's current hourly rate of pay. 
At the time of separation, any unused management leave hours will be paid at the employee's 
current hourly rate of pay, on a pro-rated basis. 

ARTICLE 11 ANNUAL LEAVE   

11.01 ANNUAL LEAVE 

Employees earn Annual Leave in lieu of vacation and sick leave. Annual Leave is intended to 
provide time for an employee to be away from the work environment and to enable such 
employee to return to work mentally and physically refreshed. 

The City shall provide for Annual Leave to accrue on a payroll to payroll basis prorated in 
accordance with the following rates. 
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0 — 4 years of City service: 6.15 hours per pay period (160/year) 
5 — 9 years of City service: 7.69 hours per pay period (200/year) 
10 or more years of City service: 9.23 hours per pay period (240/year) 

Employees who have pre-existing sick leave and/or vacation accrual balance shall convert sick 
leave to annual leave at the rate of one hour of sick leave to 0.5 hours of annual leave; and 
convert vacation to annual leave at the rate of one hour of vacation to one hour of annual 
leave. 

Employees may, at the employee's discretion, accrue up to eight hundred (800) hours of 
Annual Leave. Upon the employee's separation from City service, the employee shall be 
compensated for any unused Annual Leave at his or her regular rate of pay. 

ARTICLE 12 HOLIDAY LEAVE   

12.01 HOLIDAY LEAVE 

Each unit employee shall be entitled to the following holidays with pay (8 hours per holiday): 

(1) New Year's Day (7) Labor Day 
(2) Martin Luther King, Jr. Birthday (8) Veteran's Day 
(3) President's’ Day (9) Thanksgiving Day 
(4) Cesar Chavez's Birthday (10) Day after Thanksgiving 
(5) Memorial Day (11) Christmas Day 
(6) Independence Day (12) Floating Holiday 

Floating holiday hours are credited each January 1 and must be used before December 30. 
Unused floating holiday hours are not carried forward. 

ARTICLE 13 WORK SCHEDULE  

13.01 REGULAR WORK SCHEDULE 

City Hall business hours are from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. (Monday through Thursday) and 8:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (Fridays). Employees assigned to a regular work schedule shall work eight (8) 
hours per day, five (5) days a week, for a total of at least 40 hours per work week. 
 
13.02 MODIFIED WORK SCHEDULE 

Under a modified work schedule, employees work at least forty (40) hours during a work week, 
depending on their chosen work schedule, with various starting and ending times based upon 
the City’s needs. Employees shall not be required to charge their accrued leave time hours for 
payroll computation, provided at least forty (40) hours have been worked in that week.  
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The City shall include both the 5/8 and 9/80 work schedules for the duration of this 
MOU.  Employees under the 9/80 work schedule shall have the option of either working Shift A 
or B only, with opposite Fridays off, as consistent with current City policy and with Department 
Head’s approval. 

ARTICLE 14 TUITION REIMBURSEMENT  

14.01 TUITION REIMBURSEMENT 

The City shall reimburse employees for pre-approved courses to a maximum of $3,000 per fiscal 
year. Approval must be obtained from the City Manager prior to enrolling in the course. 
Requests for reimbursement and approval must be in accordance with the City's policy on 
tuition reimbursement. 

Tuition reimbursement shall be contingent upon employee satisfactorily completing course(s) 
with a minimum of a "B" grade and commit to continued service (employment) with the City for 
the equivalent of the school units, not to exceed two (2) years. 

ARTICLE 15 MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT  

15.01 MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT 

Employees who are required by the City to use their private vehicles for City business shall be 
reimbursed for mileage at the prevailing IRS rate. 

ARTICLE 16 ACTING PAY   

16.01 ACTING PAY 

Employees who, by written assignment, perform the duties of a position with a higher salary 
classification than that in which they are regularly employed, shall receive the compensation 
specified for the position to which assigned, if performing the duties thereof for a period of 
fifteen (15) or more consecutive work days. The increased compensation shall be retroactive to 
the first day of said assignment, and at the step within the higher classification as will accord 
the employee an increase of at least 5% of his or her current regular compensation. 

ARTICLE 17 DISCIPLINARY PROCEDURES 

17.01 DISCIPLINARY PROCEDURES 

Those unit employees who are a part of the competitive service can only be disciplined under 
the disciplinary procedures set forth in the City of San Fernando Personnel Rules and 
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Regulations.  Final disciplinary decisions shall be subject to judicial review in accordance with 
Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5. 

ARTICLE 18 LAYOFFS 

18.01 LAYOFFS 

Layoff of unit employees shall be done in compliance with City of San Fernando Personnel Rules 
and Regulations.  

ARTICLE 19 BEREAVEMENT LEAVE 

19.01 BEREAVEMENT LEAVE 

Employees shall be permitted to use up to five (5) paid days of bereavement leave following the 
death of an immediate family member and one (1) paid day following the death of an extended 
family member. 

For the purposes of implementing this benefit, the term "Immediate Family" shall mean 
grandparent, parent, parent-in-law, child, spouse, sibling (including step or half), or registered 
domestic partner as permitted by California law, or any person living in the employee’s 
household. Proof of residence may be required. "Parent" shall mean biological, foster, or 
adoptive parent, stepparent, legal guardian or person who has parental rights to employee. 
"Child" shall mean a biological, adopted, or foster child, stepchild, legal ward or a child of an 
employee who has parental rights. 

For the purpose of implementing this benefit, the term "Extended Family" shall mean: Aunts, 
Uncles, and Cousins, godparents or godparent equivalent. 

The City Manager may authorize additional days of unpaid leave for bereavement purposes on 
an as-needed basis. The unit member may utilize accrued annual leave for extended 
bereavement purposes. 

ARTICLE 20 OTHER PROVISIONS 

20.01 PROMOTIONAL DIFFERENTIAL 
 
Employees who receive a promotion shall be moved to the salary step that provides a minimum 

five percent 5% increase over the rate received in the former position.  Any regularly-assigned 

bonus or premium compensation amounts shall be included in calculating the step rate of the 

former position and added to the new salary, if applicable, after determining the appropriate 

salary step rate for the new position. 
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20.02  TECHNOLOGY 

The City will provide the necessary technology (i.e. cell phone, laptop, tablet computer, etc.) to 
those employees who, subject to Department Head approval, require the use of such 
technology outside of their regular working hours in order to complete their duties. 

ARTICLE 21 DEDUCTIONS  

21.01 DEDUCTIONS 

The City agrees that if individual members of the bargaining unit authorize in writing the 
deduction from their pay checks of dues to SEIU Local 721, the monies deducted will be 
remitted to SEIU Local 721. 

21.02 MAINTENANCE OF DUES PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 

Any employees who has authorized Union dues deductions on the effective date of this MOU or 
at any time subsequent to the effective date of this MOU shall continue to have such dues 
deduction taken by the City during the term of this MOU, subject to the following 
requirements:  

1. Any employee may terminate such dues deductions each year during the period of 
February 10 through February 28 (“window period”), by notifying the Union that he/she 
wishes to terminate the deduction of his/her Union dues.  
 

2. Such notification shall be sent by email and contain the following information:  
a. employee name; 
b. employee ID number;  
c. job classification;  
d. department name;  
e. and identify SEIU Local 721 at City of San Fernando as the Union from which 

dues deductions are to be cancelled.  
 

3. Email notification shall be sent to dues@seiu721.org. 
 

4. Notwithstanding the window period set forth in section 1 above, any employee may 
terminate Union dues at any time during the term of this MOU if the employee becomes 
a member of a bona fide religion, body, or sect that has historically held conscientious 
objections to joining or financially supporting public employee organizations. Any 
employee seeking to terminate union dues under this provision must submit supporting 
documentation to SEIU Local 721. 

The Union will provide the City with the appropriate documentation to process these dues 
cancellations within ten (10) business days after the close of the withdrawal period. 
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SFMG/SEIU Local 721 jointly and separately agree to fund any and all costs of defense and/or to 
indemnify the City should implementation or compliance with any portion of this Article result 
in a challenge by litigation and/or in a settlement or judgment. In such case, the City shall be 
authorized to select legal counsel of its sole choice in defending its interests in any said 
litigation. 

ARTICLE 22 PROVISIONS OF LAW AND SEVERABILITY 

22.01 PROVISIONS OF LAW AND SEVERABILITY 

The parties agree that this MOU is subject to all current and future applicable federal, state, 
and local laws. 

If any article, part, or provision of this MOU is in conflict with or inconsistent with applicable 
provisions of federal, state or local law or is otherwise held to be invalid or unenforceable by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, such article, part, or provision shall be suspended or 
superseded by such applicable law or regulation, and shall be of no force or effect, and the 
remainder of the MOU shall not be affected thereby. The parties shall, upon request, meet and 
confer over such suspension or supersession.  

ARTICLE 23 GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 

23.01 GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 

The City will process grievances in accordance with the City's established Personnel Rules.  Final 
decisions shall be subject to judicial review in accordance with Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5. 
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ARTICLE 24 SIGNATURE PAGE 

CITY OF SAN FERNANDO  SAN FERNANDO MANAGEMENT GROUP 
(SFMG) 

   

Nick Kimball Date 
Deputy City Manager/Director of Finance 

 Margarita Solis Date 
SFMG Member 

   

Alexander P. Meyerhoff Date 
City Manager 

 Kenneth Jones Date 
SFMG Member 

  

 
 
 
 

  Sonia Garcia Date 
SFMG Member 
 
 
Approved as to form: 

 

Jody Klipple Date 
SEIU Local 721 
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AGENDA REPORT 

FINANCE DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-7307                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
 By: Michael E. Okafor, Personnel Manager 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Consideration to Adopt a Resolution Amending the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Salary 

Schedule to Include the Police Reserve Program Stipends and the Negotiated 
Wage Adjustments for the San Fernando Management Group  

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 
 
a. Adopt Resolution No. 7904 (Attachment “A”) amending the Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-2019 

Salary Schedule to include the Police Reserve Program stipends and the negotiated wage 
adjustments for certain job classifications in the San Fernando Management Group (SFMG);  
 

b. Approve the implementation of the updated and negotiated wages for all applicable 
employees; and 
 

c. Authorize the City Manager to make non-substantive corrections and execute all related 
documents. 

 
  
BACKGROUND: 

Police Reserve Officer Stipends. 

1. In or around 1956, the Police Department started the Police Reserve Program.  Reserve 
Officers are appointed by the Police Chief upon successful completion of certain 
department requirements, pursuant to the State of California Government Code Sections 
1029 and 1031, as well as the Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST) rules and 
regulations. 
 

2. Reserve Officers must be eligible for appointment as peace officers under California law, 
including meeting all requirements established by POST, such as completion of a POST-
certified instruction at an approved academy. 
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3. Upon appointment, the Police Department issues the standard police equipment to the 
Reserve Officer.  The Reserve Officer is required to maintain all uniforms and equipment, 
and keep them clean and in a serviceable condition to be ready for immediate use at all 
times. 

 
4. All Reserve Officers are members of the California Reserve Peace Officers’ Association 

(CRPOA), and are required to pay membership dues. 
 

5. Each Reserve Officer shall work a minimum of 20 hours per month. 
 
SFMG Wage Adjustments. 
 
1. On September 21, 2015, the City and San Fernando Management Group (SFMG) executed a 

three-year Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the term of July 1, 2015 through 
June 30, 2018 (Contract No. 1796). 
 

2. In April 2018, the City and SFMG met to begin negotiations for a new MOU.  The City and     
       SFMG met regularly between April 2018 and January 2019. 
 
3. In January 2019, the two parties reached a tentative agreement for a successor MOU, which   
      is scheduled for City Council adoption on February 19, 2019.  
 

 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Police Reserve Officer Stipends. 
The Police Reserve Program is a volunteer program with no salary paid for volunteer hours. 
However, pursuant to the general provisions of the Police Department Manual, each Reserve 
Officer who works a minimum of 20 hours in a given month shall be paid an equipment 
maintenance allowance or stipend, which is paid on a quarterly basis. Currently, $100 is paid as 
monthly stipend to eligible Reserve Officers.  This payment needs to be reflected in the FY 
2018-2019 Salary Schedule, effective July 1, 2018. 
 
SFMG Wage Adjustments. 
The agreement for a successor MOU includes, amongst other things, the following wage related 
items that necessitate an amendment to the FY 2018-2019 Salary Schedule: a) 2% salary 
adjustment in year one, retroactive to the first day of the first full pay period following 
September 1, 2018; and b) Employees originally hired or rehired after July 1, 2018 will not be 
eligible to receive longevity pay based on years of service. 
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BUDGET IMPACT: 

The Reserve Officer stipends are included in the FY 2018-2019 Adopted Budget.  The proposed 
amendment is simply to codify existing practice in the salary schedule.  
 
Sufficient contingency funds have been included in the FY 2018-2019 Adopted Budget to cover 
the costs for the SFMG wage adjustments.  
 

 
CONCLUSION: 

Adoption of Resolution No. 7904 to amend the FY 2018-2019 Salary Schedule is necessary to 
reflect and implement the Reserve Officer stipends, as well as the negotiated MOU provisions 
for wage adjustments and benefits for certain job classifications.  
 
 
ATTACHMENT: 

A. Resolution No. 7904 
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RESOLUTION NO. 7904 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 

FERNANDO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING PORTIONS OF 

SECTIONS 1, 2 AND 3 OF RESOLUTION NO. 7866, ADOPTED 

JUNE 18, 2018 

 
 THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN FERNANDO DOES HEREBY 

RESOLVE, FIND, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 

 

 

 SECTION 1:  That that portion of Section 2 of Resolution No. 7866, adopted June 18, 

2018, as amended, be further amended by adding the following subsection (F) “Compensation for 

Police Reserve Officers” on page 8, effective July 1, 2018: 

 

 (F)  COMPENSATION FOR POLICE RESERVE OFFICERS 

        Each Police Reserve Officer who works a minimum of twenty hours in a given month

        shall be paid One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) monthly stipend as equipment   

        maintenance allowance, which shall be paid on a quarterly basis. 

 

 

 SECTION 2:  That that portion of Section 1 of Resolution No. 7866, adopted June 18, 

2018, as amended, be further amended by deleting “Schedule M for Department Heads & Non-

Sworn Management” on page 4, and replacing it with the following, effective the first day of the 

first full pay period following September 1, 2018: 

 

      

SCHEDULE M 

FOR 

       DEPARTMENT HEADS & NON-SWORN MANAGEMENT  

 SALARY      

 RANGE      

 NUMBER  STEP A  STEP B  STEP C  STEP D  STEP E 

55  5647 5929 6227 6539 6867 

64  6955 7302 7667 8052 8454 

68  7640 8021 8423 8843 9286 

75  9130 9587 10066 10569 11098 

79  10079 10583 11111 11668 12249 

 

 

 SECTION 3:  That that portion of subsection (A) of Section 2 of Resolution No. 7866, 

adopted June 18, 2018, as amended, be further amended by deleting the following, effective the 

first day of the first full pay period following September 1, 2018: 
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                    SALARY  

                   RANGE 

                    NUMBER/         

   CLASSIFICATION                   SCHEDULE   STEP A     STEP B    STEP C    STEP D    STEP E 

Management Analyst 

Personnel Manager     

Senior Accountant                                                        

55M 

68M  

64M           

5536 

7490 

6819 

5813 

7864 

7159 

6105 

8258 

7517 

6411 

8670 

7894 

6732 

9104 

8288 

Treasury Manager 55M 5536 5813 6105 6411 6732 

 

 

 SECTION 4:  That that portion of subsection (A) of Section 2 of Resolution No. 7866, 

adopted June 18, 2018, as amended, be further amended by adding the following, effective the first 

day of the first full pay period following September 1, 2018: 

 
                    SALARY  

                   RANGE 

                    NUMBER/         

   CLASSIFICATION                   SCHEDULE   STEP A     STEP B    STEP C    STEP D    STEP E 

Management Analyst 

Personnel Manager     

Senior Accountant                                                        

55M 

68M  

64M           

5647 

7640 

6955 

5929 

8021 

7302 

6227 

8423 

7667 

6539 

8843 

8052 

6867 

9286 

8454 

Treasury Manager 55M 5647 5929 6227 6539 6867 

 

 

SECTION 5:  That that portion of subsection (G) of Section 3 of Resolution No. 7866, 

adopted June 18, 2018, as amended, be further amended by adding the following to Section (3) 

(G) (6) on “Longevity Pay”: 

 

“Non-sworn management employees originally hired or rehired after July 1, 2018 will not 

be eligible to receive longevity pay based on years of service.” 

 

 

SECTION 6:  Except as amended herein, all other provisions of Resolution No. 7866, 

adopted June 18, 2018, remains unchanged and in full force and effect. 

 

 

SECTION 7:  The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and shall 

cause this Resolution and her certification to be filed in the office of the City Clerk. 
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ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 19th day of February, 2019. 

 

 

 

                                                                           ____________________________________ 

  Joel Fajardo, Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

________________________________ 

Elena G. Chavez, City Clerk 

 
 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA                     ) 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES              ) ss 

CITY OF SAN FERNANDO                  ) 

 

     I, Elena G. Chavez, City Clerk of the City of San Fernando, do hereby certify that the foregoing 

Resolution was duly adopted by the City Council held on the 19th day of February, 2019, and that 

the same was passed by the following vote, to wit: 
 

      AYES: 

 

      NOES: 

 

     ABSENT: 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Elena G. Chavez, City Clerk  
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AGENDA REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1201                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Mayor Joel Fajardo 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Discussion Regarding San Fernando Credit Downgrade, Financial Stability and 

Use of Measure A Funds 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I have placed this item on the agenda to discuss the credit downgrade of the City’s 2016 
Measure R debt issue, financial stability, use of Measure A funds, and to provide staff with 
direction. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In early January, Standard & Poor's Financial Services LLC (S&P) downgraded the rating for the 
City’s Measure R bond from A to BBB+ (refer to Attachment “A”).  The downgrade was a result 
of a change in S&P’s rating methodology for municipal bonds, which triggered S&P to review all 
of their outstanding municipal bond ratings.  Prior to the change in methodology, S&P would 
rate the credit worthiness of a municipal bond based solely on the funding source being 
leveraged.  The City’s overall financial position was not considered.  In this case, a countywide 
sales tax (Measure R) is considered a very stable revenue stream because it is so 
diversified.  The new rating guidelines require S&P to also consider the City’s overall 
creditworthiness.  Although the report recognizes the positive financial gains the City has made 
over the last few years, it also highlights the fact that the General Fund has been in a negative 
fund balance for more than five years, which was the basis for the downgrade. 
 
This downgrade does not impact the City’s Measure R financing as the bonds have already been 
sold and the debt service payments are fixed.  It does, however, provide some insight into how 
future bonds may be rated.  A BBB+ is still investment grade, but a lower rating increases 
borrowing costs and ultimately decreases the net amount of available proceeds. 
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Discussion Regarding San Fernando Credit Downgrade, Financial Stability and Use of Measure A Funds 
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S&P rating chart:   
 

 
 

BUDGET IMPACT:  
 
There is no impact to the budget by discussing this item.  Additional future costs to be 
determined based on City Council direction. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
 
A.  S&P Rating Report   
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Summary:

California Statewide Communities Development
Authority

San Fernando

Azusa; Sales Tax

Credit Profile

California Statewide Communities Dev Auth, California

Azusa, California

San Fernando, California

California Statewide Communities Dev Auth (Azusa) certs of part TRIP Total Rd Imp Prog (Azusa) (San Fernando) ser 2016
(AGM)

Unenhanced Rating BBB+(SPUR)/Positive Downgraded

Many issues are enhanced by bond insurance.

Rationale

S&P Global Ratings has lowered its underlying rating (SPUR) to 'BBB+' from 'A' on the California Statewide

Communities Development Authority's series 2016 local Measure R sales tax revenue certificates of participation

(COPs), issued on behalf of the cities of San Fernando and Azusa. The outlook is positive.

The rating action reflects the application of our priority-lien tax revenue debt criteria, published Oct. 22, 2018, on

RatingsDirect, which factors in both the strength and stability of the pledged revenue, as well as the general credit

quality of the cities as obligors (the obligors' creditworthiness, or OC). The priority-lien rating on the series 2016 COPs

is limited by our view of the City of San Fernando's general creditworthiness, and is constrained from going higher

unless our view of San Fernando's general creditworthiness improves. In our opinion, the pledged revenue has

exposure to the city's operating risk, and the city does not benefit from a limited scope of operations or extraordinary

expenditures flexibility; accordingly, the priority-lien rating on the series 2016 COPs has a close relationship to our

view of the OC.

Security

The COPs represent an interest in separate installment payments made by each city to the authority. Each city will

make the payments from a first lien on sales tax receipts allocable to each city from the Los Angeles County Measure

R 0.5% retail transactions and use tax (a form of sales tax) collected within Los Angeles County. The obligation to

make installment payments is not subject to appropriation or abatement. Separate debt service reserve accounts are

kept for each city and will be funded at the least of maximum annual debt service (MADS), 1.25x average annual debt

service, or 10% of principal. The collective payments from both cities equal the debt service on the COPs and each city

is solely responsible for its own payments, such that neither city is responsible for the other city's portion of the debt

service. As such, our rating is determined based on a weak-link analysis, which, in our view, is San Fernando's pledge.

WWW.STANDARDANDPOORS.COM/RATINGSDIRECT DECEMBER 28, 2018   2
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Credit fundamentals

Key credit considerations include:

• A very strong economic base for the Measure R sales taxes—Los Angeles County—which is the core of the broad

and diverse Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim metropolitan statistical areas and has a population of 10.2 million;

• Our view that pledged sales taxes tend to have low volatility;

• Adequate to strong MADS coverage for the COPs, based on their additional bonds test (ABT) of 1.5x MADS; and

• Relationship to the city of San Fernando, which bears operating risks associated with its prolonged period of

negative fund balances, although the city projects to post a positive fund balance by the end of fiscal 2019.

Economic fundamentals: Very strong

Measure R revenue is collected across Los Angeles County and distributed to each city based on the share of

population that lives within the city. So while the city's population is a determining factor in share of revenue received,

we view the county overall, rather than the individual cities, as the taxing base for the COPs. Los Angeles County is the

largest county in the nation by population, and its estimated 2017 gross county product of roughly $670 billion

represents nearly one-third of California's gross state product and is larger than the economic output of 44 U.S. states

and all but 21 countries in the world. The county's economic strengths include hosting the preeminent global hub of

the entertainment industry and a large and growing technology hub known as Silicon Beach; the county has

traditionally also benefited from two major ports, although we believe that rising international trade tensions could

reduce trade flows through these ports.

The county's per capita effective buying income (EBI) was 94.6% of the national level in 2017, and its unemployment

rate was 4.7%--slightly higher than the national level. While San Fernando's per capita EBI is significantly lower--58%

of the national level--the city's population has been a stable 0.2% of the county total since 2009, which, in our view,

mitigates the risk that the city's allocation of Measure R sales tax revenue will decline due to economic fundamentals.

As Measure R pledged revenue has a countywide taxing base of over 10 million people, with the cities' share of

receipts relatively stable, we view the economic base of the pledged revenue as very strong.

Volatility: Low

We assess the volatility of revenue to determine the likelihood of the availability of revenue during different economic

cycles. We have two levels of volatility assessment: macro and micro.

On a macro level, we consider sales and use tax revenue to have low historical volatility, based on total retail food and

service sales data from the U.S. Census Bureau over the past two decades. Our macro volatility assessment begins

with an assessment of the historical volatility of the economic activity being taxed, and includes an analysis of societal,

demographic, political, and other factors that could affect these activities. Nationwide retail and food service sales have

historically fluctuated moderately throughout severe economic downturns and price fluctuations, as sales of

nonessential goods is relatively cyclical. However, we expect overall collections to remain relatively stable nationwide,

given the relative inelasticity of demand for certain taxable goods and services. On the micro level, we also consider

the county's sales tax revenue to have low historical volatility, reflecting the county's very large size and importance to

the national economy. Taxable sales within the county declined by 18.2% cumulatively from 2007 to 2009, and have

subsequently grown by 4.2% annually through 2016 (latest data).
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Coverage and liquidity: Adequate-to-strong

San Fernando's Measure R sales tax allocations have shown strong growth in recent years, increasing by 10%

cumulatively from fiscal 2016 to 2018. In fiscal 2018 (unaudited), the city's Measure R allocations were roughly

$285,000, providing coverage of 1.54x MADS on the city's share of the series 2016 COPs. We expect that MADS

coverage on the city's share of payments to the series 2016 COPs will remain adequate-to-strong, given that they

benefit from an ABT of 1.50x MADS and that the city's coverage has historically been higher than 1.5x debt service.

Measure R sales tax revenue is collected by the state, and then transferred to LACMTA on a monthly basis after

deducting an administrative fee. LACMTA then allocates a portion of the Measure R revenue (15%) among the cities

within the county and transfers to each city its respective share on a monthly basis. For the series 2016 COPs, San

Fernando then immediately deposits its Measure R allocation into a Measure R account for purposes of making lease

payments to the respective trustees 15 days before they are due.

Liquidity for the series 2016 COPs is provided through a debt service reserve sized at the lowest of MADS, 10% of

principal, or 125% of average annual debt service. With adequate to strong coverage and a low volatility assessment

based on our view of the dependability of sales taxes, we do not make a downward adjustment to the coverage score

for these obligations due to potential liquidity pressures. San Fernando and Azusa maintain separate debt service

reserves for their own payments; each city's debt service reserves are not pledged as security for the other's

installment agreement payments.

Obligor linkage: Close

We believe the priority lien on pledged revenue provides some protection from operating risk; however, because

pledged revenue is collected by the state, administered by LACMTA, and distributed monthly to each city--which are

then responsible for transferring the pledged funds to the trustees--we consider the flow of pledged revenue to be

within the cities' direct control. We also do not view the cities as benefiting from a limited scope of operations or

extraordinary expenditure flexibility. We note that the San Fernando is using excess revenue in the Measure R account

to support some operations expenses. Under our criteria, this narrows the linkage between the priority lien pledge and

the OC, as we believe pledged revenue has some degree of exposure to operating risk.

Rating linkage to San Fernando

We assess the city's general operations because we view overall creditworthiness as a key determinant of an obligor's

ability to pay all of its obligations, including obligations secured by a special tax. Despite recent improvement, we view

the city's recent history of financial struggle, including its strained budgetary flexibility, as a limiting factor that

constrains the city's credit quality as well as the rating on the 2016 COPs. After experiencing over five consecutive

years of negative fund balances--driven by the mandated repayment of $4.5 million in misused pension funds, the

deficit operations of a regional pool, and the loss of revenue associated with the cessation of redevelopment

agencies--the city projects that it will end with a positive fund balance by the close of fiscal 2019. This projection is

supported by four consecutive years of surpluses, plus changes to the city's operations, such as transferring operations

of the pool to the county. We also note that the city's participation in the broad and diverse Los Angeles MSA adds

stability, and that a planned extension of a rail line into the City of San Fernando should support the city's continued

financial recovery.
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Outlook

The positive outlook reflects our view that there is at least a one-in-three chance that we could raise our rating on the

2016 COPs within the next two years. Under our criteria, there is a link between the attributes of the priority lien

pledge and the OC. Thus, in some cases movement in the OC could dictate or limit movement in the priority lien

rating. We could raise the rating if the City of San Fernando ends with positive operations in fiscal 2019, culminating in

a positive general fund balance, thereby improving San Fernando's OC. We could return the outlook to stable if San

Fernando's fund balance remains negative or we view the city as operationally imbalanced.

Certain terms used in this report, particularly certain adjectives used to express our view on rating relevant factors,

have specific meanings ascribed to them in our criteria, and should therefore be read in conjunction with such criteria.

Please see Ratings Criteria at www.standardandpoors.com for further information. Complete ratings information is

available to subscribers of RatingsDirect at www.capitaliq.com. All ratings affected by this rating action can be found

on S&P Global Ratings' public website at www.standardandpoors.com. Use the Ratings search box located in the left

column.
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AGENDA REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1201                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Vice Mayor Sylvia Ballin 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019 
 
Subject: Discussion Regarding Overview of Legal Authority and Other Considerations 

Relevant to the Implementation of a Local Minimum Wage Ordinance 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I have placed this item on the agenda for discussion. 
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT:  
 
There is no impact to the budget by discussing this item. Additional future costs to be 
determined based on City Council direction. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: 
 
A. Agenda Report re Overview of Legal Authority and Other Considerations Relevant to the 

Implementation of a Local Minimum Wage Ordinance (8/6/2018) 
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AGENDA REPORT

FINANCE DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898‐7307        WWW.SFCITY.ORG

To:  Mayor Sylvia Ballin and Councilmembers 

From:    Alexander P. Meyerhoff, City Manager 
By:  Richard Padilla, Assistant City Attorney 

Martin de los Angeles, Deputy City Attorney 

Date:    August 6, 2018  

Subject:  Overview  of  Legal  Authority  and  Other  Considerations  Relevant  to  the 
Implementation of a Local Minimum Wage Ordinance  

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

a. Receive and file a presentation from staff on the recent state and local minimum wage laws;
and

b. Provide staff direction.

BACKGROUND: 

1. Effective  July 24, 2009,  the  federal minimum wage  for non‐exempt employees was set at
$7.25 per hour.

2. On  September  25,  2013,  the  California  Legislature  enacted  legislation,  signed  by  the
Governor, raising the minimum wage  for all  industries. Accordingly, effective July 1, 2014,
the minimum wage in California was increased to $9.00 per hour. As of January 1, 2018, the
minimum wage in California is $11.00 per hour.

3. On May 19, 2015, the City of Los Angeles City Council approved a plan to increase the City’s
minimum wage to $15.00 per hour by July 1, 2020.

4. On June 1, 2015, City staff provided the City Council with a presentation on the City of Los
Angeles’ plan and received direction to continue staff review of the cost‐of‐doing‐business
study and analysis.

5. On  July  21,  2015,  the  Los  Angeles  County  Board  of  Supervisors  voted  to  increase  the
minimum wage in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County to $15.00 per hour by July 1,
2020.

ATTACHMENT "A"
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6. On April 4, 2016, the California Legislature enacted  legislation, signed by the Governor (SB 
3, Leno), which will  increase California’s minimum wage to $15.00 per hour by  January 1, 
2022. After January 1, 2023, future wage increases are tied to inflation. 

 
 

ANALYSIS: 

A.  Authority to Enact a Local Minimum Wage Ordinance. 
 
The Federal Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938  (“FLSA”) establishes a national minimum wage, 
which  is  currently  $7.25  per  hour.1  The  FLSA  expressly  permits  state  and  municipal 
governments to establish a minimum wage higher than the federal minimum wage.2  California 
has  exercised  this  authority,  adopting  a  separate  statewide minimum wage  that  is  currently 
$11.00 per hour and will  increase  incrementally  to $15.00 per hour by  January 1, 2022  (see 
Table).3  
 
Although the authority of general law cities is largely untested, there is no indication that state 
or federal law prohibits general law cities (like the City of San Fernando) from establishing local 
minimum wage requirements.  Initially, the majority of California cities adopting local minimum 
wage ordinances were charter cities.  While there has been speculation as to whether or not a 
general law city may enact a local minimum wage, it appears that general law and charter cities 
have the same authority to adopt local minimum wage ordinances.  The California Constitution 
gives both general  law and charter cities the power to “make and enforce within  its  limits all 
local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws of 
the  state.”4  It  is  also well  established  that  regulation  of  the  employment  relationship  is  an 
exercise of police power.5  This includes the establishment of a minimum wage.6  The power to 
regulate wages and employment conditions appears  to  lie within a state’s or a municipality’s 
police power.  States  also possess broad  authority under  their police powers  to  regulate  the 
employment relationship to protect workers within the state.  In turn, the California Labor Code 
further  that  “[n]othing  in  [the  Labor Code]  shall  be  deemed  to  restrict  the  exercise  of  local 
police powers in a more stringent manner.”7 
 
B.  City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles Minimum Wage Ordinance. 
 
The City of Los Angeles enacted a minimum wage  increase within  its city  limits to $13.25 per 
hour as of July 1, 2018, which will  increase  incrementally to $15 per hour  in 2020 (see Table). 

                                                 
1 29 U.S.C. § 206. 
2 29 U.S.C. § 218. 
3 See Labor Code § 1182.12. 
4 Cal. Const., art. XI, § 7. 
5 Metro. Life Ins. Co. v. Massachusetts (1985) 471 U.S. 724, 756; Salas v. Sierra Chem. Co. (2014) 59 Cal. 4th 407, 
423. 
6 Metro Life Ins. Co, 471 U.S. at 756. 
7 Labor Code § 1205(b). 
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The County of Los Angeles enacted a minimum wage increase similar to the City of Los Angeles’ 
plan (see Table), applicable only to unincorporated areas of the County.   
 
The  comparison of  the  three plans  for  large businesses  (26 or more employees)  is  set  forth 
below: 
 

Effective Date  Min. Wage 
City of LA 

Min. Wage 
County of LA 

Min. Wage 
State of CA 

July 1, 2014  $9.00 $9.00 $9.00 

January 1, 2016  $10.00 

July 1, 2016  $10.50 $10.50  

January 1, 2017  $10.50 

July 1, 2017  $12.00 $12.00  

January 1, 2018  $11.00 

July 1, 2018  $13.25 $13.25  

January 1, 2019  $12.00 

July 1, 2019  $14.25 $14.25  

January 1, 2020  $13.00 

July 1, 2020  $15.00 $15.00  

January 1, 2021  $14.00 

January 1, 2022  $15.00 

 
For all three minimum wage plans, small employers (i.e., 25 or fewer employees) are afforded 
one additional year to implement the prescribed increase. 
 
C.  Other Minimum Wage Efforts in California. 
 
Approximately twenty‐two (22) California cities and one (1) county (see Attachment “A”) have 
adopted minimum wage ordinances that exceed the state minimum wage rate.  The majority of 
cities that have adopted minimum wage ordinances are  in Northern California.   The Southern 
California cities  include Los Angeles, Pasadena, San Diego, and Santa Monica.   All of the 2018 
local minimum wages are higher than the state minimum wage.   Five cities have reached the 
$15.00  rate  ahead  of  the  statewide  increase:  Berkeley,  Emeryville,  Mountain  View,  San 
Francisco, and Sunnyvale.  
 
D.  Considerations to be Made in Fashioning a Local Minimum Wage Ordinance. 
 
There  are many  important  considerations  to  analyze  before making  a  decision  to  increase 
minimum wage.  As provided in the June 1, 2015 Agenda Report, the City of San Fernando is in 
a relatively unique position as the City is completely surrounded by the City of Los Angeles with 
the nearest incorporated cities—Santa Clarita, Glendale, Simi Valley and La Caňada Flintridge—
more than ten (10) miles away.   Therefore, businesses  in San Fernando compete directly with 
businesses  in Los Angeles for both employees and customers.   Businesses also weigh the total 
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cost  of  doing  business when  deciding where  to  locate.    Cost  of  business  decisions  typically 
consider local permit costs, business license fees, other taxes, and wage requirements.  
 
The June 1, 2015 Agenda Report referenced an economic study (“Study”) which concluded that 
there is a net positive economic impact to increasing the minimum wage.  While specific to the 
City of Los Angeles,  the Study explored  the  impact of  increasing  the minimum wage  to  three 
industries—1)  Restaurant,  2)  Retail,  and  3)  Manufacturing—all  of  which  are  prominent 
industries  in  San  Fernando  and  account  for  approximately  thirty  percent  (30%) of  the City’s 
sales tax base.  
   
Even  so, estimating  the  impact of a minimum wage  increase based on  this Study may prove 
difficult given the business operating costs specific to San Fernando.  Bearing this in mind, the 
following factors should also be considered  in determining whether to adopt a  local minimum 
wage ordinance for the City: 
 
1.  Timing of Increases and Affected Employers. 
 
Phase‐in  Schedule:  Cities  should  take  into  account  existing  and  potentially  new  state  laws 
regulating  the  minimum  wage  as  well  as  neighboring  jurisdictions’  regulations  to  assess 
potential  administrative  complications  for  the  city,  employers,  and  employees.  Since 
California’s minimum wage automatically increases by an amount equal to the rate of inflation 
or 3.5%  (whichever  is  less) beginning  in  January 2024,  cities must also  consider whether  the 
minimum wage should increase automatically every year after the final established wage rate is 
reached.  
 
Small Business Exceptions: Because  large employers generally have a greater ability to absorb 
the costs of an increased minimum wage, cities adopting a local minimum wage ordinance may 
consider establishing a separate minimum wage for small and  large employers. Depending on 
the city’s economic circumstances, however, treating small employers differently might result 
in  the benefits of an  increased minimum wage not  reaching a portion of  the city’s  low wage 
workers.  
 
2.  Exceptions and Special Considerations.  
 
Adoption  of  State  Formula: Adopting  state wage  formulas,  but  requiring  the  local minimum 
wage  to  be  used,  allows  a  city  to  take  advantage  of  the  state’s  existing  set  of  detailed 
regulations,  while  also  ensuring  the  local  minimum  wage  applies  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible. 
 
Collective  Bargaining  Agreements:  A  city  may  exempt  employees  subject  to  a  collective 
bargaining  agreement  from  the  city’s minimum wage  requirement provided  such  agreement 
complies with all federal and state  labor  laws.    If a city wants to exempt collective bargaining 
agreements  from  the  wage  ordinance,  the  city  may  consider  incorporating  standards  for 
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agreements to follow in order to be exempt from the local minimum wage.  Such a requirement 
would help ensure that employees are aware of the rights they are agreeing to waive. 
 
Treatment of Tips and Commissions: California  law prohibits an employer  from  counting  the 
tips  received  by  an  employee  toward  the  payment  of  the  California  minimum  wage.8    In 
contrast, an employer is generally allowed to count commission payments toward the payment 
of minimum wage.9   A  local minimum wage ordinance allowing tips to be counted toward the 
payment of minimum wage would decrease the impact of a minimum wage  increase on some 
employers, perhaps increasing support for the ordinance.  
 
Service  Charges:  Cities  adopting  local  minimum  wage  rates  may  also  consider  mandatory 
disbursement of hospitality service charges  (e.g., delivery  fees and  room service charges at a 
hotel)  to  employees.    Requiring  employees  to  receive  the  revenue  from  any  hospitability 
service  charges  ensures  that  the  employee  performing  the  service  receives  the  fee  for  that 
service.  
 
3.  Enforcement. 
 
The City should also give consideration to its capacity to oversee and enforce a local minimum 
wage ordinance.   To that end, some cities require an employer to certify that  it complies with 
the  requirements  of  the  ordinance whenever  it  applies  for  a  license  renewal.    Additionally, 
failure  to  pay  all  employees  the  local minimum wage  could  be  grounds  for  revocation  of  a 
business license.  
 
An ordinance could include authority to utilize the full range of enforcement tools provided to 
cities, such as imposing administrative citations and pursing civil enforcement.  Cities may also 
consider including within the minimum wage ordinance a private right of action for employees, 
which would help ensure employees receive the full protection of the ordinance.  
 
4.  Pooling Investigation and Enforcement with Other Local Government Agencies. 
 
A  smaller  city  such  as  San  Fernando may  not  have  the  resources,  or  the  need,  to  dedicate 
significant  staff  time  to  enforcement.  If  neighboring  cities  work  together,  they  can  share 
expertise  and  expenses,  such  as  sharing  the  cost  of  a  consultant  to  investigate  possible 
violations.  Accordingly, the City may want to explore whether the City of Los Angeles might be 
amenable to collaborating with San Fernando in the enforcement of its ordinance.  
 
5.  Sick Days 

  
Cities may also consider adopting minimum sick  leave benefits at the same time they adopt a 
local minimum wage ordinance. Advocates of such minimum benefits argue that the lack of sick 

                                                 
8 Labor Code § 351. 
9 Labor Code § 200. 
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leave can have  significant  financial consequences  for  low‐wage workers  if  they are  forced  to 
take time off due to sickness or to care for a family member.  
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT: 

The specific budget  impact  is contingent on the direction given by City Council and may range 
from little to no budget impact to a very significant budget impact.   
 
 
CONCLUSION: 

Staff  is  seeking City Council  direction  related  to  further  discussion  and  community  outreach 
related  to a potential minimum wage  increase  in San Fernando.   Potential direction  includes, 
but is not limited to, the following: 
 
1. Do not pursue increasing the minimum wage at this time (no budget impact); 

 
2. Continue  to pursue  increasing  the minimum wage and direct  staff  to conduct  the  related 

analysis (Cost of Attorney and staff time with a few months turnaround); 
 

3. Continue  to pursue  increasing  the minimum wage and engage an economic consultant  to 
calculate  the  specific  impact  on  San  Fernando  (significant  budget  impact  and  potentially 
significant turnaround). 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Summary of Local Minimum Wages in California 
B. June 1, 2015 Agenda Report with Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT “A” 
 

Summary of Local Minimum Wages California 

Berkeley City Minimum Wage 

Oct. 1, 2016: $12.53 per hour 
Oct. 1, 2017: $13.75 per hour 
Oct. 1, 2018: $15.00 per hour 

From July 1, 2019 Berkeley will peg its annual increases to match inflation rates. 

Cupertino City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.50 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2020: $15.35 (estimated based on CPI) 

El Cerrito City Minimum Wage  

July 1, 2016: $11.60 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2017: $12.25 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.60 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 

Beginning January 1, 2020 and each year thereafter the wage will increase based on the local 
consumer price index (CPI). 

Emeryville City Minimum Wage 

Effective date 
Minimum Wage businesses 
with 55 or fewer employees 

Minimum Wage businesses 
with 65 or more employees 

July 2, 2015  $12.25  $14.44 

July 1, 2016  $13.00  $14.82 (CPI) 

July 1, 2017  $14.00  $15.20 (CPI) 

July 1, 2018  $15.00  $15.60 (CPI) 

July 1, 2019  $16.00 (CPI)  $16.00 (CPI) 

July 1, 2020  $16.42 (CPI)  $16.42 (CPI) 
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Long Beach City Minimum Wage 

The minimum wage in Long Beach was originally scheduled to rise to $13 by 2019. However, 
only months after the originally passing the new ordinance, the City Council decided to slow the 
minimum wage increases to match the state’s new minimum wage law. 

Los Altos City and Town Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.50 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 

Adjustment of the minimum wage will be announced by October and shall become effective as 
the new minimum wage on Jan. 1 of each year. 

Los Angeles City and County Minimum Wage 

Effective date: 
Minimum Wage businesses 
with 26 or more employees 

Minimum Wage businesses 
with 25 or fewer employees 

July 1, 2016  $10.50  $10.00 

July 1, 2017  $12.00  $10.50 

July 1, 2018  $13.25  $12.00 

July 1, 2019  $14.25  $13.25 

July 1, 2020  $15.00  $14.25 

July 1, 2021  Increase by CPI  $15.00 

Malibu City Minimum Wage 

Effective date: 
Minimum Wage businesses 
with 26 or more employees 

Minimum Wage businesses 
with 25 or fewer employees 

July 1, 2016  $10.50  Federal Minimum 

July 1, 2017  $12.00  $10.50 

July 1, 2018  $13.25  $12.00 

July 1, 2019  $14.25  $13.25 

July 1, 2020  $15.00  $14.25 

July 1, 2021  Increase by CPI  $15.00 
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Milpitas Minimum Wage 

July 1, 2017: $11.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $12.00 per hour 
July 1, 2018: $13.50 per hour 
July 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 
July 1, 2020: Based on CPI 

Mountain View City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $13.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $15.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: Based on CPI 

Oakland City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $12.86 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.23 per hour Based on CPI 

Palo Alto City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.50 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 

Adjustment of the minimum wage will be announced by October and shall become effective as 
the new minimum wage on Jan. 1 of each year. 

Pasadena City Minimum Wage 

July 1, 2017: $10.50 per hour 
July 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
July 1, 2018: $13.25 per hour 
July 1, 2019: $14.25 per hour 
July 1, 2020: $15.00 per hour 

For companies with 25 or fewer employees, the same schedule is delayed by one year.   
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Richmond City Minimum Wage 

Effective date:  Employee Benefits  No Employee Benefits 

July 1, 2016  $10.02  $11.52 

July 1, 2017  $10.08  $12.30 

July 1, 2018  $11.91  $13.41 

July 1, 2019  $13.50  $15.00 

San Diego Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $11.50 per hour 

Beginning in 2019, the minimum wage increases on an annual basis as determined by CPI.  

San Francisco Minimum Wage  

July 1, 2016: $13.00 per hour 
July 1, 2017: $14.00 per hour 
July 1, 2018: $15.00 per hour 

Beginning in 2019, the minimum wage increases on an annual basis as determined by CPI.  

San Jose Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $10.50 per hour 
July 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.50 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 per hour 
 

San Leandro Minimum Wage 

July 1, 2017: $12.00 per hour 
July 1, 2018: $13.00 per hour 
July 1, 2019: $14.00 per hour 
July 1, 2020: $15.00 per hour 
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San Mateo Minimum Wage 

Year  Citywide  501(c)(3) tax exempt non profits 

2016  $10.00  $10.00 

Jan. 1, 2017  $12.00  $10.50 

Jan. 1, 2018  $13.50  $12.00 

Jan. 1, 2019  $15.00  $13.50 

Jan. 1, 2020  $15.00 + CPI  $15.00 

Jan. 1, 2021  CPI  CPI 

Santa Clara City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $11.10 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $13.00 
Jan. 1, 2019: $15.00 
Jan. 1, 2020: Based on the CPI 

Santa Monica Minimum Wage 

Year 
Businesses with 26 or 
more employees 

Businesses with 25 or  
less employees  

All Hotels 

2016  $10.50  $10.00  $13.25 

2017  $12.00  $10.50  $15.66 

2018  $13.25  $12.00  Inc. by CPI 

2019  $14.25  $13.25  Inc. by CPI 

2020  $15.00  $14.25  Inc. by CPI 

2021  $15.00  $15.00  Inc. by CPI 

Sunnyvale City Minimum Wage 

Jan. 1, 2017: $13.00 per hour 
Jan. 1, 2018: $15.00 per hour 

Following years: adjustment of the minimum wage based on regional CPI increase 

Citations:  
 
WageIndicator 2018, Paywizard.org, Minimum Wage California 
http://www.paywizard.org/main/salary/minimum‐wage/California  
 
California Minimum Wage Across Cities and Towns 2018 Guide for Employers 
https://www3.swipeclock.com/blog/california‐minimum‐wage‐across‐cities‐towns‐2018‐guide‐
employers/ 
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AGENDA REPORT

FINANCE DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340         (818) 898‐7307        WWW.SFCITY.ORG

To:  Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 

From:    Brian Saeki, City Manager 
By:  Nick Kimball, Finance Director 

Date:    June 1, 2015 

Subject:  Update of City of Los Angeles Recent Action to Increase Minimum Wage 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 

a. Receive and file a staff presentation on the City of Los Angeles’ increase of minimum wage;
and

b. Provide staff with direction.

BACKGROUND: 

1. On May 19, 2015, the City of Los Angeles City Council voted to approve a plan to  increase
the City’s minimum wage to $15 per hour by July 1, 2020.

2. Beginning in 2016, the minimum wage in the City of Los Angeles will increase as follows:

a. July 1, 2016:  $10.50
b. July 1, 2017:  $12.00
c. July 1, 2018:  $13.25
d. July 1, 2019:  $14.25
e. July 1, 2020:  $15.00

3. Beginning  in  2017,  a modified minimum wage  schedule  for  businesses with  25  or  fewer
employees will increase as follows:

a. July 1, 2017:  $10.50
b. July 1, 2018:  $12.00
c. July 1, 2019:  $13.25
d. July 1, 2020:  $14.25
e. July 1, 2021:  $15.00
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4. Non‐profit organizations with 25 or fewer employees may apply with a waiver if they meet 
certain criteria set forth by the City of Los Angeles. 

 
5. Beginning  July  1,  2022,  the minimum wage will  increase  annually  based  on  the  average 

Consumer Price Index over the previous 20 years.  
 

6. On  September  25,  2013,  the  California  Legislature  enacted  legislation,  signed  by  the 
Governor, raising the minimum wage for all  industries.   Accordingly, effective July 1, 2014, 
the minimum wage  in California was  increased  to $9.00 per hour.   Additionally, effective 
January 1, 2016, the minimum wage in California is $10.00 per hour. 

 
 
ANALYSIS: 

Minimum wage  is  the minimum  hourly wage  an  employer  can  pay  an  employee  for work.  
Minimum wage may be set by federal, state, or local governments, but cannot be less than the 
federal minimum wage, which is currently $7.25 per hour.  The State of California has enacted a 
higher minimum wage that is currently $9.00 per hour and will increase to $10.00 per hour on 
January 1, 2016.   The City of Los Angeles recently approved raising the minimum wage within 
their City  limits to $10.50 per hour on July 1, 2016 with  incremental  increases thereafter until 
the City’s minimum wage reaches $15 per hour in 2020.   
 
To  support  their  decision,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  retained  numerous  consultants  and 
commissioned an economic study from the Institute for Research on Labor and Employment’s 
Center  on  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  at  the  University  of  California,  Berkeley 
(Attachment “A”).  The study concluded, the proposed minimum wage increase would provide 
significant  gains  in  income  to  Los  Angeles’  low‐wage  workers  and  their  families.    Most 
businesses would be able to absorb the increased costs, and consumers would see a small one‐
time increase in restaurant prices.  The increases impact on overall employment is not likely to 
be significant.1 
 
There  are many  important  considerations  to  analyze  before making  a  decision  to  increase 
minimum wage.    The  City  of  San  Fernando  is  in  a  relatively  unique  position  as  the  City  is 
completely surrounded by the City of Los Angeles with the nearest incorporated cities – Santa 
Clarita, Glendale,  Simi  Valley  and  La  Cañada  –  Flintridge  – more  than  ten  (10) miles  away.  
Therefore, businesses in San Fernando compete directly with businesses in Los Angeles for both 
employees  and  customers.    Businesses  also  weigh  the  total  cost  of  doing  business  when 
deciding  where  to  locate.    Cost  of  business  decisions  typically  consider  local  permit  costs, 
business license fees, other taxes, and wage requirements.   

                                                 
1 M. Reich, K. Jacobs, A. Bernhardt, and I. Perry (2014); The Mayor of Los Angeles’ Proposed City Minimum Wage 
Policy: A Prospective Impact Study; Center on Wage and Employment Dynamics Study, University of California, 
Berkeley 
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In accordance with state  law, San Fernando’s minimum wage will  increase to $10.00 per hour 
effective January 1, 2016.   Further  increasing the City’s minimum wage to match Los Angeles’ 
minimum wage  schedule would  increase  the  cost  of  doing  business  in  San  Fernando, which 
may,  in  turn, put upward pricing pressure on  local goods and services.   Conversely,  failing  to 
increase  the minimum  wage may  keep  the  cost  of  doing  business  in  San  Fernando  lower 
relative to City of Los Angeles, but may put the City’s businesses at a competitive disadvantage 
in  the  labor pool due  to  lower wages.    It  is  important  to note,  if  local businesses are having 
trouble with hiring staff that meets their needs due to low wages, they may make the business 
decision to increase wages above the minimum wage to better compete in the labor pool. 
 
The economic study included as Attachment “A” (“Study”) provides information specific to the 
City of Los Angeles.  However, using the demographic and economic data provided in the report 
for the City of Los Angeles as well as demographic and economic data available for the City of 
San  Fernando,  staff  can  extrapolate  an  estimated  impact  on  the  effect  of  a minimum wage 
increase on workers in San Fernando. 
 
Estimating the impact of a minimum wage increase on business operating costs specific to San 
Fernando will  be  a  little more  difficult.    However,  the  Study  explores  the  impact  to  three 
industries – 1) Restaurant, 2) Retail, and 3) Manufacturing – which are all prominent industries 
in  San  Fernando.    Together,  those  three  industries  account  for  approximately  thirty percent 
(30%) of the City’s sales tax base. 
 
Overall, the Study concludes there is a net positive economic impact to increasing the minimum 
wage.    It  should  be  noted  that  there  are  also  studies  that  conclude  there  is  a  net  negative 
economic impact to increasing the minimum wage.  This particular Study has been highlighted 
because it formed the basis for the City of Los Angeles’ decision to increase minimum wage. 
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT: 

The specific budget  impact  is contingent on the direction given by City Council and may range 
from  little  to  no  budget  impact  to  a  very  significant  budget  impact.    See  options  in  the 
Conclusion of this report for a brief identification of potential budget impact. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 

Staff  is  seeking City Council  direction  related  to  further  discussion  and  community  outreach 
related to a potential minimum wage increase in San Fernando.  Potential direction include, but 
is not limit to, the following: 
 
1. Do not pursue increasing the minimum wage at this time (no budget impact); 
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2. Continue  to pursue  increasing  the minimum wage and direct  staff  to conduct  the  related 
analysis (minimal budget impact with a few month turnaround); 
 

3. Continue  to pursue  increasing  the minimum wage and engage an economic consultant  to 
calculate  the  specific  impact  on  San  Fernando  (significant  budget  impact  and  potentially 
significant turnaround). 

 
 
ATTACHMENT: 

A.  M. Reich, K. Jacobs, A. Bernhardt, and I. Perry (2014); The Mayor of Los Angeles’ Proposed 
City Minimum Wage Policy: A Prospective Impact Study; Center on Wage and Employment 
Dynamics Study, University of California, Berkeley  
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Executive Summary 
The Mayor of Los Angeles has requested that UC Berkeley’s Institute for Research on Labor and 
Employment conduct an impact study of his proposal to establish a city-wide minimum wage of $13.25 
an hour by 2017, phased in over three steps.  This report therefore examines the effects of the minimum 
wage policy on Los Angeles workers, businesses and the overall economy.  Drawing on a variety of 
government data sources, we find the following:

About 567,000 workers – or 37 percent of workers covered by the policy – would receive a pay raise 
under the proposed law by 2017.

•	 39 percent of female workers and 35 percent of male workers would receive pay increases.

Workers’ hourly wages and annual incomes would rise, resulting in a total increase in aggregate 
earnings of $1.8 billion (in 2014 dollars) by 2017.

•	 Hourly wages of affected workers would rise by an average of $1.89 per hour.

•	 Average annual earnings would increase by 21 percent, or about $3,200 per year.

Adults, workers of color, and working poor families would see significant benefits from the proposed 
policy.

•	 97 percent of affected workers are in their twenties or older, and 59 percent of the workers 
receiving raises are in their thirties or older.  

•	 The average worker who would benefit from the law contributes 51 percent of his or her 
family’s income.

•	 Workers of color (black, Hispanic, Asian and other) will disproportionately benefit from the 
law, representing about 83 percent of affected workers. 

•	 The affected workers have a wide range of educational backgrounds—46 percent have at least 
some college and 14 percent have a bachelor’s degree or higher.

•	 Over 80 percent of Los Angeles workers who are in low-income families will receive an increase 
in income from the proposed law. 

•	 The current median annual earnings of affected workers is about $16,000, or 44 percent of the 
median annual earnings in Los Angeles ($36,000).

Previous economic research on federal, state and local minimum wage increases has found little to no 
measurable effect on employment or hours from minimum wage policies.

•	 Instead, research evidence indicates that the costs of minimum wage increases are absorbed 
through reduced worker turnover, improved worker performance and small one-time increases 
in restaurant prices.  Increased costs may also be offset by the additional spending by low-wage 
workers and their families, acting as an economic stimulus in local economies.
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The proposed minimum wage law would have a modest impact on business operating costs and 
consumer prices.

•	 About half of all affected workers are employed in four industries:  restaurants (17.4 percent); 
retail trade (13.9 percent); health services (11.7 percent); and administrative and waste 
management services (9.5 percent).

•	 Operating costs would increase by 0.6 percent for retailers, by 4.7 percent for restaurants, and 
by 0.4 percent in the manufacturing sector by the time the proposed law is fully implemented 
in 2017.

•	 Restaurant prices would increase by 4.1 percent by the time the law is fully implemented.  A 
$10 meal would increase by 41 cents, to a total of $10.41.  For retail and the local economy as 
a whole, price increases would be negligible.

•	 We cannot rule out the possibility that the restaurant industry might experience small 
reductions in growth (about 560 fewer jobs a year) over the three year phase-in of the proposed 
law, and that some apparel manufacturing jobs might relocate outside the city.  

The percentage increase in the proposed minimum wage policy is above the average of existing local 
minimum wage laws, but within their range. 

•	 The proposal would raise Los Angeles’ minimum wage by 47.2 percent over 3 years in nominal 
dollars (adjusted for inflation, the percentage increase is 36.7 percent).  The 14 existing local 
minimum wage laws in the U.S. have mandated an average total increase of 41.3 percent, with 
a range of 13.3 percent to 84.5 percent.

•	 The proposed policy would increase the minimum wage to 59 percent of the Los Angeles 
median wage for full-time workers.  This ratio is similar to the ratio for Seattle, and somewhat 
above the 55 percent historical peak for the ratio of the federal minimum wage to the national 
median wage. 

In sum, the proposed policy would provide significant gains in income to Los Angeles’ low-wage 
workers and their families.  Most businesses would be able to absorb the increased costs, and 
consumers would see a small one-time increase in restaurant prices.  The policy’s impact on overall 
employment is not likely to be significant.
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4 Los Angeles’ Proposed City Minimum Wage Policy

Introduction
The Mayor of Los Angeles has requested that UC Berkeley’s Institute for Research on Labor and 
Employment conduct an impact study of his proposed minimum wage law for the city of Los Angeles.  
The proposal under consideration would establish a minimum wage of $13.25 an hour for businesses 
operating in the city by 2017.  The minimum wage would be raised to $10.25 an hour in 2015; to $11.75 
in 2016; and to $13.25 in 2017 (see Table 1).  It would then be indexed to inflation in subsequent years.  
The proposed law would cover everyone who works in Los Angeles (except state and federal government 
employees and the self-employed). 

In this report, we first estimate the number of workers that would be affected by the law and describe their 
demographic and job characteristics.  We next estimate the resulting increase in wages and analyze their 
likely impacts on business costs, prices and employment, drawing in part on previous research.  We then 
compare the magnitude of the proposed increase to those in existing local minimum wage laws.

Background 

Although Los Angeles experienced significant job losses and unemployment during the Great Recession, 
its recovery is well on track.  Employment growth during the recovery has matched that of California and 
Los Angeles County (see Figure 1).  During the past year (July 2013 to July 2014), the city’s employment 
growth rate of 2.7 percent has outpaced California’s of 1.6 percent.1  And while the city’s current 
unemployment rate of 9.1 percent is higher than California’s (7.4 percent), it has been declining at about 
the same rate as the state’s.2  In particular, analysts point to the recent rebound of the construction sector 
in projecting continued economic growth in the coming years (Beacon Economics 2014; Kleinhenz 2014).

By contrast, workers’ wages have not recovered.  Between 2007 and 2012, median annual earnings 
(adjusted for inflation) fell by 11.3 percent for those who work in the city of Los Angeles.3  And according 
to a recent Brookings Institution report, household income inequality in Los Angeles ranks ninth among 
U.S. cities and has increased since the start of the recession (Berube 2014).  

Los Angeles is one of many localities looking to set their minimum wages at levels that reflect local 
economic conditions and living costs.  To date, 14 cities and counties have approved local minimum 
wage laws, with Seattle capturing national attention this spring when it approved a minimum wage of 
$15 an hour, to be phased in over several years.  In California, San Jose voters approved a minimum wage 
initiative in 2012, and San Diego, Berkeley and Richmond all adopted city minimum wage laws this 
summer.  Oakland will vote on a $12.25 minimum wage in November, and San Francisco will vote on a 
$15 minimum wage.

Table 1.  The Mayor of Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Policy 

Year Nominal Dollars Constant 2014 Dollars 

2015 $10.25 $10.00 

2016 $11.75 $11.18 

2017 $13.25 $12.30 

Notes:  Constant dollar values are calculated using the average annual change for the past ten years of the 
Los Angeles-Anaheim-Riverside Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U). 
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Impacts on Workers

Estimated Number of Affected Workers

To estimate the number of workers affected by the proposed minimum wage increase, we obtain the wage 
distribution of workers in Los Angeles County using the 2012 American Community Survey (ACS), 
scaled to approximate employment counts for the city of Los Angeles.4  This step is necessary because the 
ACS does not allow us to identify individuals who work in the city of Los Angeles; the smallest geographic 
area for measuring place of work is the county.  (Using place of work data is critical for analyzing wages 
because 54.4 percent of those who work in the city of Los Angeles live outside the city).5  Our analysis 
suggests that the Los Angeles County wage distribution serves as a good proxy for the city of Los Angeles 
wage distribution.  For example, 2012 median annual earnings were $31,754 for workers employed in Los 
Angeles County and $31,746 for workers employed in the city of Los Angeles.6   We do not include self-
employed workers or federal or state government employees in our sample, since these groups of workers 
are not covered by the proposed Los Angeles law (the latter because of limits on city authority to regulate 
state and federal employers).

After simulating the wage distribution in the city of Los Angeles just before the proposed minimum wage 
law would go into effect in 2015, we estimate, for each yearly phase-in step, the number of workers that 
would be affected by the increase and the additional wages they would receive as a result.  We also project 
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Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages and UCLA Anderson Forecast (2014).  Data are not 
seasonally adjusted. 
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the wage distribution if the proposed law is not adopted; our impact estimates are therefore a comparison 
of wages under the proposed minimum wage law to wages under the state minimum wage law.  In 
constructing these estimates, we also adjust for expected employment growth and wage growth (see Welsh-
Loveman, Perry and Bernhardt (2014) for more details). 

Our model produces a low and a high estimate to account for measurement error.  Both estimates include 
a directly affected group (workers who make less than the proposed minimum wage) and an indirectly 
affected group (workers who make slightly more than the proposed minimum wage, but who are also 
likely to receive a small raise via what is known as the “ripple effect”).  The two estimates differ in their 
assumptions about the size of the ripple effect and the number of very low-wage earners (workers making 
less than the minimum wage).  More information on our methodology is available in the online technical 
appendix (Welsh-Loveman, Perry and Bernhardt 2014).  In this report we present the average of the two 
estimates, unless otherwise noted.

Table 2 shows the estimated number and percent of workers affected by Los Angeles’ proposed minimum 
wage increase.7  By 2017, 36.9 percent of covered workers will receive pay raises, or about 567,000 
workers.  The majority of the affected workers are directly affected workers – that is, those earning less than 
$13.25 when the law is fully implemented in 2017.

Estimated Size of Wage Increases

We also estimate the additional earnings that affected workers would receive as a result of the proposed 
city minimum wage law, relative to their earnings under the state’s minimum wage law.  Table 3 
presents four measures:  the average increase in hourly wages, the average increase in annual earnings, 
the average percentage increase in annual earnings, and the total projected increase in earnings.  By full 
implementation in 2017, we estimate that hourly wages of affected workers will have risen by about $1.89 
and that their annual earnings will have risen by about $3,200, an increase of about 21.4 percent.  In total, 
workers will earn about $1.8 billion more in the first year of full implementation as a result of the higher 
wage rate.  All estimates are expressed in 2014 dollars.8

Table 2.  Number of Workers Affected by Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Increase 

 Average Estimate Low Estimate High Estimate 

Year Number of 
Workers 

Percent of 
Covered 

Workers* 

Number of 
Workers 

Percent of 
Covered 

Workers* 

Number of 
Workers 

Percent of 
Covered 

Workers* 

2015 413,000 27.7 390,505 26.1 436,389 29.2 

2016 510,000 33.7 489,823 32.3 530,944 35.0 

2017 567,000 36.9 544,500 35.4 589,900 38.4 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ACS, OES, and QCEW data. 
* The proposal does not cover self-employed and state and federal workers. 
Note: The average estimate is the average of the low and high estimates. 
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Demographics of Affected Workers

Table 4 profiles key demographic characteristics of the workers affected (both directly and indirectly 
through the ripple effect) by the proposed Los Angeles minimum wage law.  

The first column of Table 4 displays the distribution of affected workers among demographic groups.  For 
example, 50.7 percent of affected workers are women and 49.3 percent are men.  Column 2 shows the 
same breakdown for all covered workers in Los Angeles.  The last column shows the percentage of workers 
in each demographic group that will be affected by the proposed law.  For example, 38.6 percent of female 
workers and 35.2 percent of male workers will receive a wage increase under the proposed law.

Contrary to the common perception that minimum wage workers are mainly teens, we estimate that 97 
percent of affected workers are in their twenties or older, and that 59 percent of the workers receiving 
raises are in their thirties or older.  Over one-third (36.4 percent) of affected workers have children and 35 
percent are married.  On average, affected workers contribute 51.0 percent of family income. 

Workers of color will disproportionately benefit from the law, representing about 83 percent of affected 
workers.  Over half of affected workers are immigrants (51.8 percent).  The families of affected workers 
are disproportionately low-income (with 51.3 percent at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty 
level).  Over four-fifths of working poor families will receive an increase in income from the proposed law.  
Compared to the overall workforce, affected workers are less likely to hold a Bachelor’s degree.

Job Characteristics of Affected Workers

In Table 5, we profile the job characteristics of workers affected by the proposed minimum wage law.   The 
median of annual earnings among the affected workers is less than half of the median for the Los Angeles 
workforce as a whole.  Affected workers are also more likely to work part-time and part-year than the 
overall workforce, and are less likely to have health insurance provided by their employer.  

The industry breakdown is also instructive.  About half of all affected workers are employed in four industries:  
restaurants (17.4 percent); retail trade (13.9 percent); health services (11.7 percent); and administrative and 
waste management services (9.5 percent).  (The latter set of industries includes building services contractors 
and employment agencies).  Several smaller industries also have a disproportionate number of affected 
workers, such as accommodation, apparel manufacturing, social assistance and other services. 

Table 3.  Cumulative Pay Increases for Workers Affected by Los Angeles’ Proposed 
Minimum Wage Law (in 2014 dollars) 

 2015 2016 2017 

Average Hourly Wage Increase $0.72 $1.08 $1.89 

Average Annual Earnings Increase $1,100 $1,800 $3,200 

Average Percent Annual Earnings Increase 8.1 12.3 21.4 

Total Increase In Earnings (millions) $442 $936 $1,831 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ACS, OES, QCEW, and BLS data. 
Notes: Results are cumulative across the phase-in years.  Estimates are the average of low and high 
estimates. 
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Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Workers Affected by Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Increase  
                    (all figures are percentages unless otherwise noted) 
 

 

% of All 
Affected 
Workers 

% of  All 
Covered 
Workers 

% of Group 
Affected 

Gender    
Male 49.3 51.6 35.2 

Female 50.7 48.4 38.6 

Median Age 33 39  

Age    

18-19 3.2 1.4 83.2 

20-29 38.0 23.8 58.9 

30-39 21.7 25.1 31.8 

40-54 27.2 35.7 28.1 

55-64 9.9 14.0 26.3 

Race/Ethnicity    

White (Non-Hispanic) 17.2 29.0 21.9 

Black (Non-Hispanic) 5.8 7.4 28.9 

Hispanic 62.6 44.9 51.4 

Asian (Non-Hispanic) 12.1 16.1 27.7 

Other (Non-Hispanic) 2.2 2.6 32.2 

Education    

Less than High School 27.8 14.6 70.0 

High School or G.E.D. 26.0 18.5 51.8 

Some College 26.1 23.5 41.0 

Associate’s Degree 5.7 7.8 27.0 

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 14.5 35.6 15.0 

Country of Birth    

U.S. Born 48.2 57.5 31.0 

Foreign Born 51.8 42.5 44.9 

Family Structure    

Married 35.0 46.6 27.7 

Have Children 36.4 42.8 31.4 

Family Income Relative to Poverty Level (FPL)    

Less than 100% of FPL 16.1 6.8 87.2 

100% to 150% of FPL 18.6 8.4 81.3 

150% to 200% of FPL 16.7 9.0 68.1 

Greater than 200% of FPL 48.7 75.8 23.6 

Average Worker Share of Family Income 51.0 62.4  

Source: Authors’ analysis of ACS, OES, and QCEW data. 
Notes:  Estimates for affected workers are the average of low and high impact estimates. 
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Table 5. Job Characteristics of Workers Affected by Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Increase 
 (all figures are percentages unless otherwise noted) 
 

 
% of All Affected 

Workers  
% of All  

Covered Workers 
% of Group 

Getting a Raise 

Median Individual Annual Earnings (in 2014 Dollars) $16,000 $36,000  

Full-Time / Part-Time Worker    

Full-Time (35 or More Hours per Week) 67.4 80.3 31.0 

Part-Time (Fewer than 35 Hours per Week) 32.6 19.7 61.0 

Full-Year / Part-Year Worker    

Full-Year (50-52 Weeks per Year) 82.1 86.0 35.2 

Part-Year (Fewer than 50 Weeks per Year) 17.9 14.0 47.1 

Sector    

Private Sector Employer 87.6 78.2 41.3 

Non-Profit Employer 5.8 7.9 27.2 

Local Government 6.6 13.9 17.6 

Health Insurance Provided by Employer    

Yes 42.0 66.4 23.3 

No 58.0 33.6 63.7 

Industry    

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and Mining 0.2 0.2 50.0 

Construction 2.5 2.7 34.5 

Manufacturing 7.2 6.6 39.9 

Wholesale Trade 4.5 4.5 36.4 

Retail Trade 13.9 9.3 54.9 

Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 3.6 5.4 24.8 

Information and Communications 1.9 3.8 18.3 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, and Rental and  
     Leasing 3.7 6.3 21.8 

Professional, Scientific, and Management 3.8 9.4 15.0 

Administrative and Waste Management Services 9.5 6.3 55.6 

Educational Services 5.9 8.1 26.8 

Health Services 11.7 14.5 29.8 
Social Assistance 3.9 3.2 44.4 
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 2.2 2.2 37.0 
Accommodation 1.6 1.3 46.4 
Restaurants and food services 17.4 8.3 77.3 
Other Services  5.8 3.7 57.9 
Public Administration 0.7 4.2 6.5 

 
Source: Authors’ analysis of ACS, OES, and QCEW data. 
Notes: Estimates for affected workers are the average of low and high impact estimates.  
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Impacts on Businesses

Impact on Costs for Business Owners

We next estimate the impact of Los Angeles’ proposed minimum wage law on the operating costs of 
businesses.  Our analysis compares the estimated increase in total labor costs resulting from the proposed 
law to the existing labor costs paid by employers, drawing on our estimates in Table 2 and Table 3 above.

Table 6 shows our analysis of the estimated increase in business operating costs in three industries that 
play a key role in the Los Angeles economy and that have significant numbers of low-wage workers.  By 
2017, businesses’ total payroll costs will increase by 14.0 percent in the restaurant industry, 5.2 percent 
in the retail industry, and 3.0 percent in the manufacturing sector, compared to payroll costs under state 
minimum wage law.  However, operating costs will rise by a much smaller amount, since labor costs only 
make up a portion of total operating costs that businesses face.  Labor costs excluding health benefits 
currently account for 31 percent of restaurant operating costs, 11 percent of retail operating costs and 13 
percent of manufacturing operating costs (these percentages will increase over time as labor costs rise due 
the proposed minimum wage increase).9  We therefore estimate that by 2017, total operating costs will 
increase by 4.7 percent for restaurants, by 0.6 percent for retail and by 0.4 percent for manufacturing, as a 
result of the proposed minimum wage law.

Offsets to Increased Business Costs

As reviewed in detail by Reich, Jacobs and Bernhardt (2014), businesses absorb the costs of a higher 
minimum wage in a variety of ways.  One mechanism, discussed next, involves increases in prices. Others 

Table 6.  Cumulative Impact of Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Increase On 
Business Operating Costs  

 2015 2016 2017 

Restaurant Industry    

% Change in Payroll Costs 4.2 7.6 14.0 

Labor Costs as % of Operating Costs* 31.0 31.9 33.5 

% Change in Operating Costs 1.3 2.4 4.7 

Retail Industry    
% Change in Payroll Costs 1.3 2.7 5.2 

Labor Costs as % of Operating Costs* 11.0 11.1 11.4 

% Change in Operating Costs 0.1 0.3 0.6 

Manufacturing Sector    

% Change in Payroll Costs 0.8 1.6 3.0 

Labor Costs as % of Operating Costs* 13.0 13.1 13.3 

% Change in Operating Costs 0.1 0.2 0.4 

Source: Authors' analysis of ACS, OES, QCEW, Economic Census, U.S. Census Monthly and Annual Retail Trade 
and BEA data. 
* Labor costs exclude health insurance. 
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include improved worker performance and reduced turnover.  We also summarize what the research 
evidence shows in terms of impacts on employment and hours, and briefly discuss possible responses in 
apparel manufacturing in particular.  Finally, we review the potential benefits from increased spending by 
affected workers and their families.

Impact on Restaurant and Retail Prices 

Firms may adjust to increased costs by passing on some or all of the increases to consumers through 
higher prices.  Since the minimum wage applies to all employers, individual firms such as restaurants that 
serve the local market will be able to pass costs through to consumers without experiencing a competitive 
disadvantage within their industry.  

Research by Aaronson, French and MacDonald (2008) has found that for every percentage point increase 
in the minimum wage, restaurant prices rise by 0.072 percent.  Preliminary results from a study of 
San Jose’s recent minimum wage increase (from $8 to $10 in March 2013) arrive at a similar estimate 
(Allegretto and Reich 2014).  An earlier study (Lee et al. 2000) showed that restaurant operating costs 
increase by about 0.1 percent for each percentage increase in the minimum wage (see also Benner and 
Jayaraman 2012).  These studies together thus suggest that 70 to 75 percent of cost increases are passed on 
as higher restaurant prices.  

In Table 7 we provide our estimates of the impact on restaurant and retail prices under the proposed Los 
Angeles minimum wage law.10  (We do not estimate likely price adjustments for manufacturing because the 
minimum wage research literature does not offer guidance on how this sector will adjust.)  For restaurants, 
we predict a cumulative increase in prices of 4.1 percent by 2017, which is very similar to the prediction 
from the research literature above.  The price of a $10 menu item would thus increase very modestly, 
to $10.41.  (Prices in the restaurant industry overall have increased about 2.1 percent per year in recent 
years.)  For retail trade and the local economy as a whole, price increases would be negligible.

Impact on Turnover and Productivity

Increasing the minimum wage can also reduce the high levels of job churning that characterize low-
wage labor markets.  The National Restaurant Association estimates that annual employee turnover in 
restaurants approaches 75 percent in some restaurant classifications (National Restaurant Association 
2010).  Turnover levels are high because workers often leave to find a higher-wage job, or because they are 
unable to stay in their jobs due to poverty-related problems such as difficulties with transportation, child 

Table 7.  Cumulative Percentage Increase of Restaurant and Retail 
Prices Under Los Angeles’ Proposed Minimum Wage Law 

 2015 2016 2017 

Restaurant Industry  1.1 2.1 4.1 

Retail Industry 0.1 0.3 0.5 

Source: Authors' analysis of ACS, OES, QCEW, U.S. Census Monthly and Annual Retail 
Trade and BEA data. 
Note: Estimates are the average of low and high estimates. 
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care, or health.  Dube, Naidu and Reich (2007) found that worker tenure increased substantially in San 
Francisco restaurants after the 2003 minimum wage law, especially in fast-food restaurants.  Dube, Lester 
and Reich (2013) found that a 10 percent increase in the minimum wage results in a 2.1 percent reduction 
in turnover for restaurant workers.  Turnover can be quite costly to firms, even for low-wage workers.  
Boushey and Glynn (2012) find that the median cost of replacement for a job paying $30,000 a year or 
less is 16.1 percent of an employee’s annual earnings.  As a result, raising the minimum wages can reduce 
turnover and increase job stability.  The associated reduction in employers’ recruitment and retention costs 
offsets about 20 to 25 percent of the costs of minimum wage increases (Dube, Lester and Reich 2013).11  

Paying workers more can also affect morale, absenteeism, the number of grievances, customer service, and 
work effort among other metrics (Reich, Jacobs and Dietz 2014; Hirsch, Kaufman and Zelenska 2011).  

Impact on Employment and Hours

The above research on prices, turnover, and work performance helps to explain why an extensive body of 
research has found few to no measurable impacts on employment or hours from minimum wage increases 
in the United States.  Belman and Wolfson (2014) provide the most extensive recent summary of the 
minimum wage research literature.  They conclude that minimum wage employment effects in the U.S. 
are “both vanishingly small and not statistically significant in even the most generous test” (p. 168).  A 
separate review of minimum wage research by Schmitt (2013) similarly finds “the minimum wage has little 
or no discernible effect on the employment prospects of low-wage workers.”  

Allegretto, Dube, Reich and Zipperer (2013) looked at every state and federal minimum wage increase 
in the U.S. between 1990 and 2012 and identified several hundred pairs of adjacent counties that 
were located on different sides of a state border with a minimum wage difference.  This research design 
compares the employment trends of the most affected groups – teens and restaurants – across adjacent 
counties with different minimum wage levels.  The comparison across county borders provides a close 
proxy for what can be expected from local minimum wage laws.  The study finds no statistically significant 
effects of minimum wage increases on either employment or hours in restaurants and other low-wage 
industries, controlling for a range of regional and local differences.  Using the border county pair method, 
Aaronson, French and Sorkin (2013) obtained similar results. 

Several rigorous studies have analyzed the impact of local minimum wage laws, with similar results.  Dube, 
Naidu and Reich (2007) studied the impact of San Francisco’s minimum wage law after it increased from 
$6.75 to $8.50 an hour in 2004.  The authors surveyed a sample of restaurants before and after the wage 
increase.  The sample included restaurants from San Francisco as well as neighboring East Bay cities that 
were not covered by the policy.

The authors found no statistically significant negative effects on either employment or the proportion of 
full-time jobs as a result of the San Francisco law.  This finding holds for both full-service and fast-food 
restaurants (one might expect more sensitivity to a higher minimum wage in the latter).  Figure 2 shows the 
results from their follow-up study (Reich, Jacobs, and Dietz 2014).  Restaurant employment in San Francisco 
rose slightly faster than in surrounding counties after the minimum wage increase, and again after San 
Francisco implemented two additional policies (paid sick leave and a health spending requirement).  

Potter (2006) studied the impact of Santa Fe’s minimum wage law after it increased from $5.15 to 

06/1/2015 CC Meeting Agenda Page 192 of 25002/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 240 of 274



13 Los Angeles’ Proposed City Minimum Wage Policy

$8.50 in 2004, a substantial increase of 65 percent.  Potter compares changes in employment at Santa 
Fe businesses before and after the ordinance went into effect, and to changes in employment in nearby 
Albuquerque over the same time period.  (Albuquerque did not have a city minimum wage law at that 
time.)  Potter found no statistically significant negative impact of Santa Fe’s minimum wage increase on 
the city’s employment.  This finding also held for accommodation and food services, the industries with 
the highest proportion of minimum wage workers.

Schmitt and Rosnick (2011) studied the impact of city minimum wage laws in San Francisco and Santa 
Fe, comparing employment trends in these cities before and after their minimum wage increases to 
control groups of surrounding suburbs and nearby metropolitan areas.  The authors focused on fast-food 
restaurants, food services, retail trade, and other low-wage industries, and found no discernible negative 
employment effects, even three years after the ordinances were implemented.12   

In summary, the best research studies find that minimum wage mandates (in the range implemented 
to date) do not have a statistically significant negative effect on employment or hours.  However, the 
minimum wage increase proposed for Los Angeles is higher than the range studied in existing research.  
We therefore cannot rule out limited disemployment effects in highly affected industries.  The most 
affected industries are likely to be restaurants (and apparel manufacturing, to which we turn below).  To 
illustrate the potential magnitudes involved, we have modeled a scenario that uses high-range estimates 
of restaurant employment losses due to minimum wage increases (Allegretto et al. 2013; Zipperer 2014).  
Under this scenario, the proposed law might reduce restaurant employment growth in the city of Los 
Angeles by about 560 jobs per year – or 0.5 percent of annual employment – over the next three years.  To 
place this estimate in context, consider that the Los Angeles restaurant industry grew by 3.5 percent from 
February 2013 to February 2014 (Beacon Economics 2014).  This estimate can also be compared to the 
large number of Los Angeles’ restaurant workers – 77 percent – who will receive significant wage increases.

 
Figure 2.  Bay Area Restaurant Employment  

 

 
Source: Reich, Jacobs and Dietz (2014)  
Notes: Shaded areas indicate recessions.  Surrounding counties include San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties. 
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Impact on the Location of Apparel Manufacturing

Wages in the Los Angeles manufacturing sector range from very low in apparel manufacturing to much 
higher in aerospace and biotech manufacturing.  As seen in Table 6, the impact on operating costs for the 
city’s manufacturing sector as a whole is relatively small, but this estimate averages across very different 
industries.  In particular, for apparel manufacturing, the impact of the proposed minimum wage law 
on operating costs by 2017 is larger, at 3.3 percent.  Unfortunately, the existing research literature does 
not give guidance on how apparel firms are likely to adjust to minimum wage increases.  We do know 
that employment in the Los Angeles apparel industry exhibits a long-term downward trend due to the 
globalization of production, and that the industry currently represents 1.7 percent of employment (28,000 
jobs in the third quarter of 2013).  Two scenarios are possible for the firms that remain.13  On the one 
hand, the apparel manufacturers that still operate in Los Angeles are there because of specific location 
advantages, serving just-in-time markets or specializing in higher-end segments of the industry – and 
those advantages might outweigh the impact of a minimum wage increase.  If all manufacturers in the 
city fit this description, employment would not decline because of the proposed law, but prices might 
increase by as much as 3.3 percent.  On the other hand, smaller garment contractors in particular are quite 
mobile and therefore might move from the city of Los Angeles to other locations within the county, where 
the minimum wage would remain lower.  The actual effect is likely to be somewhere between these two 
scenarios.

Impact on Consumer Spending

Finally, a higher minimum wage will boost consumer spending by low- and moderate-income households 
whose workers receive pay increases, which in turn can act as a modest economic stimulus  (Cooper and 
Hall 2012).  Low-wage workers spend a greater share of their income than do other income groups.  As 
with other forms of economic stimulus, the increased spending would have a multiplier effect resulting 
in additional benefits to economic growth (Aaronson and French 2013; Cooper and Hall 2012).  The 
industries that would gain the most from increased consumer spending include those that are also more 
highly affected by the minimum wage increase – such as restaurants and retail.14  While not all of the 
increased spending would be captured in the city, it would have a positive impact on consumer demand 
in the economic region.  A full estimation of the consumer spending impact in Los Angeles is beyond the 
scope of this paper.  But this stimulus effect is likely one of the factors that explains the consistent finding 
in the literature of no significant net employment effects of minimum wage increases.

The Overall Impact on the Los Angeles Economy

Given the above analysis, how will the proposed minimum wage increase affect the Los Angeles economy 
as a whole?  There will be both positive and negative effects, and a key question is which will be larger.  
On the positive side, as Table 3 reports, by the time the law is fully implemented, Los Angeles’ low-wage 
workers would receive about $1.8 billion more in pay, beyond what they would receive under scheduled 
increases in the state’s minimum wage law.  These workers and their families will in turn spend this 
amount, some of it in Los Angeles, some of it in the rest of the county, and some elsewhere.  The spending 
that takes place in Los Angeles will increase the level of economic activity.  Also on the positive side, 
employer turnover costs will fall and worker productivity will increase.  On the negative side, there may 
be a small reduction in restaurant growth during the law’s phase-in period, some apparel jobs may relocate 
outside the city, some companies may earn lower profits, and we can expect a modest one-time price 
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increase, mainly in the restaurant industry.  For moderate minimum wage increases, the findings in the 
minimum wage research literature indicate that these positive and negative effects on the overall economy 
balance each other out, without measurable net effects either way.

Still, the economic research summarized above is necessarily limited to studying the minimum wage laws 
that have been implemented to date.  While these studies are suggestive, they cannot tell us definitively 
what might occur when minimum wages are increased significantly beyond existing local, state, or federal 
mandates.  It is therefore useful to ask how Los Angeles’ proposed minimum wage increase compares to 
those that have been implemented in the past.

Comparison to Other Minimum Wage Increases

As shown in Table 8, at the point of full implementation in 2017, the proposed ordinance will have 
increased Los Angeles’ minimum wage by 47.2 percent in nominal dollars (adjusting for inflation, the 
percentage increase is 36.7 percent).   

This percentage increase in the minimum wage is within the range of other local minimum wage laws.  
The 14 other local minimum wage laws in the U.S. have mandated a total average increase of 41.3 percent 
in their minimum wage, with a range of 13.3 to 84.5 percent.15  A number of these laws were also phased 
in over time.  Across all existing local laws, first-year increases ranged from 6.7 to 65.0 percent, with 
an average of 22.0 percent.  The first-year increase in Los Angeles would be 13.9 percent, so again, Los 
Angeles’ proposed increase falls within the range of other cities’ laws.

The ratio of the minimum wage to the median full-time wage provides another measure used by 
economists to determine the ability of an economy to absorb higher minimum wage levels.  The proposed 
final 2017 wage of $13.25 (converted to 2014 dollars) equals 59 percent of the 2014 median full-time 
wage in Los Angeles of $20.81 an hour.  This ratio is above the historical range of the federal minimum 
wage/median ratio, which reached 55 percent in 1968 (Dube 2013) and it is equal to the 59 percent ratio 
in the new Seattle law (Weissman 2014).  New research by Zipperer (2014) shows that the overall effects of 
past minimum wage increases have been no greater at up to 55 percent of the median wage than at lower 
percentages.  The Los Angeles proposal can also be compared to current California minimum wage law.  
The minimum wage/median wage ratio will increase to just under 50 percent when California’s minimum 
wage increases to $10 on January 1, 2016 (Allegretto, Reich and West 2014).

Table 8.  Proposed Los Angeles Minimum Wage Increase Compared to Existing Local 
Minimum Wage Increases  

 Proposed 
Los Angeles Increase 

Existing Local Minimum Wage Laws 

 Average Increase Range of Increases 

Overall Increase 47.2 41.3 13.3 – 84.5 

First-Year Increase 13.9 22.0 6.7 – 65.0 

Source: Authors’ analysis of statutory increases in 14 existing local minimum wage laws. 
Note: Increases calculated in nominal dollars 
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While these perspectives on past increases are instructive, the share of workers projected to receive wage 
increases under the proposed law (37 percent), is higher than found in research on other laws.  Caution is 
therefore required.  As we have mentioned in the context of the restaurant industry, Los Angeles’ proposed 
minimum wage increase could increase restaurant prices by about 4.1 percent, which in turn might have 
a small effect on restaurant industry growth.  We also cannot estimate how low-wage manufacturing 
industries such as apparel will be affected.   Nonetheless, the effect on employment overall in Los Angeles 
is not likely to be significant.  The phase-in period would provide additional information on this issue.

Conclusion
Drawing on a variety of government data sources, we estimate that 567,000 workers would benefit from 
the proposed minimum wage law, with the average worker earning an additional $3,200 a year (once the 
law is fully implemented).  Our analysis of the existing economic research literature suggests that most 
businesses will adjust to modest increases in operating costs through reduced employee turnover costs, 
improved work performance, and a small, one-time increase in restaurant prices.  A few industries might 
experience slower growth or some relocation of jobs outside the city; these effects would be far outweighed 
by the income increases of the low-wage workforce as a whole.

The existing research evidence is based upon minimum wage increases between 1990 and 2012, which 
did not reach the levels now being proposed or enacted by Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle and other 
localities.  Prudence therefore suggests that the actual effects of the law should be monitored.
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Endnotes
1 Current Employment Statistics, retrieved from http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/Content.asp?pageid=1006. 

2 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics and U.S. Census Bureau, Quarterly Workforce 
Indicators.  Data are not seasonally adjusted.

3 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2007 and 2012, 1-Year Estimates, Table B08521.  For 2007, 
earnings were adjusted to 2012 dollars using the average annual change for the past ten years of the Los Angeles-
Anaheim-Riverside Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U).

4 According to the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, the city of Los Angeles accounted for 37.6 percent 
of Los Angeles County employment in the third quarter of 2013.

5 Inflow/Outflow Report, Los Angeles City, 2011, OnTheMap (http://onthemap.ces.census.gov).  Accessed August 
27, 2014.

6 U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012 1-Year Estimates, Table B08521; <http://factfinder2.
census.gov>; accessed 26 August 2014.

7 The sampling margin of error for the percent of workforce affected is +/- 0.8 percent for the average estimate.

8 Constant dollar values are calculated using the average annual change for the past ten years of the Los Angeles-
Anaheim-Riverside Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U)..

9 To determine the labor share of operating costs in retail trade, we use data from the U.S. Census Monthly and 
Annual Retail Trade Reports, which provide data on retail sales, payroll costs, merchandise purchased for resale, and 
detailed operating expenses.  We add operating expenses and purchases together to determine total operating costs.  
We add the costs of fringe benefits (minus health insurance) to annual payroll to estimate total labor costs.  Health 
benefits are excluded since, unlike payroll taxes and workers’ compensation insurance, the costs of the benefits will 
not change if wages are increased.  Dividing labor costs by operating costs gives us the labor share in retail trade.  
For the restaurant industry, we use industry data on gross operating surplus available from the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis Input-Output Account Data (Use Table, 2012, Before Redefinitions, Producer Value).  We subtract gross 
operating surplus from sales to get total restaurant operating costs, and then proceed as was done for retail.  For 
manufacturing industries we use data from the 2012 Economic Census (Table EC1231I1).  To determine operating 
expenses we add together payroll costs and fringe benefits, total cost of materials, total capital expenditures, 
depreciation, rental or lease payments, and all other operating expenses.  To determine labor costs we add together 
payroll costs and fringe benefits excluding health insurance.

10 The table shows the average of the low and high estimate.  The low estimate uses the estimated increase in 
operating costs from Table 6, and assumes that 75 percent of those costs are passed through to consumers.  The high 
estimate also uses the estimate for increases in operating costs, but assumes that 100 percent of the costs are passed 
through to consumers.

11 An increased minimum wage may also lead to greater firm turnover in the time period immediately following the 
increase as well.  A recent study at the Chicago Federal Reserve Board (Aaronson, French and Sorkin 2013) estimates 
that while a larger number of restaurants exit the industry after a minimum wage increase, they are replaced by an 
equal number of new and similarly-sized entrants, and that overall employment does not change.

12 The restaurant industry-backed Employment Policies Institute has produced three studies of Santa Fe and San 
Francisco (Yelowitz 2005a; 2005b; 2012).  In our assessment, these studies suffer from serious methodological 
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problems that make the results unreliable.  They also offer contradictory results; see Reich, Jacobs and Bernhardt 
(2014) for details.

13 This discussion has benefited greatly from conversations with Goetz Wolff, Luskin School of Public Affairs, 
UCLA.

14 Based on author’s analysis using IMPLAN 3.0, 2010.

15 These calculations include recent laws passed in Seattle, Richmond, Berkeley, San Diego and Las Cruces.  We have 
confirmed that the average increase is similar when dropping very high and very low observations. 
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REVIEW:      ☒ Finance Director        ☒ Deputy City Manager       ☒ City Manager 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

AGENDA REPORT 

ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1202                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Nick Kimball, Interim City Manager 
 By: Richard Padilla, Assistant City Attorney 
  Martin de los Angeles, Deputy City Attorney 
   
Date:  February 19, 2019  
 
Subject: Discussion Regarding Organizational Options for Municipalities; and 

Consideration and Approval of an Ordinance Preserving but Modifying the City’s 
Existing City Manager Form of Government to Expand the List Executive Offices 
that are Subject to City Council Appointment and Dismissal Authority;  or, in the 
Alternative an Ordinance Amending the San Fernando Municipal Code to Change 
the Administrative Structure of the City from a City Manager Form of 
Government to a City Administrator Form of Government with All Appointment 
and Dismissal Authority for Unrepresented City Executives Vested with the City 
Council 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the City Council: 
 
a. Receive the presentation from City staff; 

 
b. Pose follow-up questions to City staff; 

 
c. Depending on the collective desire of the City Council: 

 
i. Pending public testimony, introduce for first reading, in title only, and waive further 

reading of one of the two ordinance alternatives as presented or subject to additional 
modifications;  
 
1. Ordinance No. 1684 (Attachment “A”) “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City 

of San Fernando, California, Amending Section 2-121 (Powers and Duties) of Division 
2 (City Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration 
of the San Fernando Municipal Code Expanding the Authority of the City Council to 
Appoint, Remove, Promote, and Demote Executive Employees of the City, and 
Reaffirming the City Manager Form of Government.”; or 

 
2. Ordinance No. 1685 (Attachment “B”) “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City 

of San Fernando, California, Amending Division 2 (City Manager) of Title III (Officers 
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and Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal Code 
to Change the Administrative Structure of the City from a City Manager Form of 
Government to a City Administrator Form of Government.”; or 

 
ii. Take no action and provide direction to City staff.  

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On July 15, 2013, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 1627 amending the San Fernando 
Municipal Code to change the administrative structure of the City from a City Administrator 
form of government to a City Manager form of government.  Members of the City Council have 
requested an overview of the different forms of government and asked that this matter be 
placed on the City Council agenda for discussion and possible action. 
 

ANALYSIS: 

City Manager Form of Government. 
The City has operated under the city manager form of government as authorized under 
Government Code sections 34851-34859 since the adoption of Ordinance No. 1627 in 2013. As 
of 2016, the overwhelming majority of California cities (468 cities, 97%) employ the city 
manager form of government, where the executive responsibilities of municipal government 
are placed under the day-to-day supervision and control of a council-appointed city manager.1  
 
The structure of a municipality operating under the city manager form of government is similar 
to the structure of a corporation. In this regard, the municipality’s citizens are viewed as 
shareholders that elect a city council to serve as their board of directors. The city council 
establishes the city’s policies, while the city manager, hired by the city council, is charged with 
implementing the city council’s policies. In this capacity, the city manager functions similarly to 
a corporation’s chief executive officer, or CEO.   
 
The city manager serves at the pleasure of the city council. If a majority of the council is 
displeased with the city manager’s performance, the city manager can be dismissed, subject to 
applicable laws and ordinances, as well as the terms of the city manager’s employment 

                                                 
1 Nicolas Heidorn, California Municipal Democracy Index (December 2016), https://www.commoncause.org/wp-
content/uploads/legacy/states/california/research-and-reports/california-municipal.pdf. 
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agreement with the city. The city manager form of government is designed to free the council 
from the administration of daily operations, allowing it to instead devote attention to policy-
making responsibilities. 
 
Government Code section 34851 authorizes the city manager form of government through city 
council appointment of a city manager in which a city council vests administrative authority in a 
city manager under the parameters and scope specified by ordinance. The ordinance adopting 
the city manager form of government must define the powers and duties of the city manager. 
(Gov. Code, § 34852.) As such, a city council has discretion to vest expansive or narrow power in 
the city manager’s office by ordinance.  
 
Current Powers and Duties of the San Fernando City Manager. 
Currently, the San Fernando City Manager is responsible for the efficient administration of all 
affairs of the City (SFMC, § 2-121).  In addition to the general powers as administrative head of 
the City, SFMC Section 2-121 enumerates the following powers and duties of the City Manager: 

(1) Enforce all laws and ordinances of the city and to see that all franchises, contracts, 
permits, and privileges granted by the city council are faithfully observed; 

(2) Appoint, remove, promote, and demote any and all officers and employees of the city 
(including city department heads) except elected officers, the city attorney, and the city 
clerk, subject to all applicable personnel rules and regulations which may be adopted by 
the city council; 

(3) Control, order, and give directions to all department heads who are subject to his or her 
appointment and removal authority and to subordinate officers and employees of the 
city under his or her jurisdiction through their department heads; 

(4) Conduct studies and effect such organization and reorganization of offices, positions, or 
units under his or her direction as may be indicated in the interest of efficient, effective, 
and economical conduct of the city's business; 

(5) Recommend to the city council for adoption such measures and ordinances as he or she 
deems necessary; 

(6) Attend all meetings of the city council unless excused therefrom by the mayor 
individually or the city council as a whole, except when his or her removal is under 
consideration; 
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(7) Prepare and submit the proposed annual budget and the proposed annual salary plan to 

the city council for its approval; 

(8) Keep the city council at all times fully advised as to the financial condition and needs of 
the city; 

(9) Make investigations into the affairs of the city and any department or division thereof 
and any contract or other obligation of the city; and further to investigate all complaints 
in relation to matters concerning the administration of the city government and in 
regard to the service maintained by public utilities in the city; 

(10) Exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public parks, and all other public 
properties which are under the control and jurisdiction of the city; 

(11) Have the same authority as the mayor, as the convenience of the parties may dictate, to 
sign documents specified in Government Code section 40602 whenever such documents 
have been approved by the city council for execution by resolution, motion, minute 
order, or other appropriate action; and 

(12) Perform such other responsibilities and exercise such other powers as may be delegated 
to him or her from time to time by ordinance or resolution or other official action of the 
city council. 

Appointment Authority of the City Manager. 
As delineated above, SFMC section 2-121 vests the City Manager with certain appointment 
authority, which includes the appointment, removal, promotion, and demotion of any and all 
officers and employees of the city (including City department heads) except elected officers, 
the City Attorney, and the City Clerk (SFMC, § 2-121(2)).  
 
By statute, the city manager may appoint and dismiss the chief of police and other subordinate 
appointive officers and employees except the city attorney (Gov. Code, § 34856).  When the 
offices of city clerk and city treasurer are made appointive, appointments to such offices must 
be made by the city council unless the city council vests such appointing power in the city 
manager by ordinance (Id).  Notwithstanding this provision, the authority to appoint the chief 
of police may also be vested in the city council (Gov. Code, § 36505).   
 
Again, under the city manager form of government, the scope of city manager authority (from 
expansive to narrow), including any appointment authority, is determined by city council 
ordinance. 

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 256 of 274



Discussion Regarding Organizational Options for Municipalities; and Consideration and Approval of An 
Ordinance Preserving but Modifying The City’s Existing City Manager form of government to expand 
the list executive offices that are subject to City Council Appointment and Dismissal Authority;  or, in 
the alternative An Ordinance Amending the San Fernando Municipal Code to Change the 
Administrative Structure of the City from a City Manager Form of Government to a City Administrator 
Form of Government with all appointment and dismissal authority for unrepresented city executives 
vested with the City Council 
Page 5 of 7 
 
 
City Administrator Form of Government. 
The Government Code does not set forth any specific definition or organizational requirements 
for a so-called “city administrator” form of government. Essentially, a city administrator is a 
municipal executive who is not a “city manager” as described under Government Code sections 
34851-34859. True city administrators with very narrow authority are typically found in charter 
cities, which tend to include large cities in which a strong elected mayor fills the role of city CEO 
(e.g., Oakland, San Francisco, Sacramento and Santa Barbara).  More often than not, the person 
holding the title of “city administrator” in a general law city such as San Fernando is really 
simply a mislabeled city manager operating under the authority of Government Code sections 
34851-34859.  
 
Keeping in mind that the range of powers a city council may grant to a city manager can vary 
according to city council preference, the city administrator form of government bears great 
similarity to the city manager form. In its strongest variation, the city administrator form 
provides for an elected city council and an appointed city administrator. The city council adopts 
ordinances and resolutions, adopts the budget, and sets policy. The city administrator, 
appointed by the city council, has responsibility for budget development and implementation, 
the hiring and firing of department heads, and recommending policy to the board. In some 
cities, where a weaker version of the city administrator form is in place, the city administrator 
usually has less direct responsibility for overall city operations and less authority in hiring and 
firing, and may consult with the council on policy issues. 
 
The general characteristics of a city manager and city administrator are identified below: 
 

City Manager City Administrator 

• Administrative head of the city under the 
direction of the city council.  

 
• Duties typically include:  

o Appointment and removal of 
department heads pursuant to 
Government Code section 34856;  

o Preparing and submitting the proposed 
annual budget and salary plan to the 
city council for its approval;  

o Keeping the city council fully advised at 

• Variation of the city manager form of 
government that vests less power in the city 
manager. 

 
• The power of the city administrator is generally 

confined to simply administering the day-to-
day operations of the city. 

 
• The council retains significant authority over 

executive matters, including: hiring and firing 
city department heads, financial transactions, 
contracts, and similar arrangements. 
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City Manager City Administrator 

all times as to the financial condition 
and needs of the city; 

o Representing the city in legislative and 
regulatory matters; and 

o Overseeing management operations. 

 
As with the city manager, the city council may consider the scope of the city administrator’s 
role and allocate more or less authority in this office. For example, some city councils delegate 
the authority to hire and remove department heads to city managers, but other city councils 
retain this power while still operating under a city manager form of government for all other 
purposes. Also, some cities require a supermajority to remove the city manager while others 
demand a mere simple majority. Despite these variations, a city essentially has a city manager if 
the city council appoints a removable official that directs the city government in response to 
policy set by the city council. The quintessential city manager has direct control of most day-to-
day operations of the city government, including the appointment and removal of department 
heads. That said, the powers and duties of a city manager or city administrator are to be 
specified by city council ordinance. 
 
Proposed Ordinances. 
Proposed Ordinance No. 1684 (Attachment “A”) would preserve the City Manager form of 
Government as adopted by way of Ordinance No. 1627, subject to amendments to Section 2-
121 (Powers and Duties) of Division 2 (City Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of 
Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal Code relating to the authority of the 
City Manager to appoint, remove, promote, and demote any and all officers and employees of 
the City (including City department heads) except elected officers, the City Attorney, and the 
City Clerk. As discussed above, State law authorizes the City Council to appoint the Chief of 
Police (Gov. Code, § 36505), or vest this power in the City Manager (Gov. Code, § 34856.) The 
proposed Ordinance would, pursuant to Government Code section 36505, authorize the City 
Council to appoint the Chief of Police. The attached Ordinance would need to be approved for 
first and second reading and would take effect 30 days after the second reading.  
 
Alternatively, if the City Council decides that changes should be made to the City’s form of 
government (i.e., City Manager form of government to City Administrator form of government), 
the attached proposed Ordinance No. 1685 (Attachment “B”) would amend Division 2 (City 
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Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San 
Fernando Municipal Code to change the administrative structure of the City from a City 
Manager form of government to a City Administrator form of government. The proposed 
Ordinance identifies certain duties, responsibilities, and delegated authority for the position of 
City Administrator, and specifies that all City department heads shall be appointed by the City 
Council. As with proposed Ordinance No. 1684, the attached Ordinance would need to be 
approved for first and second reading and would take effect 30 days after the second reading.  
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT: 

The specific budget impact is contingent on the direction given by the City Council and may 
range from little to no budget impact (if Council adopts proposed Ordinance No. 1684) to a 
more significant budget impact (if Council adopts an ordinance reestablishing the City 
Administrator form of government, as per proposed Ordinance No. 1685).   
 

CONCLUSION: 

It is recommended that the City Council waive full reading of the attached ordinance and 
approve for first reading Ordinance No. 1684, “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of 
San Fernando, California, Amending Section 2-121 (Powers and Duties) of Division 2 (City 
Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San 
Fernando Municipal Code Expanding the Authority of the City Council to appoint, remove, 
promote, and demote certain executive employees of the City, and Reaffirming the City 
Manager Form of Government”; or, alternatively, Ordinance No. 1685, “An Ordinance of the 
City Council of the City of San Fernando, California, Amending Division 2 (City Manager) of 
Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal 
Code to Change the Administrative Structure of the City from a City Manager Form of 
Government to a City Administrator Form of Government.” 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Ordinance No. 1684 
B. Ordinance No. 1685 
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1 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1684 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN FERNANDO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 2-121 
(POWERS AND DUTIES) OF DIVISION 2 (CITY MANAGER) OF 
ARTICLE III (OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES) OF CHAPTER 2 
(ADMINISTRATION) OF THE SAN FERNANDO MUNICIPAL 
CODE EXPANDING THE AUTHORITY OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
TO APPOINT, REMOVE, PROMOTE, AND DEMOTE CERTAIN 
EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES OF THE CITY, AND REAFFIRMING 
THE CITY MANAGER FORM OF GOVERNMENT 

 
  

WHEREAS, the City of San Fernando (“City”) is a general law city under Government 
Code section 34102; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code section 34851 authorizes the City Manager form of 
government and the City of San Fernando has operated under the City Manager form of 
government since the adoption of Ordinance No. 1627 in 2013; and 

WHEREAS, Section 2-121(2) of the San Fernando Municipal Code authorizes the City 
Manager to appoint, remove, promote, and demote any and all officers and employees of the City 
(including City department heads) except elected officers, the City Attorney, and the City Clerk, 
subject to all applicable personnel rules and regulations which may be adopted by the City 
Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has vested the City Manager with its power to appoint or 
dismiss the Chief of Police, pursuant to Government Code section 34856; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council now desires to amend the San Fernando Municipal Code 
to authorize the City Council to appoint the Chief of Police, pursuant to Government Code 
section 36505, and reaffirm a City Manager form of government. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 
FERNANDO DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 SECTION 1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and incorporated into this 
Ordinance. 
 

SECTION 2. Notwithstanding any prior ordinance of the City of San Fernando, and 
through the authority of Government Code sections 34856 and 36505, Section 2-121 (Powers 
and Duties) of Division 2 (City Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of Chapter 2 
(Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

Sec. 2-121. - Powers and Duties. 
 
The city manager shall be the administrative head of the government of the city under the 
direction and control of the city council except as otherwise provided in this division. The 
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city manager shall be responsible for the efficient administration of all affairs of the city, 
which are under his or her control. In addition to the general powers as administrative 
head of the city government, and not as a limitation thereon, the city manager shall be 
expected to, and shall have the power to: 
 

(1) Enforce all laws and ordinances of the city and to see that all franchises, 
contracts, permits, and privileges granted by the city council are faithfully 
observed; 

 
(2) Appoint, remove, promote, and demote any and all officers and employees of 

the city (including city department heads) except elected officers, the city 
attorney, the city clerk, and the chief of police, subject to all applicable 
personnel rules and regulations which may be adopted by the city council; 

 
(3) Control, order, and give directions to all department heads who are subject to 

his or her appointment and removal authority and to subordinate officers and 
employees of the city under his or her jurisdiction through their department 
heads;  

 
(4) Conduct studies and effect such organization and reorganization of offices, 

positions, or units under his or her direction as may be indicated in the 
interest of efficient, effective, and economical conduct of the city's business;  

 
(5) Recommend to the city council for adoption such measures and ordinances as 

he or she deems necessary;  
 
(6) Attend all meetings of the city council unless excused therefrom by the mayor 

individually or the city council as a whole, except when his or her removal is 
under consideration;  

 
(7) Prepare and submit the proposed annual budget and the proposed annual 

salary plan to the city council for its approval;  
 
(8) Keep the city council at all times fully advised as to the financial condition 

and needs of the city;  
 
(9) Make investigations into the affairs of the city and any department or division 

thereof and any contract or other obligation of the city; and further to 
investigate all complaints in relation to matters concerning the administration 
of the city government and in regard to the service maintained by public 
utilities in the city;  

 
(10) Exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public parks, and 

all other public properties which are under the control and jurisdiction of the 
city;  
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(11)  Have the same authority as the mayor, as the convenience of the parties 
may dictate, to sign documents specified in Government Code section 40602 
whenever such documents have been approved by the city council for 
execution by resolution, motion, minute order, or other appropriate action; 
and  

 
(12) Perform such other responsibilities and exercise such other powers as 

may be delegated to him or her from time to time by ordinance or resolution 
or other official action of the city council. 

  
SECTION 3. Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this 

Ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of any court of 
competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of 
this Ordinance.  The City Council declares that it would have passed this Ordinance and each 
and every section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase not declared invalid or unconstitutional 
without regard to whether any portion of the Ordinance would be subsequently declared invalid 
or unconstitutional. 
 
 SECTION 4.  Effective Date.  In accordance with Government Code section 36937, this 
ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from passage and adoption. 
 
 SECTION 5.  Certification.  The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to certify 
to the passage of this Ordinance by the City Council and shall cause it to be published or posted 
as required by law. 
 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of San 
Fernando a regular meeting held on ______ day of _______________, 2019. 
 
 

       
Joel Fajardo, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
       
Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
       
Richard Padilla, City Attorney 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )  SS 
CITY OF SAN FERNANDO ) 
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I, ELENA G. CHÁVEZ, City Clerk of the City of San Fernando, do hereby certify that 

the foregoing Ordinance was adopted a regular meeting of the City Council held on the  _____ 
day of ___________, 2019 and was carried by the following roll call vote: 
  

AYES:   
  

NOES:   
  

ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAIN: 

  
 

       
Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 263 of 274



ATTACHMENT “B” 

ORDINANCE NO. 1685 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN FERNANDO, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING DIVISION 2 (CITY 
MANAGER) OF TITLE III (OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES) OF 
CHAPTER 2 (ADMINISTRATION) OF THE SAN FERNANDO 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO CHANGE THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
STRUCTURE OF THE CITY FROM A CITY MANAGER FORM 
OF GOVERNMENT TO A CITY ADMINISTRATOR FORM OF 
GOVERNMENT 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City of San Fernando (“City”) is a general law city under Government 
Code section 34102; and 

WHEREAS, the City of San Fernando has operated under the City Manager form of 
government since the adoption of Ordinance No. 1627 in 2013, which amended the San 
Fernando Municipal Code to change the administrative structure of the City from a City 
Administrator form of government to a City Manager form of government; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to reestablish a City Administrator form of 
government in lieu of the current City Manager form of government; and  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 

FERNANDO DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The recitals stated above are true and correct and incorporated herein. 
 
SECTION 2. Division 2 (City Manager) of Article III (Officers and Employees) of 

Chapter 2 (Administration) of the San Fernando Municipal Code is hereby amended in its 
entirety to read as follows: 

 
Division 2. – City Administrator 
 
Sec. 2-116 – Office established. 
 
The office of city administrator is created and established.  The city administrator shall 
be appointed by the city council on the basis of administrative and executive ability and 
such other qualifications as the city council may deem necessary for the orderly conduct 
of the city’s business and affairs.  The city administrator shall hold office at the pleasure 
of the city council and need not be a resident of the city. 
 
Sec. 2-117 – City manager references. 
 
Any and all references in the San Fernando Municipal Code and other city agreements, 
policies, procedures, or other relevant city documents to the city manager serving 
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pursuant to the city’s previous city manager form of government shall now mean and 
refer the to the city administrator as established in this division. 
 
Sec. 2.118 – Vacancies. 
 
When a vacancy occurs in the office of city administrator, the council shall, within five 
(5) days after such office becomes vacant, appoint an acting city administrator from the 
officers or department heads of the city, until a new permanent city administrator is 
appointed by the city council in accordance with Sec. 2-116.  
 
Sec. 2.119 – Temporary city administrator. 
 
The city council shall appoint one of the other officers or department heads of the city to 
serve as acting city administrator during any temporary absence or disability of the city 
administrator.   
 
Sec. 2-120 – Compensation and reimbursement. 
 
The city administrator shall receive such compensation and expense allowances as the 
city council shall from time to time determine and such compensation shall be a proper 
charge against such funds of the city as the council shall designate.  The city 
administrator shall be reimbursed for all sums necessarily incurred or paid by him or her 
in the performance of his or her duties or incurred when traveling on business pertaining 
to the city under direction of the city council; reimbursement shall only be made, 
however, when a verified itemized claim, setting forth the sums expended for such 
business for which reimbursement is requested has been presented to the city council or 
designee for approval. 
 
Sec. 2-121 – Powers and duties. 
 
The city administrator shall be the administrative head of the government of the city 
under the direction and control of the city council except as otherwise provided in this 
division.  The city administrator shall be responsible for the efficient administration of all 
affairs of the city, which are under his or her control.  In addition to the general powers 
as administrative head of the city government, and not as a limitation thereon, the city 
administrator shall be expected to, and shall have the power to: 

A. Enforce all laws and ordinances of the city and to see that all franchises, contracts, 
permits, and privileges granted by the city council are faithfully observed; 

B. Appoint, remove, promote, and demote any and all officers and employees of the city 
except elected officers, city department heads, the city attorney, and the city clerk, 
subject to all applicable personnel rules and regulations which may be adopted by 
the city council; 

C. Subordinate officers and employees of the city under his or her jurisdiction through 
their department heads; 
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D. Conduct studies and effect such organization and reorganization of offices, positions, 
or units under his or her direction as may be indicated in the interest of efficient, 
effective, and economical conduct of the city's business; 

E. Recommend to the city council for adoption such measures and ordinances as he or 
she deems necessary; 

F. Attend all meetings of the city council unless excused therefrom by the Mayor 
individually or the city council as a whole, except when his or her removal is under 
consideration; 

G. Prepare and submit the proposed annual budget and the proposed annual salary plan 
to the city council for its approval; 

H. Keep the city council at all times fully advised as to the financial condition and needs 
of the city; 

I. Make investigations into the affairs of the city and any department or division thereof 
and any contract or other obligation of the city; and further to investigate all 
complaints in relation to matters concerning the administration of the city 
government and in regard to the service maintained by public utilities in the city; 

J. Exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public parks, and all other 
public properties which are under the control and jurisdiction of the city; 

K. Have the same authority as the Mayor, as the convenience of the parties may dictate, 
to sign documents specified in Government Code section 40602 whenever such 
documents have been approved by the city council for execution by resolution, 
motion, minute order, or other appropriate action; and 

L. Perform such other responsibilities and exercise such other powers as may be 
delegated to him or her from time to time by ordinance or resolution or other official 
action of the city council. 

Sec. 2-122 – Policy for appointment of department heads. 
 
A. This section shall be subject to any and all policies, compensation schedules or other 

standard employment guidelines developed by the city council. 

B. “Department heads” shall mean any executive/managerial employee of the city who 
is not a represented member of a bargaining unit, including all persons excluded 
from civil service pursuant to subsections 3 and 4 of Sec. 2-243 of the San Fernando 
Municipal Code. 

C. The city council reserves the right to adopt additional policies for the recruitment and 
compensation of executive and managerial employees. 

Sec. 2-123 – Relations with council. 
 
The city council and its members shall deal with the administrative services of the city 
only through the city administrator, except for the purpose of inquiry, and neither the city 
council nor any member of the city council shall give orders to any subordinates of the 
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city administrator.  For purposes hereof, "inquiry" means any and all communications 
short of giving orders, directions, or instructions to any member of the administrative 
staff.  Such staff members shall provide all information reasonably requested by any 
councilmember.  The city administrator shall take orders and instructions from the city 
council only when sitting in a duly convened meeting of the city council and no individual 
councilmember shall give any orders or instructions to the city administrator.  The city 
council shall instruct the city administrator in matters of policy.  Any action, 
determination, or omission of the city administrator shall be subject to review by the city 
council.  The city council may not overrule, change, or modify any such action, 
determination, or omission except by the affirmative vote of at least three members of the 
city council. 
 
Sec. 2-124 – Relations with council. 
 
It shall be the duty of all subordinate officers, the city attorney, city clerk and city 
treasurer to assist the city administrator in administering the affairs of the city efficiently, 
economically and harmoniously.   
 
Sec. 2-125 – Attendance at city council meetings. 
 
It shall be the duty of the city administrator to attend all meetings of the city council, 
unless excused therefrom. He may participate in council deliberations but shall not have 
a vote. 
 
Sec. 2-126 – Attendance at meetings of commissions, boards and committees. 
 
The city administrator may attend any and all meetings of the planning commission and 
any other commission, board or committee created by the city council, upon his own 
volition or upon direction of the city council. At any such meeting which the city 
administrator attends, he shall be heard by such commission, board or committee as to 
all matters upon which he wishes to address the members thereof. He shall inform such 
members as to the status of any matter being considered by the city council pertaining to 
that commission, board or committee, and he shall cooperate to the fullest extent with 
members of all commissions, boards or committees appointed by the city council. 
 
Sec. 2-127 – Removal. 
 
The removal of the city administrator shall be effected only by a majority vote of the 
council as then constituted. 
 
Sec. 2-128 – Agreements with council. 
 
Nothing in this division shall be construed as a limitation on the power or authority of the 
city council to enter into any supplemental agreement with the city administrator 
delineating additional terms and conditions of employment not inconsistent with any 
provision of this division. 
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SECTION 3. Any provision of the San Fernando Municipal Code or appendices thereto 
inconsistent with the provisions of this Ordinance, to the extent of such inconsistencies and no 
further, is hereby repealed or modified to the extent necessary to implement the provisions of his 
Ordinance. 

SECTION 4. If any section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or 
phrase of this Ordinance, or any part thereof is for any reason held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by a decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance or any part thereof.  The City 
Council hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision, 
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more 
section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase would be subsequently 
declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

SECTION 5. The Mayor shall sign and the City Clerk shall attest to the passage of this 
Ordinance.  The City Clerk shall cause the same to be published once in the official newspaper 
within fifteen (15) days after its adoption.  This Ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) 
days after adoption. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of San 
Fernando a regular meeting held on ______ day of _______________, 2019. 
 
 

       
Joel Fajardo, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
       
Richard Padilla, City Attorney 

02/19/2019 CC Meeting Agenda Page 268 of 274



 

6 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )  SS 
CITY OF SAN FERNANDO ) 

 
I, ELENA G. CHÁVEZ, City Clerk of the City of San Fernando, do hereby certify that 

the foregoing Ordinance was adopted a regular meeting of the City Council held on the  _____ 
day of ___________, 2019 and was carried by the following roll call vote: 
  

AYES:   
  

NOES:   
  

ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAIN: 

  
 

       
Elena G. Chávez, City Clerk 
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AGENDA REPORT 

REVIEW:      ☒ Finance Director        ☒ Deputy City Manager       ☒ City Manager 
 

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE                 117 MACNEIL STREET, SAN FERNANDO, CA 91340                 (818) 898-1201                 WWW.SFCITY.ORG 

To: Mayor Joel Fajardo and Councilmembers 
  
From:  Richard Padilla, Assistant City Attorney 
    
Date:  February 19, 2019  
 
Subject: Consideration and Possible Approval of City Manager Appointment and Approval 

of Related Employment Agreement Pending Closed Session Discussion and 
Deliberation  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If the City Council is prepared to make an appointment to the office of City Manager, it is 
recommended that the City Council: 
 
a. Announce the name of the candidate to be appointed; 
 
b. Announce that copies of the final proposed iteration of the related Employment Agreement 

for the candidate be made available to any interested member of the public who may request 
a copy; 

 
c. Entertain any comment by the City Council or members of the public on the matter; and 
 
d. Entertain a motion to: 
 

i. Approve the candidate for appointment; 
 

ii. Ratify the related Employment Agreement for the candidate in the substantive form 
distributed to the City Council and the public; and 
 

iii. Authorize the Mayor to execute the Employment Agreement with the candidate on 
behalf of the City and the City Council.  

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Deputy City Manager/Finance Director, Nick Kimball, currently serves as Interim City Manager for 
the City of San Fernando, following the termination of the incumbent City Manager’s 
employment contract for convenience and without cause at the City Council’s Special Meeting of 
February 12, 2019.  
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Consideration and Possible Approval of City Manager Appointment and Approval of Related 
Employment Agreement Pending Closed Session Discussion and Deliberation  
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ANALYSIS: 
 
As required under the Brown Act and other provisions of the Government Code, final approval 
of a contract for the employment of executive personnel, including a City Manager must be 
conducted in open session at a regular meeting of the City Council.  
 
At its regular meeting to be held on Tuesday, February 19, 2019, the City Council will consider 
the possible appointment of a permanent City Manager and the related approval of an 
employment contract for the same.  Copies of any final iteration of the prospective candidate’s 
Employment Agreement will also be available to interested members of the public who request 
a copy at that time.   The City Council will also be provided with a summary of salient deal points 
relating to the Agreement which will be stated in open session. 
 
 
BUDGET IMPACT:   
 
The salary for the candidate will be covered through the General Fund from the vacant position 
of the City Manager.   
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