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City of Los Angeles Extends Family Leave Bene6ts 
to City Employees with Domestic Partners 

On May 19, 1988, the Los 
Angeles City Task Force on Family 
Diversity issued a report in which it 
recommended that marital status 
discrimination should be eliminated 
from the benefits plans for city em­
ployees. One aspect of the report 
specifically recommended that city 
workers who have a domestic partner 
should be entitled to paid sick leave 
and bereavement leave, the same as 
workers are entitled to such leaves if 
their spouse or other immediate family 
member becomes ill or dies. 

On May 20, 1998, Councilman 
Michael Woo scheduled a hearing in 
the Government Operations Commit­
tee of the City Council to consider the 
proposal on sick leave and bereave­
ment leave for domestic partners. (See 
pp. 1-4) Task Force recommendation 
#104 asked the Council to expand the 
definition of "immediate family" to 
include domestic partners, as defined. 
The city's personnel department 
submitted a report in support of the 
proposal, recommending a specific 
affidavit procedure to be used for 
domestic partner benefits. (See pp. 5-
13) 

On May 25, 1988, . the City 
Administrative Officer (CAO) submit­
ted a report to the council. It noted 
that the collective bargaining process 
would be the sole method to extend 
such benefits to represented employ­
ees. The CAO gave the council cost 

estimates based on an assumption that 
8% of city employees had domestic 
partners. He suggested that the City 
Attorney review the affidavit proce­
dure. (See pp. 14-15) 

The City Attorney issued a 
report on May 31, 1988. The report 
suggested minor modifications to the 
affidavit procedure. It also empha­
sized that the collective bargaining 
process was the only method to extend 
such benefits to represented employ­
ees. (See pp. 16-21) 

The proposal was voted on by 
the Government Operations Commit­
tee on June 1, 1988. (See pp. 21-22) 
The committee approved the proposal 
by a vote of 2-1. (See pp. 23-24) A 
majority and a minority report were 
forwarded to the full council. (See pp. 
25-31) The majority report recom­
mended that the council approve the 
concept of extending sick leave and 
bereavement leave to domestic part­
ners and further recommended that 
the matter be referred to the Execu­
tive Employee Relations Committee 
(EERC) for formulate bargaining 
instructions for use by the CAO. (See 
p.32) 

On October 4, 1988, the City 
Council voted 10-2 to expand the 
definition of "immediate family" to 
include domestic partners so that sick 
leave and bereavement leave benefits 
would be available to workers with 



d.omestic partners. (See pp. 33-36) 
Based .on a survey .of city workers, the 
Pers.onnel Department informed the 
council that only 4.5% of city empl.oy­
ees had domestic partners. Under 
intense questioning by council mem­
bers, the CAO backed down on his 
previous cost estimates and finally 
agreed there would be a negligible 
increase in costs to the city if family 
leave benefits were extended to em­
pl.oyees with d.omestic partners. After 
the measure was approved by the 
council, it was referred to the EERC 
t.o develop specific bargaining instruc­
tions to guide the CAO in the collec­
tive bargaining process. 

Three months later, the EERC 
and the full Council instructed the 
CAO to offer d.omestic partner leave 
benefits t.o all bargaining units with no 
strings attached. In other words, the 
CAO was t.old n.ot t.o attempt t.o ex­
tract anything from the unions in 
exchange for this benefit. Discussions 
between the CAO and various uni.ons 
c.ontinued for the next two years until 
s.ome contracts came up for renewal. 
(See pp. 37-41) 

On March 6, 1991, Local 18 of 
the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers became the first 
union t.o sign a c.ontract that included 
family leave benefits for domestic 
partners. (See pp. 42-43) On July 23, 
1991, the Council approved a similar 
contract, by a vote of 12-2, with a 
clerical unit of AFSME. (See pp. 45-
52) 

On October 28, 1991, the Family 

Diversity Project of Spectrum Institute 
suggested to Councilman Woo that the 
time had come to amend the Adminis­
trative Code to provide family leave 
benefits to non-represented employees 
of the city. Several months later, 
Councilman Woo introduced an ordi­
nance to accomplish this result. (See 
pp. 53-59) The CAO and the City 
Attorney supported the pr.oposal. (See 
pp. 61-65) The domestic partner 
amendment was approved by more 
than tw.o-thirds of the Council on 
September 8, 1992 and was signed int.o 
law by the Mayor three days later. 
(See p. 66) 

Councilman Woo also intro­
duced a proposal to add "marital sta­
tus" to the city contractor non-discrim­
ination law. (See p. 60) That measure 
was signed into law on September 14, 
1992. (See p. 67) The term "sexual 
orientation" had been added to the 
ordinance two years earlier. As a 
result of these amendments, any com­
pany that does business with the City 
of Los Angeles may not discriminate 
against its employees on the basis of 
marital status and sexual orientation. 
City contractors who extend family 
leave benefits to married employees 
while denying the same to employees 
with domestic partners may be in 
violation of the city contractor non­
discrimination ordinance. 

For more information about domestic part­
ner benefits for municipal employees, contact 
Spectrum Institute, P.O. Box 65756, Los 
Angeles, CA 90065 I (213) 258-8955. 



Councilman Michael Woo 

Mar c h 31, 198 8 

TO: Bi ll McCarley 
Chie f Legi s ! at i ve Analyst 

FRCM: Councilman Michael K. Woo , Chairman 
Gov e rnment Opera tio ns Committee 

{,M~~ 

City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

RE : Domestic Partnership Propo sal / Committee Hearing 

The Task Force on Family Diversity , a study group that I convened 
about two years ago, is scheduled to release its final report and 
recommendations on May 19, 1988. One o~ its recommendations 
proposes that the City of Los Angeles extend family sick leave 
and bereavement leave to city empl oyees with domestic partners . 
I am scheduling a hearing before the Government Operations 
Committee to review that proposal on May 20, 1988 . 

I hereby request that the Chief Legislative Analyst, in 
cooperation with the City Attorney and the City Personne l 
Department, review this recorr~endation and prepare a written 
r eport addressing the feasibility o f ado pting this proposa l , 
sugge sting specific language t o be used in amending the 
Admi nistrative Code , and de s c ribing hew the Personnel Departme nt 
would implement the measure if it were adopted by the City 
Coun c il . 

I believe that the Government Ope rations Corr~ittee has an 
existing file on the subject of domestic partnership benefits . 
You ma y wa n t t o reactivate th a t fil e a nd supplement it with you r 
re port . Please be prepa red to have repre s entatives from your 
o ffic e , the City Attorne y's Offic e , and Personnel Department on 
hand t o testi =y at the hearing on May 20 . 

Ii you should have any questions, please contact Mr. Eric 
Schockman at 53353. 

cc: Councilwoman Gl oria Molina 
Councilwoman Joan Mi lke - Flo r es 
James Hahn, City Atto r ney 
J ohn J. Driscoll, General Manager 

Personnel Department 

Cnalf 
Governmenta l Ocerai lons Committee 

Vice Chair 
Planning and EnVironment Committee 

Member 
Tr ansporta tion and Traf ftc Committee 
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~..1 a l!ln g Address 

Clly Hal'. Room 239 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles. CA 900 12 
(21 31 485-3353 

DrSHH:: Offices 

~6dO Hollyw ooc Boulevard 
Los Angeles . C A 90027 
(2131 485-6471 
12229 Ventura Boule'la ra 
StudiO City. C A 91 6 04 
(8181 989-8099 
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104. The Task Force recommends that the City' Council amend the 
City Administrative Code to include the term "domestic partner" in the list 
of "immediate family" relationships for which an employee is entitled to take 
family sick leave and bereavement leave. The following definition of 
"domestic partner" should be adopted, and the city's Personnel Department 
should be authorized to establish appropriate procedures to verify the 
domestic partnership status of employees who claim eligibility for sick leave 
or bereave men t leave: 

Domestic partners are two persons who declare 
that: 

(1) They currently reside in the same 
household, and have been so residing for the previous 
12 months. 

(2) They share the common necessities of life. 

(3) They have a mutual obligation of support, 
and are each other's sole domestic partner. 

(4) They are both over 18 years of age and are 
competent to contract. 

(5) Nei ther partner is married. 

(6) Neither partner is related by blood to the 
other. 

(7) They agree to notify the appropriate 
agency within 30 days if any of the above facts 
change. 
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Allowance for Leave for Illness in Family 

Any e~ployee who is absent from work by reason of 
the illness or injury of a member of his immediute 
family and who has accrued and unused sick leave 
~t full pay shall upon the approval of the 
appointing authority or the agent thereof desig­
nated to determine such matter, be allowed leave 
of absence with full pay for not to exceed in 
the aggregate five working days in anyone calendar 
year, provided such employee shall furnish a 
satisfactory doctor's certificate or other suitable 
and satisfactory proof showing the nature and 
extent of the injury. or illness sufficient to 
justify such absense. "Immediate familytl shall 
include the father, mother, brother, sister, 
spouse, child, grandparents, grandchildren, step­
parents, or step-children of any employee of the 
City. 
The aggregate number of days of absense for which 
pay may be allowed under this section shall be 
included in the number of days for which sick 
leave with full pay is allowed under Sec. 4.126 
of this Code. 

Allowances for Leave Because of Family Deaths 

(a) Except as othenvise provided by Memoranda of 
Understanding and implemented by the City Council, 
in addition to all other sick leave allowed under 
this article, any employee who is absent from work 
by reason of the death of a member of his inunediate 
family shall, upon the approval of the appointing· 
authority or the agent thereof designated to 
determine such matters, be allowed leave of absence 
with full. pay __ for a maximum of three \'lorking days 

for each occurrence of a death in the employee's 
immediate family. Such employees shall furnish 
a death certificate or other satisfactory proof 
of the death to justify the absence. "Immediate 
family" shall include the father, father-in-law, 
mother, mother-in-law, brother, sister, spouse, 
child, or any relative who resided in the 
employee's household. For the purpose of this 
section, simultaneous, multiple family deaths 
will be considered as one occurrence. 
(b) The definition of "immediate family" shall 
include grandparents, grandchildr~~, step-parents 
and step-children for non-represented employees. 

City of L.A., Administrative Code 
[34.127, 4.127.1. 
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FILE NO. 

85-0726 

SPECIAL MEETING 

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 

FRIDAY - MAY 20, 1988 

9:00 A.M. - ROOM 250A - CITY HALL 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMAN MICHAEL WOO, Chairperson 
COUNCILWOMAN GLORIA MOLINA 
COUNCILWOMAN JOAN MILKE FLORES 

(Bill Pruner - Legislative Assistant II - 485-5732) 

SUBJECT 

COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN COMMITTEE'S SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

(1) 
In response to the motion proposing the development of an 
ordinance that would provide domestic partnership status for 
residents of the City and for all employees of the City: 

(A) 

Task Force on Family Diversity, as convened by Councilman 
Woo, to submit findings and recommendations related to 
domestic partnership legislation. 

DISPOSITION --------------------------------------------------
(B) 

Consideration of report of the Personnel Department regarding 
the feasibility of adopting a proposal of the Task Force on 
Family Diversity that the City extend family sick leave and 
bereavement leave to City employees with domestic partners. 

DISPOSITION -------------------------------------------------

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
Friday - May 20, 1988 
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TO: 

REPORT 
FROM 

Governmental Operations Committee 

THE PERSONNEL 
DEPARTMENT 

DATE 

May 17, 1988 
RfFERE;NCE. • 

nStruct10n from Councilman Michael Woo, Chairman, Government COUNCIL. FIL.E 

Operations Committee 

SUBJECT: 

Extending family sick leave and bereavement 
employees with domestic partners. 

leave benefits I 
City I 

j 

to 

Discussion: i 
I 

! 
i 

At the request of your committee chairman, the Personnel Department has ! 
reviewed the feasibility of implementing recommendation No. 104, Attachment I 

I, of the Task Force on Family Diversity, which recommends inclusion of I 
domestic partners as "Immediate Family" for family sick leave and I 
bereavement leave. As part of this fe&=:~~~ity study, staff has reviewed I 
the Domestic Partnership ordinances adopted by City of Berkeley, Berkeley 
Unified School District, and West Hollywood, California, and the proposals I 
currently under review by San Francisco and Madison, Wisconsin. Also we 
reviewed the findings of the Employee Benefits Survey conducted in June 
1987, by this Department and the City Administrative Officer, and the Needs 
Assessment Survey, conducted in March 1987, by the Commission on the Status 
of Women. 

As was pointed out in Council File 85-1888 on Flexible Benefit Programs -
"Current benefit plans were designed in the 1960s for the typical family of 
a working husband, non-working wife, and two or more dependent children. I 

Department of Labor statistics indicate that less than 10% of today's work I 
force fit this model. The majority of workers today are single, two-income 
couples, singles with dependents, and older employees. "One size fits all lt 

when applied to benefit plans no longer best fits the needs of today' s 
employees. II 

This statement was written in December 1985, a year and a half prior to our 
Employee Benefits Survey, the results of which indicated that only 10.9% of 
the City's Civilian labor force fits the 1960s typical family profile. 
This same survey indicated that 4.2% of our Ci7~l~~n labor force of 20,000 
live with a domestic partner. This percentage is consistent with the 
findings of the Commission on the Status of Women's Needs Assessment 
Survey, and the experience of the City of Berkeley and the Berkeley Unified 
School District. In 1984 the City of Berkeley anticipated 5.4% of their 
employees would designate a domestic partner. As of April, 1988 the actual 
percentage was 8% of a labor force of 1320. The Berkeley Unified School 
District as of April, 1988 has 80 employees or 5% who have designated a 
domestic partner. The employee benefits provided in both of these 
jurisdictions are not limited to family sick leave and bereavement leave, 
but include eligibility of a domestic partner for health and dental 
insurance. 
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While we will be addressing some of the needs of our employees as their 
family needs change with the establishment of a Flexible Benefits Program, 
family sick leave and bereavement leave are not traditionally covered under 
such programs. 

Al though there are no legal grounds for implementing the Task Force's 
recommendation, there appears to be an equity issue which should be 
addressed. In the past, we have broadened the defini tion of "Immediate 
Family" when we became aware of an inequity. Further, because both family 
sick leave and bereavement leave have maximum days off established by MOU 
(family sick leave of five to nine working days depending on the specific 

MOU and bereavement leave of 3 working days), the addition of domestic 
partner to the ~finition of "Immediate Family" will not have a significant 
financial impac~ While the City of Bp-rkeley has no specific cost figures, 
staff for that City believes there has not been a significant financial 
impact, because there have only been two verification requests in two 
years. This is also the belief of the staff at Berkeley Unified School 
District. 

Should the Ci ty Counc il elect to broaden the defini tion of "Immediate 
Family" to include domestic partner, we have prepared a discussion draft, 
(Attachment II) of the language we believe necessary to add domestic 
partner to Sections 4.127 and 4.127.1 of the Los Angeles Administrative 
Code. Also included is the definition of a domestic partner which should 
be included in both sections. Attachments III-V are discussion drafts of a 
Domestic Partnership Information Sheet, Affidavit of Domestic Partnership, 
and Termination of Domestic Partnership Affidavit that the Employee 
Benefits Office, Personnel Department would use to administer the program. 
Both these forms would be available in the Employee Benefits Office, and 
completed Affidavits would be kept in a locked file in the Employee 
Benefits Office. 

Because of the design of the Ci ty' s current payroll system, operating 
departments would have to verify an employee's eligibility with the 
Employee Benefi ts Office. When the City's new payroll/personnel system 
becomes operational, the Employee Benefits Office will code an employee's 
eligibility into the system, thus eliminating the need for operating 
department verification. 

This report has been informally reviewed by the staff's of the Chief 
Legislative Analyst and the City Attorney. 
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Att achment I 

1 04 . The Ta ,k Force r ecomme"ds t~ at t he Ci t y Councii a:Tlend the 
Ci ty Ac.:ninistre.:ive Code to include t!le ter:n "dom est ic partner" in the list 
or "immediate (3.r:1!.ly'l rel a tionships Cor which an employee is entitled to take 
:am ily sick lea ve U:1d bcre3veme n t lea'/c . 7he !ollo·.v~ng de!lnition of 
"do r.1es tic partner" should be adopted , and t:,e city's Personnel Depart:nent 
should be aClt h o ri zed to es t ablish appropri3te p r ocedl:"es t o verley t he 
domestic pa r tners hip stat"s o C emplo yees w~o cl~ i ", dlg:bil:ty ea r sIck leave 
o r bercD.vemen::. le3.'/e: 

8 o r.1es\:£c par t;"1e:-s are t','IO pc :-sons w!lo c ec lale 
t!-lat : 

( !.) T h ey cu rrently resi~e in the same 
house:--.olc , e.r. d ha v e bee:l so residL,g (o r the ~JreYious 

12 r.. 0 :1t:'12. 

( 2 ) The y share. the c ': :7. ;no:1 n2ce5sit~es o ! lue . 

(:) The:: have a ml!:l!2.~ obLigat ion c : ~~9?O~t, 
and €. ~~ each o ther 's sole ::!orr.est ic par:ner . 

( .~) They ar~ bo t!1 ova:" ! a yca:3 of age .9.;"".-:1 ara 
co;;:;e::. ·;~:: to con : rac :.. 

(6) Neither pll,tr.er is rel"ted :'y bleed ~o t:,e 
othe:. 

(7 ) The y agree to noti!y t!1e appropriate 
agency withL-1 30 days I: eny o( t h e Il:'ove (ac t s 
change. 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY Attachment II 

Sec. 4.127. Allowance for Leave for Illness in Family. 

(a) Any employee who is absent from work by reason of the illness 
or injury of a member of his immediate family and who has accrued 
and unused sick leave at full pay shall upon the approval of the 
appointing authority or the agent thereof designated to determine 
such matter, be allowed leave of absence with full pay for not to 
exceed in the aggregate five working days in anyone calendar 
year, provided such employee shall furnish a satisfactory 
doctor's certificate or other sui table and satisfactory proof 
showing the nature and extent of the injury or illness sufficient 
to justify such absence. "Immediate family" shall include the 
father, mother, brother, sister, spouse, domestic partner, child, 
grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents, or step-children of 
any employee of the City. 

The aggregate number of days of absence for which pay may be 
allowed under this section shall be included in the number of 
days for which sick leave with full pay is allowed under Sec. 
4.126 of this Code. 

(b) The definition of "domestic partner" shall be two persons who 
declare that: 

(1) They currently reside in the same household, and have been 
so residing for the previous 12 months; (2) They share the common 
necessities of life; (3) They have a mutual obligation of 
support, and are each other's sole domestic partner; (4) They are 
both over 18 years of age and are competent to' contract; (5) 
Neither partner is married; (6) Neither partner is related by 
blood to the other; and (7) They agree to notify the appropriate 
City Department within 30 da~s if any of the above facts change. 

SECTION HISTORY 

Based on Ord. No. 89100 amended by Ords. Nos. 123263 and 137896. 
Amended by: Ord. No. 140,780, eff. 7-31-70; Ord. No. 155,667, 
eff. 7-31-81, opere 7-1-81. 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY 

Sec. 4.127.1 Allowances for Leave because of Family Deaths. 

(a) Except as otherwise provided by Memoranda of Understanding 
and implemented by the City Council, in addition to all other 
sick leave allowed under this article, any employee who is absent 
from work by reason of the death of a member of his immediate 
family shall, upon the approval of the appointing authority or 
the agent thereof designated to determine such matters, be 
allowed leave of absence with full pay for a maximum of three 
working days for each occurrence of a death in the employee's 
immediate family. Such employees shall furnish a death 
certificate or other satisfactory proof of the death to justify 
the absence. "Immediate family" shall include the father, 
father-in-law, mother, mother-in-law, brother, sister, spouse, 
domestic partner, child, or any relative who resided in the 
employee's household. For the purpose of this section, 
simul taneous, mul tiple family deaths will be considered as one 
occurrence. 

(b) The definition of "immediate family" shall include 
grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents and step-children for 
non-represented employees. 

(c) The definition of "domestic partner" shall be two persons who 
declare that: 

(1) They currently reside in the same household, and have been 
so residing for the previous 12 months~ (2) They s~are the common 
necessities of life~ (3) They have a mutual obligation of 
support, and are each other's sole domestic partner~ (4) They are 
both over 18 years of age and are competent to contract~ (5) 
Neither partner is married~ (6) Neither partner is related by 
blood to the other~ and (7) They agree to notify the appropriate 
City Department within 30 days if any of the above facts change. 

SECTION HISTORY 

Based on Ord. No. 89100 amended by Ord. No. 137896. 
Amended by: Ord. No. 140780, eff. 7-31-701 Ord. No. 153,343, eff. 
7-1-80, opere 7-1-80. 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Attuchrnent III 

DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP INFORMATION SHEET 

The City of Los .D..~geles has adopted a policy extending certain 

benefits to the domestic partners of its employees. These 

benefits currently are limited to family sick leave and 

bereavement leave. Employees will be 

benefits become available to domestic 

domestic partner coverage, both the 

informed as addi tional 

partners. To obtain 

City employee and the 

domestic partner ~ust attest to certain facts by completing and 

signing the attached Affidavit of Domestic Partnership. Signing 

the Affidavit wi:!.:!. grant City leave benefits. Included within 

this Affidavit is a declaration of responsibility by the signing 

parties for their common welfare. It should be noted that this 

declaration may have potential legal implications under 

California law which has recognized that non-marital cohabiting 

couples may privately contract with respect to the financial 

obligations of their relationship. If you have questions 

regarding the potential legal effects of signing the Domestic 

Partnership Affidavi t, you should consul t an attorney. I f you 

have other questions, please call the Employee Benefi ts 

Administrator, 485-2048. 

10 



Domestic Partnership Information 

For the purpose of the Ci ty of Los Angeles leave benefi ts, 
"domestic partnership" shall exist between two persons regardless 
of their gender and each of them shall be the "domestic partner" 
of the other if they both complete, sign, and file wi th the 
Employee Benefits Office, Personnel Department an "Affidavit of 
Dom~stic Partnership" which includes the following statements": 

a. the two parties have resided together for at least one year 
and share the co~on necessities of life; 

b. the two partip.s are: not married to anyone, eighteen (18) 
years or older, not related by blood closer than would bar 
marriage in the State of California, and mentally competent 
to consent ~o contract; 

c. the two parties declare that they are each other's sole 
domestic partner and they are responsible for their cornmon 
welfare; 

d. the two par~ies agree to notify the employer with whom the 
"Affidavit of Domestic Partnership" is filed if there is any 
change in the circumstances attested to in the affidavit; 

e. the two parties affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the 
assertions in the affidavi t are true to the best 0= their 
knowledge. 

A member of a domestic partnership may end said relationship by 
filing a stateme~t with the Employee Benefits Office, Personnel 
Department. In the statement the individual filing must affirm, 
under penalty of perjury, that: 1) the partnership is terminated, 
and 2) a copy of the termination statement will be mailed to the 
other partner unless both have signed the termination statement. 

No individual who has filed an Affidavit of Domestic Partnership 
may file another such affidavit until twelve (12) months after a 
statement of termination of the previous partnership has been 
filed with the Employee Benefits Office, Personnel Department. 

Any person, employer or company who suffer any loss because of a 
false statement contained in an Affidavit of Domestic Partnership 
may bring a civil action to recover their losses, including 
reasonable attorney's fees. 

11 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY 

CON F IDE N T I A L 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
AFFIDAVIT OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP 

Attachment IV 

I, ____ ~~~~~~~------~~~~------------, certify that: 
Name of Employee (Print) 

I, ____ ~ __ ~ ____ ~~~~--------' and 
Employee (Print) Domestic Partner (Print) 

reside together at and 
Address 

share the common necessities of life. 

2. We affirm that the effective date of this domestic 
partnership is 

Date 

3. We are not married to anyone. 

4. We are at least eighteen (18) years of age or older. 

s. We are not related by blood closer than would bar marriage 
in the State of California and are mentally competent to 
consent to contract. 

6 . We are each other's sole domestic partner and are 
responsible for our common welfare. 

7. We agree to notify the City if there is any change of 
circumstances attested to in this Affidavit wi thin thirty 

8 • 

9. 

(30) days of change by filing a Statement of Termination of 
Domestic Partnership. Such termination statement shall "be 
on a form provided by the City and shall affirm under 
penalty of perjury that the partnership is terminated and 
that a copy of the termination statement has been mailed to 
the other partner. 

After such termination I, I understand 
--------~--~--~------(Employee) 

that another Affidavit of Domestic Partnership cannot be 
filed until twelve (12) months after a statement of 
termination of the previous partnership has been filed with 
the Employee Benefits Office. . 

We understand that any persons/employer/company who suffer 
any loss because of a false statement contained in an 
Affidavit of Domestic f~~~L~rship may bring a civil action 
against us to recover their losses including reasonable 
attorney's fees. 

12 
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10. We provide the informat ion in this Affidavit to be used by 
the City for the sole purpose of determining our eligibility 
for domestic partnership benefits. We understand that this 
information wil l be held confidential and will be subject to 
disclosure only upon our express \~ritten authorization or 
pursuant to a court order. 

11 . We affirm, under penalty or perjury, that the assertions in 
this Affidavit are true to the best o f our knowledge . 

Date Signature of Employee 

Date of Birth 

Da t e Signature of Domestic Partner 

Date of Birth 



RW' 

DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY Attachment V 

TERMINATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP 

I, ____________________________________________________ , request removal of my 

domestic partner, effective 

I understand that I will not be able to apply for another domestic partner 
coverage until twelve months have passed. 

Print Name 

Signature 

Date 

Domestic Partner: 

Name: 

Address: 

13 



FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. s-aO) 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

May 25, 1988 

The Governmental operations committee 

Keith Comrie, City Administrative Officer 

Subject: EXTENDING FAMILY ILLNESS SICK LEAVE AND BEREAVEMENT 
LEAVE BENEFITS TO INCLUDE DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

At the May 20, 1988 meeting of the Governmental 
Operations Committee, the City Administrative Officer (CAO) was 
requested to report back to the Committee on the meet and confer 
obligation and economic impact of implementing family illness 
sick leave and bereavement leave benefits that include domestic 
partners of City employees. This expansion in benefits had been 
proposed by the Task Force on Family Diversity as one of 110 
recommendations contained in its report, "strengthening 
Families: A Model for Community Actior'.'. . 

Meet and Confer. Obligation 

Currently, there are 45 bargaining units in the city 
of Los Angeles, which have executed separate and independent 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with the City. The City is 
required by the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act and its own Employee 
Relations Ordinance to meet and confer on wages, hours, and 
conditions of employment with the employee organizations 
representing each bargaining unit. Because employee benefits, 
such as sick leave and bereavement leave, are conditions of 
employment, the City is obligated by statute to bargain with 
affected employee organizations on any changes to the benefit 
system. Any effort on the City's part to unilaterally implement 
such changes would subject it to charges of an unfair employee 
relations practice and potential litigation. 

The present level of family illness sick leave and 
bereavement leave benefits enjoyed by the City's represented 
employees is the result of MOU negotiations or past practice 
dating from years prior tb collective bargaining. Consequently, 
the sick and bereavement leave provisions . contained in the 
various MOU's differ. For example, employees in the Clerical 
unit represented by AFSCME have nine days of family illness 
included in their sick leave benefit, whereas employees in the 
Equipment Operation and Labor unit represented by SEIU, Local 
347, have only five days. Similarly, the definition of 
"immediate family" differs among MOU's. Some units have 
negotiated for an expanded definition under the bereavement 
leave provisions to include grandchildren, grandparents, step­
parents, and/or step-children. 
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In the event that the City Council elects to pursue 
this proposal further, it will be necessary for the Council to 
refer the matter to the Executive Employee Relations Committee 
in order to 'provide the CAO with appropriate bargaining 
instructions. It should be noted that there are a number of 
multi-year agreements currently in effect, consequently, it may 
not be practical to address the issue of domestic partnership 
for all units at this time. Also, no assumption can be made 
that all employee organizations will be interested in 
incorporating these changes until meetings are held. 

Economic Impact 

The true cost of extending family illness sick leave 
and bereavement leave benefits to City employees with domestic 
partners is difficult to assess because there is no hard dollar 
expenditure; the "cost" results from a loss in employee work 
days or productivity. If average use for other employee groups 
applies to these employees, work days per year might be lost at 
a value of $2.3 million. We should not view the proposed 
benefit expansion as an isolated event with no further financial 
consequence. Any move toward incorporating domestic partnership 
into employee benefit coverage will be seen as a move toward the 
inclusion of domestic partners in health, dental, and life 
insurance coverage and retirement plan benefits. 

using the Task 
employees (including sworn 
3,440 employees would be 
health insurance, the 

Force's estimate that 8% of 43,000 
and DWP) have domestic partners, then 
eligible for expanded benefits. For 

additional annual cost would be 
To adequately evaluate the financial 

benefits, an actuary study would be 
$3.9 $5.2 million. 
impact on retirement 
required. 

Liability Concerns 

We are concerned that the proposed Affadavit of 
Domestic Partnership may carry with it some contractual 
obligations between the parties and may involve the City. The 
Termination of Domestic Partnership form suggests a unilateral 
termination of the relationship. If financial benefits are 
involved, it may be that the city could be left with some 
liability should the other party not be agreeable to the 
dissolution. This aspect of the proposal should be reviewed by 
the City Attorney. 

KC:CC:tm 
ER0347 
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JAMES K. HAHN 
CITY ATTORNEY 

®fficc of tfyc QIit14 J\ttornctl 

fLl1S .Angdl's, <Caiifl1rnia 

May 31, 1988 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

1800 CITY HALL EAST 

LOS ANGELES 90012 

(213) 485-5408 

CRIMINAL BRANCH 
(213) 485-5470 

C,V'L BRANCH 
(213) 485-6370 

TELECOPIER: 
(213) 680-3634 

REPORT RE: 
REPORT NO: M~~ 3 1 fu~~ 5 

FEASIBILITY OF ADOPTING A PROPOSAL TO EXTEND 
FAMILY SICK LEAVE AND BEREAVEMENT LEAVE BENEFITS 

TO CITY EMPLOYEES WITH DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

Honorable Governmental Operations Committee 
Room 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

(Council File 85-0726 not transmitted herewith) 

Honorable Members: 

Your Committee has requested a report describing any legal 
consequences to the City if the Council implements a proposal to 
extend family sick leave and bereavement leave to City employees 
with domestic partners. You have also requested suggestions from 
this office for modifying the supporting affidavit, forms, and 
ordinance proposed by the Personnel Department in its report of May 
17, 1988. 

This office has read and considered the proposal of the 
Task Force on Family Diversity to extend family sick leave and 
bereavement leave benefits to City employees with domestic 
partners. We have also read and reviewed the Personnel 
Department's suggested implementation of the Task Force proposal, 
in the form of a draft enabling ordinance modifying the City 
Administrative Code, an affidavit for persons desiring to declare 
the existence of a domestic partnership under the proposed 
ordinance, and a set of information forms for distribution to 
participants and to the general public. 

Initially, we stress that the City must meet and confer 
with recognized employee organizations prior to implementing any 
change in the wage benefits or terms and conditions of employment 
of represented City employees. Absent impasse or other basis for 
not meeting and conferring, an employer commits an unfair employee 
relations practice under the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act, California 
Government Code §§3500, ~~. ("MMBAW) and under the City's 
Employer-Employee Relations Ordinance, City Administrative Code 
§§4.800, et ~. ("ERO"), if it makes any unilateral changes in 

16 



Honorable Governmental Operations Committee 
Page 2 

conditions of employment, regardless of how beneficial to the 
interests of employees the changes may be. California Government 
Code §3505; see Vernon Fire Fighters v. City of Vernon, 107 
Cal.App.3d 802, 165 Cal.Rptr. 908 {1980}. Federal interpretations 
of the National Labor Relations Act, to which California courts 
look for guidance in determining what is meant by the "meet and 
confer n requirement, Liplow v. Regents of the University of 
California, 54 Cal.App.3d 215, 126 Cal.Rptr. 515 (1975), are 
numerous on this issue, with all holding that the unilateral 
provision of a wage benefit by management violates the collective 
bargaining requirements of the Act. E.g., Mooney Aircraft, Inc., 
138 NLRB 1331, 51 LRRM 1230 (1962); Cutter Boats, Inc., 127 NLRB 
1576, 46 LRRM 1246 (1960); see generally, Charles J. Morris, The 
Developing Labor Law (2d ed., Bureau of National Affairs) at 597-98. 

There are two principal reasons why the unilateral 
provision by management of employee benefits is forbidden. First, 
by volunteering a benefit to its employees, management creates the 
illusion that benefits are created by, and flow solely from, the 
employer, thus reducing in the minds of employees the credibility 
of its recognized employee organizations. Second, recognized 
employee organizations, and indeed employees themselves, may not 
collectively regard benefits in the same light as management does. 
The benefit conveyed gratuitously today may tomorrow carry a price 
to labor in the form of the denial of more ardently desired 
benefits, the denial justified by the costs of supplying the 
present gratuitous benefit. For these reasons, any ordinance the 
Council desires on this issue must for the present be limited in 
its scope to unrepresented employees. The same benefits may be 
conveyed to represented employees, but only after completing the 
meet and confer obligations imposed by MMBA and the ERO. 

The draft ordinance we have reviewed seeks to alter City 
Administrative Code §§4.l27 and 4.127.1, which govern family 
illness and bereavement leave benefits, respectively, for 
non-sworn, non-DWP City employees. If the Council desires similar 
policy changes for sworn employees, after having met and conferred 
with the representatives of those employees, equivalent changes 
will have to be made to City Administrative Code S4.178 for family 
illness and to §4.l79 for bereavement leave. 

K~t~in the above parameters this office sees no legal 
impediment to the modification of the City Administrative Code 
along the lines suggested by the Personnel Department in its 
proposed ordinance. 

We have suggested certain primarily stylistic changes to 
the draft affidavit of domestic partnership, and these changes are 
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Honorable Governmental Operations Committee 
Page 3 

attached. Substantively, we have suggested the addition of a 
statement in the affidavit making clear to potential users of the 
form the profound legal obligations they may be undertaking upon 
signing the document. The affidavit makes certain declarations 
under oath concerning each partner's responsibility for the 
financial welfare of the other and the sharing by the partnership 
of the common necessities of life. These declarations could supply 
evidence supporting the claims of either or both parties in the 
event of a financial dispute between the domestic partners. This 
point is made in the information sheet accompanying the affidavit 
and should be clearly spelled out in the affidavit itself. 

The City Administrative Officer's report of May 25, 1988 
raises an issue of potential liability to the City arising from the 
unilateral dissolution of the domestic partnership by one of the 
partners. This office's review of the proposed affidavit and 
ordinance does not cause us to share this concern. The affidavit 
asks each domestic partner to declare ~nder oath the existence of 
certain facts. By itself, the affidavit does not contractually 
bind the City to do anything. As noted above, the affidavit may 
constitute evidence of the existence of the sworn facts in the 
event of a financial dispute between the domestic partners. The 
City will be bound to supply benefits, under its ordinances and 
memoranda of understanding, only if the stated preconditions to 
supplying the benefits have been met. The termination of the 
domestic partnership by either partner will absolve the City of 
further obligations under the domestic partnership provisions of 
its ordinances and memoranda of understanding. Out of an abundance 
of caution, however, we have recommended inclusion in the affidavit 
of a provision disavowing liability by the City if either domestic 
partner acts to terminate the arrangement. 

This office is prepared to assist the Council further if 
it elects to implement the Task Force proposal. 

Very truly yours, 

Attorney 

R CRAMER, 
Assistant City Attorney 

RC:mcv 
(213) 485-5432 

Attachment 
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1. 

DISCUSSION DRAFT ONLY 

CONFIDENTIAL 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
AFFIDA VIT OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP 

-I We. - ________ . and __________ _ 
Employee (print) Domestic Partner (print) 

reside together at ______________ and 
Address 

share the common necessities of life. 

2. We affirm that the effective date of this domestic partnership is 

Date 

3. We are not Neither of us is married to anyone. 

4. We are Each of us is at least eighteen ( 18) years of age or olGer. 

S. We are not related by blood closer than would bar marriage in the 
State of California and afe each of us is mentally competent to consent 
to contract. 

6. We are eaGh other's Each of us is the sole domestic partner of the 
other and af:e each of us is responsible for our common welfare. 

7. We agree Each of us agrees to notify the City if there is any change of 
circumstances attest8c:t to is this Affidavit within thirty (30) days of 
change any change of circu mstances attested to in this Affidavit by 
filing with the Employee Benefits Office a Statement of Termination of 
Domestic Partnership. Such termination statement shaH be on a form 
provided by the City and shall affirm under penalty of perjury that 
the partnership is terminated and that a copy of the termination 
statement has been mailed to the other partner. 

8. After such termination It __________ t understand 
(Employee) 

that another Affidavit of Domestic Partnership cannot be filed until 
twelve ( 12) months after a statement of termination of the previous 
domestic partnership has been filed with the Employee Benefits Office. 
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9. We understand that any persons/employer/company v.tho suffer iC.JM 
City suffers any loss because of a false statement contained in an 
Affidavit of Domestic Partnership. then the City may bring a civil 
action against us to recover ~ its losses~ including reasonable 
attorney's fees. 

10. We provide the information in this Affidavit to be used by the City for 
the sole purpose of determining our eligibility for domestic 
partnership benefits. We understand that this information will be 
held confidential and will be subject to disclosure only upon our 
express written authorization or pursuant to a court order. 

11. Each of us understands that the information we are providing in this 
Affidavit may be used by either of us as evidence of the existence of 
our domestic oartnership relationship in subsequent legal proceedings. 
Each of us understands that before signing this Affidavit we should 
seek competent legal advice concerning the financial obligations each 
of us may be undertaking by signing this Affidavit. 

12. Each of us agrees that. upon termination of this domestic partnership 
by either of us. the City. its agencies. officers. and employees are 
relieved of any obligation to supply domestic partnership benefits to 
the employee signing this Affidavit under any ordinance or 
me morand u m of understanding. 

-l-l-U. We affir m, under penaltj· .Jf 'Jf r: :rjury, that the assertions in this 
Affidavit are true to the best of our knowledge. 

Date Signature of Employee 

Date of Birth 

Date Signature of Domestic Partner 

Date of Birth 
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FILE NO. 

85-0726 

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 

WEDNESDAY - JUNE 1, 1988 

9:00 A.M. - ROOM 238 - CITY HALL 

MEMBERS: COUNCILMAN MICHAEL WOO, Chairperson 
COUNCILWOMAN GLORIA MOLINA 
COUNCILWOMAN JOAN MILKE FLORES 

(Bill Pruner - Legislative Assistant II - 485-5732) 

SUBJECT 

COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST 
WITHIN COMMITTEE'S SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

(4) 
Consideration of report of the Personnel Department regarding 
the feasibility of adopting a proposal of the Task Force on 
Family Diversity that the City extend family sick leave and 
bereavement leave to City employees with domestic partners. 
(City Attorney and CAO to submit reports) • 

DISPOSITION ------------------------------------------------
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TliOM1\& F COLEML\N 
ATTORNEY AND COUNSelOR AT LAW 

CENTER FOR PERSONAL RIGHTS ADVOCACY 
POST OFFICE BOX 65756 • LOS ANGELES. CA 90065 • (213) 258-8955 

STATEMENT OF THOMAS F. COLEl'vlAN 
Before the Government Operations Committee 

of the Los Angeles City Council 

June 1, 1988 

The Task Force on Family Diversity has recommended that the City Council extend 
family sick leave and bereavement leave to city employees living with domestic 
partners. This recommendation would be implemented by including "domestic partners" 
in the list of uimmediate familyu members eligible for such leaves. Such an amendment 
of the Administrative Code is long overdue. 

Three sections of the final report of the Task Force specifically should be included 
in the Council file concerning this proposal. I have attached them to my written 
statement. 

The first section, "Public Policy and the Definition of Family," shows how unmarried 
couples living together in the same household may legally be considered immediate 
family members. The proposal under consideration by the City Council is consistent 
with statewide public policy on the definition of family. 

The second section, "Domestic Partnership Families," gives an overview of domestic 
partners as a class of people suffering from much unjust discrimination. Denial of 
family sick leave and bereavement leave is one such example of discrimination. 

The third section, "City Government - The City as Employer," explains how certain 
reforms is city employment policies and practices are necessary in order to E1iminate 
discrimination and in order to meet the needs of the diverse family living arrangements 
of city employees. The most logical place to begin making needed adjustments is in the 
area of low cost items such as sick leave and bereavement leave. 

As principal author of the Final Report of the Task Force on Family Diversity, I _, 
urge the members of this Committee and all members of the City Council to swiftly 
adopt this proposal. In times of medical emergencies and other family crises, the city 
has been ignoring the needs of nearly five percent of its workforce. This inequity should 
be immediately rectified. 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW • CRIMINAL APPEALS IAL LITIGATION • JOURNALISM • SPECIAL PROJECTS 
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News Councilman Michael Woo 

For Immediate Release 
Wed., June 1, 1988 

Contact: Bill Chandler 
(213) 485-3353 

City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

WOO'S COUNCIL COMMITTEE APPROVES SICK AND BEREAVEMENT LEAVE FOR 
DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

Councilman Michael Woo's city council committee today 

approved the proposal to add "domestic partners" to the list of 

immediate family members eligible for sick and bereavement leave. 

"The American family has changed dramatically from the days 

of the stereotypical family with two parents and two kids. The 

committee vote today shows that the city will assure that our 

policies reflect that change," Woo said. 

The Personnel Department's report presented today to the 

Governmental Operations (GO) committee showed said that there is 

a current inequity in the city's policy which makes no provisions 

for domestic partners. In addition, the expansion of the 

"immediate family" would not have a significant financial impact 

on the city. 

This proposal will affect city employees only. Woo hopes 

that the city can set an example for private sector companies to 

(more) 

ChaIT 
Governmental Operatrons Commltlee 

Vice Chair 
Planning and Environment C ommlltee 

Member 
Transportation and Traffic Committee 
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follow. Los Angeles will become the first major city to push for 

this domestic partnership provision. The smaller cities of 

Berkeley, West Hollywood and Santa Cruz have already taken this 

action. 

Domestic partners are described as two adults who reside in 

the same household, have a mutual obligation of support, and 

share the common necessities of life. 

This proposal was one of 110 recommendations made by the 

Task Force on Family Diversity, which Woo created in 1985 to look 

at the problems faced in the city by such families as 

single-parent families, gay and lesbian couples, immigrant 

families, and families with seniors or disabled persons. 

The GO committee approved the report by a 2-1 vote. Woo and 

Councilwoman Gloria Molina voted in favor, while Councilwoman 

Joan Milke Flores voted against it. 

The committee recommendation will now go to the full City 

Council in approximately two weeks. 

iii 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

RECOMMENDATION 

-1-

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
Majority Report 

File No. 85-0726 

Committee 

Yes No 
Public Comments X 

-~-

In order to extend family sick leave and bereavement leave 
benefits to City employees with domestic partners in accordance 
with Recommendation #104 of the Task Force on Family Diversity, 
the majority members of the Committee RECOMMEND that the 
following actions be taken: 

1. That the City Council APPROVE THE CONCEPT of the inclusion of 
domestic partners in the definition of "Immediate Family" for 
family sick leave and bereavement leave allowances requiring a 
confidential" affidavi t declaring the existence of a domestic 
partnership as enumerated in this report. 

2. That the matter be referred to the Executive Employees 
Relations Committee to formulate bargaining instructions for the 
City Administrative Officer and to report those instructions back 
to Council. 

In connection with the motion proposing the development of an 
ordinance that would provide domestic partnership status for 
residents of the City and for all employees of the City, WE 
FURTHER RECOMMEND that the Council be advised that the Committee 
has received and noted the report of the Task Force on Family 
Diversity, as convened by Councilman Woo, entitled "Strengthening 
Families: A Model for Community Action" containing 110 
recommendations with copies being provided City Council members 
and the Los Angeles City Library Department (Central, City Hall 
Municipal Reference, and Regional Branch Libraries). 

SUMMARY 

The Personnel Department has reviewed the feasibility of 
implementing recommendation No. 104, of the Task Force on Family 
Diversity, which recommends inclusion of domestic partners as 
"Immediate Family" for family sick leave and bereavement leave. 

-c 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

-2-

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
Majority Report 

File No. 85-0726 

Committee 

As part of this feasibility study, the staff reviewed the 
Domestic Partnership ordinances adopted by the City of Berkeley, 
Berkeley Unified School District, and West Hollywood, California, 
and the proposals currently under review by San Francisco and 
Madison Wisconsin. Also they reviewed the findings of the 
Employee Benefits Survey conducted in June 1987, by the 
Department and the City Administrative Officer, and the Needs 
Assessment Survey, conducted in March 1987, by the Commission on 
the Status of Women. 

As was pointed out in Council File 85-1888 on Flexible Benefit 
Programs - Current benefit plans were designed in the 1960s for 
the typical family of a working husband, non-working wife, and 
two or more dependent children. However, both Department of 
Labor statistics and the Employee Benefits Survey results 
indicate that less than 10% of today's work force fit this model. 
The majority of workers today are single, two-income couples, 
singles with dependents, and older employees. "One size fits 
all il when applied to benefit plans no longer best fits the needs 
of today's employees. 

The Employee Benefits Survey results also indicated that 4.2% of 
the City civilian labor force of 20,000 live with a domestic 
partner. This percentage is consistent with the findings of the 
Commission on the Status of Women's Needs Assessment Survey, and 
the experience of the City of Berkeley (8%) and the Berkeley 
Unified School district (5%). 

While the Personnel Department will be addressing some of the 
needs of employees as family needs change with the establishment 
of a Flexible Benefits Program, family sick leave and bereavement 
leave are not traditionally covered under such programs. 

Although there are no legal requirement for implementing the Task 
Force's recommendation, there appears to be an equity issue which 
should be addressed. In the past, the City has broadened the 
definition of "Immediate Familyll to eliminate various inequities. 
Further, because both family sick leave and bereavement leave 
have maximum days off established by MOU (family sick leave of 
five to nine working days depending on the specific MOU and 
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TO THE COUNCIL or THE 
CITY or LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

-3-

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
Majority Report 

rile No. 85-0726 

Committee 

bereavement leave of 3 working days), the addition of domestic 
partner to the definition of "Immediate Family" will not have a 
significant financial impact. It is also noted that usage of 
family sick leave must be deducted from an existing accumulation 
of 100% sick leave annual credit. 

As a part of the proposal a confidential affidavit would be 
required to be executed by the two persons desiring to declare 
the existence of a domestic partnership wherein they would 
declare under penalty of perjury: 

1. They currently reside in the same household, and have been so 
residing for the previous 12 monthsi 

2. They share the common necessities of lifei 

3. They have a mutual obligation of support, and are each 
other's sole domestic partner; 

4. They are both over 18 years of age and are competent to 
contract; 

5. Neither partner is marriedi 

6. Neither partner is related by blood to the other; 

7. They agree to notify the appropriate City Department within 
30 days if any of the above facts change. 

8. They understand that another affidavit of Domestic 
Partnership cannot be filed until 12 months after the 
execution of a Statement of Termination. 

9. They understand certain legal obligations (see next two 
paragraphs) 

The City Attorney indicates that there is no legal impediment to 
the modification of the Administrative Code along the lines 
suggested by the Personnel Department in its proposed model of an 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

-4-

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
Majority Report 

File No. 85-0726 

Committee 

implementing ordinance. The City Attorney suggested stylistic 
changes to the draft affidavit of domestic partnership and 
suggested the addition of a statement in the affidavit making 
clear to potential users of the form the profound legal 
obligations and penalities thereof, they may be undertaking upon 
signing the document. The affidavit makes certain declarations 
under oath concerning each partner's responsibility for the 
financial welfare of the other and the sharing by the partnership 
of the common necessities of life. These declarations could 
supply evidence supporting the claims of either or both parties 
in the event of a financial dispute between the domestic 
partners. This point is made in the information sheet 
accompanying the affidavit and should be clearing spelled out in 
the affidavit itself. The partners are also advised to get legal 
advice. 

The City Attorney does not share the concern raised regarding 
potential liability to the City arising from the unilateral 
dissolution of the domestic partnership by one of the partners. 
The affidavit asks each domestic partner to declare under oath 
the existence of certain facts. By itself, the affidavit does 
not contractually bind the City to do anything. The City will be 
bound to supply benefits, under its ordinances and memoranda of 
understanding, only it the stated preconditions to supplying the 
benefits have been met. The termination of the domestic 
partnership by either partner will absolve the City of further 
obligations. The affidavit should include a prOVision, as a 
precaution, disavowing liability by the City if either domestic 
partner acts to terminate the arrangement. 

The City Administrative Officer indicates as concurred in by the 
City Attorney that it will be necessary to meet and confer with 
the 45 employee bargaining units regarding the changes to the 
employee benefit system and thus the proposal could not be 
implemented unilaterally. It was noted that the definition of 
"immediate family" and the number of days available for family 
illness differs among the MOU's. 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

-5-

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 
Majority Report 

File No. 85-0726 

Committee 

The CAO reports that it would be appropriate for the Council to 
refer the matter to the Executive Employee Relations Committee in 
order to provide the CAO with appropriate bargaining 
instructions. It should be noted that there are a number of 
multi-year agreements currently in effect, consequently, it may 
not be practical to address the issue of domestic partnership for 
all units at this time. Also, no assumption can be made that all 
employee organizations will be interested in incorporating these 
changes until meetings are held. In addition to the MOU 
provisions, sections 4.127, 4.127.1, 4.178 and 4.179 of the 
Administrative Code would need to be modified, as appropriate. 

In the City Administrative Officer's report it is estimated that 
the extension of the subject benefits to the City employees will 
cost appropriately $2.3 million annually, primarily in "soft" 
dollar cost (loss in employee work days or productivity without a 
replacement). This is based on an average use for other employee 
groups and the Task Force estimate that 8% of 43,000 employees 
(civilian, sworn and Department of Water and Power) have domestic 
partners. 

Your majority members concurred with the intent of recommendation 
#104 of the Task Force on Family Diversity and has submitted the 
matter for Council consideration. 

CBP:ca:mcg 
6-14-88 

Respectfully submitted, 

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
(Majority Members) 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

File No.: 85-0726 

Yes No 

Public Comments x 

CMDOIO 

Your GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE reports as follows 
(Minority Report): 

I RECOMMEND that the City Council receive and file the 
recommendation of the Task Force on Fami ly Di versi ty that the 
Ci ty extend family illness sick leave and bereavement leave to 
City employees with "domestic partners". The City Administrative 
Officer has indicated the cost of this proposal resulting from a 
loss in employee work days or productivity would be approximately 
$2.3 mi Ilion per year. Also, the CAO reports that any move 
toward incorporating domestic partnership into employee benefit 
coverage will be seen as a move toward the inclusion of domestic 
partners in health, dental, and life insurance coverage and 
retirement plan benefi ts. This would represent an addi tional 
cost to the City of $3.9 - $5.2 mi Ilion for the health subsidy 
alone. 

If the Council desires to expand sick leave and bereavement 
leave, then consideration should be given to exploring the 
concept of developing a general annual leave policy which would 
provide employees "generic time-off" to be used by any employee 
for any purpose without justification. This would be a less 
complicated and more equitable solution which would permit 
employees a flexible use of time-off. 

The Personnel Department believes that the expanding of benefits 
to include "domestic partners" is an equity issue. Consequently, 
the most equitable solution of this issue is to permit a general 
leave policy which allows employees the flexibility of 
determining needs based on their own personal si tuations. A 
general annual leave program should be considered in conjunction 
with the evaluation of a proposed Flexible Benefits Program 
currently being reviewed by the City. 

The Governmental Operation Committee received public testimony on 
this issue indicating that domestic partnership arrangements 
would be validated through the filing of some type of affidavit. 
Although the City Attorney has reported that the City will 
probably not incur any liability through this process, it is 
clearly not wi thin the purview of local governments to validate 
personal relationships. Rather, this issue is under the 
jurisdiction of state government and subject to interpretation of 
state courts. 
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Recommendation 

That the City Council instruct the City Administrative Officer in 
cooperation with the City Attorney, to explore the concept of an 
annual leave to be used by any employee without justification and 
that this concept be considered as part of the Flexible Benefits 
Program currently being reviewed by the City. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
(Minority Member) 
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FACTS ABOUT THE DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP 
PROPOSAL ON SICK/BEREAVEMENT LEAVE 

(See City Council File #85-0726) 

A proposal to extend family sick/bereavement leave to city employees with 
domestic partners has been approved by the Government Operations Committee. 
It was developed from a two-year study conducted by the Task Force on Family 
Diversity. The full City Council will vote on the matter in the near future. 

The MAJORITY REPORT of the Government Operations Committee asks the 
Council to take the following actions: 

1. APPROVE THE CONCEPT of the inclusion of 
domestic partners in the definition of "Immediate Family" 
for family sick leave and bereavement leave allowances; 

2. Refer the matter to the Executive Employee 
Relations Committee to formulate bargaining instructions 
for the City Administrative Officer and to report those 
instructions back to Council. 

The PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT has reviewed the proposal and is ready to 
implement it when the matter is approved by the Council. The department views 
this as an equity issue, noting that the City has traditionally "broadened the 
definition of 'Immediate Family' when we became aware of an inequity." The 
department estimates that about 4.2% of the city workforce will directly benefit 
from the proposal. Based on the experience of the City of Berkeley, which 
adopted a similar proposal in 1984, the department believes that adoption of the 
measure by the City of Los Angeles will not result in a significant financial 
impact. The department has developed a mechanism to implement the measure. 

The CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER has emphasized that the proposal 
is subject to meet-and-confer requirements. The procedure set forth in the 
majority report of the G.O. Committee effectively handles this concern. The 
measure will not result in direct expenditures by the city. It is estimated that 
under the worst-case scenario (8% of workforce using all available sick leave), 
the proposal will cost the city $2.3 million annually in "soft dollars," i.e. time off. 

The CITY ATTORNEY has reported that, as long as meet-and-confer 
requirements are satisfied, there are no legal impediments to the adoption and 
implementation of the G.O. majority report. 

The COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN supports the extension of 
employee benefits to worker's with domestic partners. 

The LABOR UNIONS representing city employees have been polled and are 
virtually unanimous in their support of the proposal in the G.O. majority report. 
No bargaining agent has indicated opposition. 

The MINORITY ·REPOR T of the Government Operations Committee proposes a 
radical restructuring of the city's leave policies. It would change the current 
policy of leave-with-proper-justification to a new policy of leave-without­
justification. The fiscal im pact of such a drastic policy change is unknown. The 
proposal in the minority report is inconsistent with the city's traditional response 
of expanding the definition of "immediate family," for purpose of sick and 
bereavement leave, on a step-by-step basis as the need is demonstrated. 

Analysis by: Thomas F. Coleman, Esq. 
Special Consultant, Task Force on Family Diversity 
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News Councilman Michael Woo 

For immediate release 
Oct. 5, 1988 

CONTACT: Julie Jaskol 
(213) 485-3353 

COUNCIL VOTES TO KEEP IT ALL IN THE FAMILY 

City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

The City Council voted 10 to 2 today to include domestic 

partners in the definition of "Immediate Family" when granting 

sick or bereavement leaves for city employees. This means that 

city employees will be granted leave for the death or illness of 

their unmarried partners, just as city employees are currently 

granted leaves for the death or illness of their spouses. 

The vote makes Los Angeles by far the largest city in the 

country to grant such leaves. Previously West Hollywood, 

Berkeley, Santa Cruz, and Madison , Wisconsin, have adopted 

similar policies. 

The recommendation to recognize domestic partnerships came 

out of the Task Force on Family Diversity, convened by Councilman 

Michael Woo in 1986 to study the changing nature of Los Angeles 

families. After two years of study, the task force concluded 

that fewer than 10 percent of LA households conformed to the 

traditional model of working father, homemaking mother, and two 

kids, while 21 percent of LA's households consisted of unmarried 

-more-
Chair 
Governmental Operations Committee 

Vice Chair 
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Member 
Transportation and Trallie Committee 
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adults living together. 

"The old stereotypes no longer hold true for most of us," 

said Woo. "It's time the city woke up and recognized that times 

have changed, and so have families. With this vote the city can 

offer employment benefits that actually benefit today's 

families." 

The city's personnel department estimates that nearly 5 

percent of the city's workforce live in domestic partnerships, 

both heterosexual and homosexual. 

In order to qualify as a domestic partnership, a couple 

would have to sign a confidential affidavit on file at the city 

personnel office that says they have lived together for the 

previous 12 months, have a mutual obligation of support, share 

the common necessities of life, are each other's sole domestic 

partner, are not related by blood, and neither partner is 

married. 

The Service Employees Association Local #347 and other city 

employee labor unions support the recommendation, as does the 

Commission on the Status of Women, and the Municipal Elections 

Committee of Los Angeles. 

"By implementing this recommendation we are making a 

commitment to support LA's families in all the forms they take 

today," said Woo. "I hope other employers will follow the city's 

example. Today's families need all the help they can get, and 

I'm glad the city can lead the way." 
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Los Angeles i1ail~ JDurnal' 

Thursday, October 6, 1988 

Spouse Benefits Extended to 'Domestic Partners' 
ByG.M.BUSH , 

Despite warnings of grave social costs, the 
Los Angeles City Council voted Wednesday to 
include "domestic partners" in the lIimmedi_ 
ate family" category under which city employ· 
ees are granted bereavement and sick leave. 

Under the plan, a domestic partner could be 
a close friend, a common-law spouse or a ho­
mosexuallover. To qualify, a confidential affi· 
davit would be filed with the city declaring the 
person's identity. 

Councilman Ernani Bernardi strongly ob­
jected to the measure, which he characterized 
as a IIgay ordinance." 

After a discussion of potential cost of the 
proposal, be said money is not the issue, but 
rather that " it goes beyond what is considered 
to be the nonnal relationship between a male 
and a female." 

"This is a major change, " he said. "It's the 
social costs; that's my problem. 

The council, however, voted 1l·2 in favor of 
the proposal. The concept will be presented to 
employee unions in contract talks. 

The length of a potential leave would depend 
on the employee's particular job and Memo­
randum of Understanding contract. City law 
allows up to five days off for an illness of a 
family member and three days bereavement 
leave. _ .. ...-........ :;t ., _ ~.. .. - .. :, ' 

Last year, an Employee Benefits Survey cOn-­
ducted by the city found that approximately 4.2 
percent, or 840, of the city's 20,000 civilian em· 

ployees live with a domestic partner. 
The proposal adopted by the council was sup­

ported by the two-person majority of the coun­
cil's Governmental Operations Committee: 
Councilman Michael Woo, the committee 
chainnan, and Councilwoman Gloria Molina. 

Their majority report to the full council said 
current employee benefit plans were "de­
signed in the 1960s for the typical family of a 
working husband, non-working wife, and twn 
or more dependent children. It 

Now, however, fewer than 10 percent of the 
workforce fits this model. "The majority of 
workers today are single, two-income couples, 
singles with dependents, and older employees. 
'One size fits all' when applied to benefit plans, 
no longer best fits the neeps oftoday's employ· 
ees," the report stated. 

Feasibility Study 
The report was based in part on a feasibility 

study conducted by the Personnel Department 
that included a review of domestic partnership 
orelinances already adopted by the cities of 
Berkeley and West Hollywood and the Berke­
ley Unified School District. Proposals now un­
der review in San Francisco and Madison, 
Wise., ' also were studied. 

The committee's third member, Council· 
woman Joan Milke Flores, opposed the plan, 
noting that the city administrative officer bad 
reported that the inclusion of domestic part­
ners in employee benefits would be seen as a 
move toward incorporating them in health, 
dental, insurance and retirement benefits. 

She also cited the high cost of the program, 
again relying on data from the CAO, which 
concluded that exteneling bereavement and 
sick leave benefits to domestic partners would 
cost about $2.3 million annually. 

Councilman Joel Wachs challenged this fig­
ure, saying employees would not receive any 
additional time off. 

36 

Granting health benefits to domestic part. 
ners would cost the city anywhere from $3.9 
million to $5.2 million a year, Flores said. 

When the matter came before the committee 
for consideration, those who testified said they 
planned to seek e.'<tension of other benefits to 
domestic partners in the future, she said. 

Instead of expaneling sick and bereavement 
leave, the couneil should consider a "generic 
time-off' , plan "to be used by any employee for 
any purpose without justification," she said, 
calling this approach "less complicated and 
more equitable." 

Woo called this proposal "potentially much 
more expensive to the city." 

Flores strongly objected to the confidential 
affidavits that would be needed to valldate do­
mestic partner relationships. "Although the 
City Attorney has reported that the City will 
probably not incur any liabillty through this 
process, it is clearly not within the purview of 
local governments to validate personal rela· 
tionships, " she said in her minority report. 

The proposal was one of 11 0 recommenda· 
tions of the Task Force on Family Diversity in 
a report issued in May, "Strengthening Fam­
illes: A Model for Community Action." 

The 37-member blue-ribbon task force was 
convened by Woo and included representatives 
of .Los Angeles ' legal, religious, educational 
and business communities. Pare'nts, students 
and governmental employees also were 
included. 

The report was written by attorney Thomas 
F. Coleman, the panel's principal consultant. I 
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\&..&..Ii.akes a fam$ y? 
!l's a question the L.A . City 

Counc il is a skin g, ane bungling. with 
its deci sion to grant eave to city 
employees who must d I with the 
illness or death of a "domestic 
partner." T he city has an 0 portun­
ity to produ ce a more mane 
defin ition of "family," but it wo ' t do 
so with this poorly constructed . ece 
of legislation. As it s tands, it co d 
be even more unfair than t he tradt 
tional rul es it wou ld rep lace . 

It's important to note that the 
council's vote Wednesday, which ha 
to be rat ifi ed in a second vo . 
ex tended only lea\'e benefit s - nd 
on ly afTects ci ty employees. t in 
other communities th a t hav made 
similar moves, it's been a rs t s tep 
toward extending all ben fits, espe­
cially hea lth insurance to persons 
shar ing househo lds w don't fit the 
t r ad itional family m d . !l's the thin 
end of a very cfTe ive wedge. 

The new cri >ri a for being a 
domestic part I' include the re­
qu ireme nt th the couple has lived 
together fa 12 months. Why tha t 
period? T ere arc marri ed parents 
of short · acqua in ta nce. 

T he cou pl e al so has to have a 
"mut a l ob ligation of support" and 
"sl . re common necessities." Not 

ly is that vague , but many married 
fo lks can 't ma ke t hose daims. whi le 
some fr iends and neighbors ca n. In 
addition, bo th ha lves must be eac h 
othe r' , so le domestic part ncr a nd 

neither can be marri ,nor can they 
be related by bloo . 

Once the heal insu ra nce be ne-
fits s tart creepi g in, and they will , 
th en lefl out nder these r ul es will 
be domes tic artners who happen to 
be the si ings or pare nts of the 
worker. si ngle mother whose own 
e lderl mother runs the home and 
watc es the kids wouldn't be able to 
ge her parent covered, despite the 
v lu ab le s e rvi ce provided. But 

eanwhil e a man's live- in lover who 
do sn't contribute to th e upkeep of 
t he me would be included. F a ir" 
No. 

~Ia n would argue that the one 
keep this si tuation from 

getti ng too nfused and unfai r is to 
limit bene fits to marri ed couples. 
But that rest 'c ti on just doesn't 
a llow for change in the Ameri can 
family. For ins tan no sys tem is 
reasonable that wo ul deny a single 
paren t the abi lity to I.' n benefits 
for a family membe r help' g out a 
home. The more logica l ·n,. t) 
determine \\'ho should be conside d 
pa rt or the fami ly is whethe r or no t 
the individua ls ac tually fb r m a n 
econom ic un it that suppo rts , and 
runs, a household . And do they ta ke 
responsibi lity for each othe r" 

Tha t's not a perfect \vay to deci de 
\\'ho gets to share an e mloyee's 
be ne fits, but it's a much more 
eq ui tab le form ul a. The city shou ld 
look again at the fami ly. 



TO: E7ic Schockman 
vrom Coleman 
Chris McCauley 
Nora Baladerian 

FROM: Larry Kaplan 

RE: Attached 

DATE: 10/26/88 

Attached is the staff report on its recommendations to the 

Executive Employee Relations Committee from the CAO on im-

plementation of the Council's action approving sick and be-

reavement leave for domestic partners. 

Jerry Selmer, of the CAO's office, handed this to the Coun-

cilman today asking for a response by tomorrow afternoon 

for their meeting Friday morning. I called Selmer and told 

him to have the item continued for a week or two until our 

staff and advisors could analyze their recommendations and 

make an appropriate response. He agreed to do that. 

Mike commented to me that he believes these recommendations 

to be unacceptable. P l ease look at them and let me know 

what we should do. We should talk by next week the latest. 

Thanks. 

cc: Councilman Woo 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

CONFIDENTIAL Date: 

To: The Executive Employee Relations committee 

From: Keith Comrie, City Administrative Officer 

Subject: DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP BENEFITS rC.F. NO. 85-0726) 

On October 5, 1988, Council adopted the majority 
report of the Governmental Operations committee recommending 
that family illness sick leave and bereavement leave benefits be 
expanded to include "domestic partners" of City employees. 
specifically, the report recommended that domestic partners be 
included in the definition of 'timmediate family" for family 
illness and bereavement leave allowances and that a confidential 
affidavit be required to declare the existence of domestic 
partnerships. The matter has been referred to your Committee 
'for formulation of bargaining instructions to the CAO. 

In the past we have expressed concern .that 
incorporating domestic partnership into employee benefit 
coverage will increase the potential for domestic partners to be 
included in health, dental, and life insurance coverage and 
retirement plan benefits. : Granting such benefits would be very 

1-- .' 

costly. 

We believe that alternative language can be included 
in Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) that allows for inclusion of 
employees' domestic partpers in their family illness and 
bereavement leave '-benefits, but at the same time reduces the 
City's vulnerability to granting future benefits in the costly 
areas of health care and retirement benefits. 

We have found that,.the state of California .... has 
accomplished··':this '. dual'·'-· qoal by" ·not· specifically ····Dtentio!dnq 
ndomestic partners~ in its MOU provisions ._ .~overn~g f~y 

'''i11ness and bereavement leave benefits.'·~ Instead, ,'~t extends 
family illness ·to 'include nany person . residing in .the. immediate' 

'-:househo1d of employee. n :.~: For bereavement· ,leave, tIme off: i's 
'provided for the death of\nanyperson residi~g in·'theimmediate··~~. 
:;'hou'sehold of employee' at ' the . time . of . death. n .. -' 

It is our opinion that similar, language could.~e 
~til.ized in·.~~!1..·J:':.~~t:~.b~twe~"i:·the < : tCity·.~~ .. ~q:~~ .. ,;v~~~p~ ~·~~~~~~.~r::j!~~,· 

'. org~izations.~1t~:· ·.···U81ng '. the " more ·generic. language,. ih~~OU '.: 
~;.rovisions will~:~ . eliminate 1;he. need~~J' ,to establish evidenc-e '~of . 
;domestic partnership through ,.atflClav~t. A cumbersome aspect of 
extending benefits to include domestic partners of City 
employees is the verification of domestic part~ership 
relationships. As Council's recommendation stands now, to 
qualify for expanded family illness and bereavement leave 
benefits, a City employee would be required to declare in a 



DRAFT - 2 - CONFIDENTIAL 
confidential affidavit that a domestic partnership exists based 
on specific criteria. Further, an employee would be required to 
file a statement of Dissolution when the relationship ends and 
would be prohibited from declaring another domestic p~rtnership 
until 12 months has elapsed since the dissolution. ~·.~~arl.Y· this 

,~: .. plac~s ,an adminis~~ati y~.. . burQ.en . ;,.~uu.sna9~~!;~:.:td!~-~tt·.-:!~::~:· 
~:_I~e.:· ~;1s ... r;.~_i9ttiie··;:~~~~~r.~rt8ke;-·~~~~· .. :.n·'_·~lf 'of :'a"\tomestic 
~'partrier and 'at the same time maintain confidentiality. In 

addition, employees may be reluctant to avail themselves of the 
new benefit when faced with the possibility of filing a 
quasi-legal document with the City establishing their domestic 
"status" • 

. Based on the above, it is recommended that your 
Committee' instruct the CAO to negotiate with employee 
organizations. over expanded family illness and bereavement leave 
benefits to include any person residing in the employee's 
lmmediate household at time of illness or death. In order to 
have a standard policy within the City, it is also recommended 
that the Board of Water and Power Commissioners be advised to 
adopt the same provisions for its employee benefit package • 

. CC:tm 
ER0463 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES D' RJ AFT FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80) 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE. . . I __ .~. 
Date: CONFIDENTIAL 
To: The Executive Employee Relations committee 

From: Keith Comrie, City Administrative Officer 

Subject: DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP BENEFITS (C.F. NO. 85-0726) 

On October 5, 1988, Council adopted the majority report of 
the Governmental Operations Committee recommending that domestic 
partners be included in the definition of "immediate family" for 
family illness and bereavement leave allowances and that a 
confidential affidavit be required to declare the existence of 
"domestic partnerships." The matter has b~en referred to your 
Committee for formulation of bargaining instructions to the CAO. 

As you know, the City must be concerned that incorporating 
domestic partnership into this benefit coverage could increase the 
potential for domestic partners to be included in health, dental, and 
life insurance coverage and retirement plan benefits. Granting such 
benefits would be very costly. 

In view of the above, at your October 28, 1988 meeting, we 
provided your Committee with a report (copy attached) which 
recommended an alternative approach to the provision of sick and 
bereavement leave benefits. This approach, based on that used by the 
state of California, does not specifically mention "domestic 
partners" but rather extends family illness to include "any person 
residing in the immediate household of employee." For bereavement 
leave, time off is provided for the death of "any person residing in 
the immediate household of employee at the time of death." We 
believe such alternative language could be incorporated into City 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOU's) thus granting the specific benefit 
but at the same time reducing the City's vulnerability for future 
inclusion of other benefits. 

At the meeting, this Office requested that the matter be 
continued. Councilman Woo, the sponsor of the domestic partner 
concept, had been provided with an advance copy of our alternative 
report but requested additional time for review and comment. 

Recently my staff met with representatives of 
Councilman Woo. They do not believe that the CAO report provides a 
satisfactory alternative for the following reasons: 

1. It is not consistent with Council's intent when it adopted 
the Governmental operations Committee's majority report. 
That action not only extended the sick and bereavement leave 
benefits, but also established the concept of "domestic 
partner." 

CAO comment: Our view was that provision of the benefit was 
the key issue and that the domestic partner concept was 
merely one approach to meet this goal. 

3b- J 



The Executive Employee 
Relations Committee - 2 

2. The CAO's approach would result in additional costs to the 
City since the proposed language would not be specific as to 
what person the benefits would be extended to--it could be a 
cousin, or even a close friend, rather than limited to a 
domestic partner. 

3. 

CAO Comment: We concur that the cost could be higher, but 
believe it would be minimal especially when compared to the 
cost extending of other benefits. 

Discussions with representatives of the Personnel Department 
and the City Attorney indicate that there is no "burdensome 
process" involving the affidavit procedure, nor any more 
need to verify "domestic partner" relationships than there 
is to verify a marriage relationship. 

CAO Comment: We believe that the requirement that an 
employee file a confidential affidavit of a domestic 
partnership based on specific criteria might be a deterrent 
for some employees. Further, the new procedure, even 
without verification, is an additional administrative 
burden, the degree of which can only be determined after 
some experience. Finally, while our Attorney may opine that 
there is a limited legal relationship established by the 
quasi-legal affidavit document, the matter is always open to 
court interpretation. 

4. The matter of any future extension of benefits to domestic 
partners is, as discussed by Council, a policy issue to be 
resolved by the Council at the appropriate time. The CAO 
should not limit the Council's flexibility by establishing a 
procedure which does not mention domestic partnerships. 

CAO Comment: The matter is clearly a policy issue, but we 
do not believe the approach as used by the state of 
California would reduce Council's decision making 
authority. The Council could make any change it considers 
appropriate at any time it wishes. 

This report has been 
correctly states his position. 
committee has his point of view. 

KC:TRS:ar/trs 

Attachment 

reviewed by Councilman Woo and it 
We wanted to be certain that your 

~G,- f 
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L.A. Considers 
Les/Gay Benefits 
Domestic Partners Leave a Union Issue 
by Keith Clark 
LOS ANGELES-Municipal employee 
union leaders are negotiating with Los 
Angeles city administration afficals 
here over an innovative extended 
family leave benefits package that 
would allow some city employees up 
to foUl momhs of unpaid time off to 
care for newborn or newly adopted 
children, or to care for severely ill 
fam ily members or domestic panncrs. 
The city benefits package will, during 
the course of union contrad negotia· 
lions over the next few years, eventu­
ally be offered to various unions 
representing the morc lhan 45.000 Los 
Angeles city employees. 

Assistant city administralive officer 
Tom Sisson, whose employee relations 
office represents the city in negotia­
tions with uniors, said the American 
Federation of Slate County and Munici­
pal Employees (AFSCME) and other 
local muniCipal unions were examin­
ing the city's benefits package for 
upcoming contracts. The Los Angeles 
city council in mid-July approved the 
extended leave benefits proposal. 
AFSCME local 3090 president Betty 
Ballard said. 'We are completely in 
SUppoil of extended leave benefits for 
domestic partners.· Ballard added, "I 
don 't know of any of the local city 
employee unions (in Los Angeles) 
who are opposed to the domestic pan­
ners extended leave benefits. · 

The innovative program would 
allow both men and women to take 
up to four months time off from their 
jobs to care for a newborn infant or to 
be with a newly adopted child. It also 
would allow city employees to get the 
same extended unpaid leave to care 

for a sick family member or domestic 
partners if domestic partner affidavits 
are on file with the city governmenl. 

Although th e program offers 
unpaid leave only after an employee 
has used up all available vacation and 
personal time off, the city would con­
tinue to pay healLh insurance benefits 
during Lhe perioo. To insure confiden­
tiality, info.rmation on employees' 
domestic partnerships would not be 
available [0 supervisors or deparunent 
heads. The city's employee benefits 
senioo, where the affidavits would be 
kept 00 file, would process requests 
for extended leave instead of supervi­
sors. In the past, requests for any 
e>..1.ended leave has been entirely at the 
discretion of managers and supervisors. 

Officials at the League of Califor­
nia Cities said the Los Angeles bene­
fits program is Lhe first in the nation 
[ 0 offer such extended leave. Sheri 
Erlewine of the League said, -"This is a 
thing more and more cities are look­
ing at to keep high-caliber, quality 
employees in city governmenl.· 

Thomas Coleman, principal con­
sultant for the Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family diversity, said, "Scv­
eral unions are in the" process of 
meeting with !city) management rep­
resentatives about upcoming contracts 
that involve issues concerning domes­
tic partners' benefits, including the 
extended leave." But Coleman added 
that the recent change in city policy 
was "only a benefits package subject 
to the collective bargaining process· 
and not a regulation the city was forc­
ing on employees. 

-filed from San Francisco 

. OutWeek , ' .. '. 
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The City Council has instructed the City Administrative 
Officer to negotiate. with the City's recognized employee organi­
zations a proposal to include the concept of domestic partners 
in the family illness sick leave and bereavement leave benefits 
provided to City employees. 

Because these proposed benefit changes affect employees 
generally, it is requested that joint ne;otiating sessions be 
held with all recognized employee organizations, including those 
representinq employees in the Department of water and Power. 
(See Sect1on·4.830 a(4) of the Employee Relat10ns ordinance.) 

The initial meeting on this subject has been tentatively 
scheduled for June 21, 1989 at 9:30 a.m., in Room 1210, City 
Hall East. In view of the number of bargaining units affected, 
please limit your organization's participation to one or two 
representatives. 

It is requested that you oonfirm attendance at this 
aetlng by contacting the CAO's representative Carolyn cooper 
: (213) 485-3513. 

:CC!ca 

Very truly yours, 

I~ 
Keith Comrie 
City Administrative Officer 

:'PORTU. 
Na~L~!5 38 
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EMPLOYEE ORGANIZAXIC 

!imp_ 
organization 

SEIU, Looal 
347 

AFSCME* 

United Fire 
fighters 
(UFLAO) 

Police Pro. 
League 
(LAPPL) 

LAPMA(Mgmt 
Unit) 

LACSSA 

Ell1i1r 

-.~ 

Ii Port pilots 

Inspectors 

~aramedics 

Airport 
Police 
(LAAPOA) 

Loeal 501 

Du!lel!ft! 
Trades 

Police 
Command 
Officers 

contact 

Michelle 
Buehler 
cheryl 
parisi 
Don 
Forrest 

Bill 
violante 

Mic;:hael 
Carey 

Michael 
Berman 
.TARnpttp 
Rosa 

Wallace 
Knox 

Ralph De 
simone 

Fred 
Hurtado 
LaPonda 
stantord 

Joe 
Wetzler 

I"ai: 
MCGuiness 
Cmndr. T ... 
Kramel 

~ represents the Cler: 
lnd the Librarians Guild 

Phone 
Number 

236-9100 

386-7672 

489-1300 

626-5341 

485-4465 

485-6885 

'11-11n" 

381-1828 

(818) 
287-6885 

385-3407 

381-1561 

-IO~ -ICDC 

485-3277 

cont ... oa_ .... 

Expiration 

6/~O/92 

6/30/90 

6/30/92 

6/JO/g2 

initial 
contract 
has yet to 
be 
nQgotiated 

6/30/92 

fl/:lO/Ci?*** 

6/30/88 

6/30/91 

6/30/88 

6/30/92 

12/31/92 

0/3l./0:3 

6/31/92 

Partner 
Proposal 

yes 

yes 

; .. -
no 

no 

no 

no 

ng 

no 

no 

no 
._-_. 
no 

no 

... 
no 

lit, Professional H. 

.; represeni:s the Administra ti va, Techni _ft 1 

;4· ... ~.,uical, SUP' ---- .. ~c:lC~i onal and Supe 
P~ofQQsional, Super 

--- its 
.-,J 

.""""The expirat_ 
G /3 0/ g O ' . ;lt~~~~;{<.~ ~: . .ract is 
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,;;,t~i ,II, ;:¥f: 

To: 

Subject: 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIF'ORNIA 

TOM iR A g\.EY 
M,lVOA 

~~overnber 20, 1990 

Ali R~cognized En:pk.:·yee Organization5 

ROBI,.,. L Co 
,HVLUS !. Ci, 

hlARI'\ TIUIA M" 
'THOMAS It llise 

.-T'''HJN WONG 
A.SI .... ANT , 

t;ITY .OMINI8T'V,T\\'1 CP'l'Jca. 

DOMESTIC Pr'\RTNERS OF Cln7 EMPLOYEES - SICK AND 
~MENJ. L~AV~ BENEFjTS ______ _ 

At tht; request of the City Council, t~e CitJ 1 Adrnln\5tre~ri· ... 'e Oific'.ar wishes to 
recor '-'et1~ the negotiations c0.1~eming the concept of dQ~nestic ~.n;rtners as it applies to 
family illness sick leave and bereavement leave benefits ci City ca(f'apk;)e€s. 

A m~eting hi!s b~~r: t€ntatlvely s~heciuled tor Tue.idc>' I December 6} 1990 at 
9:00 a.m., in Room 1210. Cir;,' naB East. 

It is reqlJe~ted that you confirm your att@.ndance at th:s meeting by contacting 
the CAO·s representative: Terry Luera, at (213) 485-4485. 

ERDOOC59 

\~ 
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CITY OF Los AN G ELES 
CAL.IFORN IA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MA~' O I'\ 

Nove'!mber 29, 1990 

RON.'"" l . CH~! 
~YlJ.le E. CUJ<lRI E 

MAAI~ TII:M:!S'& t.4U~I 
THOMAQ R. OI5&¢·N 

eT!:I'"Hlt-j ~NO 
""ltlTANT 

Cff ,. Ao"mmU"ATlV iI: O'.wI Cr.~. 

'; Mr. Thomas F. Coleman 
Family Diversity Project 

D~ar Mr. Coll.<man: 

You are invited to c trend 11 meeting with the City's labor organizations to 
dI5~U$S the domestic partner iss:..!e. The meeting is scheduled for Thursday, December 6, 
1990 at 9:00 a.m. In Roum 1210, CIty [ Ill!! EM!. 

If you have any questions , please contact TerTI) LI..I'Zrc of my sti'lff at 
(213) 485-4485. 

Very tr :..! ly yours, .... . -
./ ~------ -- .~ ----~./ "~'/) 

./ ~,.. . , ..,~/ .'/ 

/ ./ ./.. .. P;-f"~~" ?-- ,..~_. 
,t...--P' /~~!J- .. ' 

,/ / " 

/ .... -..../ 

Thomas R. Sisson 
Assistant City i~dmin l $tradv," Officer 

. 1RS""T' 'ss . • ~ 'I ; :. ...... 

'1/ 



News Councilman Michael Woo 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
March 6, 1991 

CONTACT: Julie Jaskol 
(213) 485-3353 

City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

UNION MEMBERS TO GET DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP BENEFITS 

The City Council today voted to allow me mbers of the 

International Brotherhood of Electricl Workers, Local 18, to be 

the first city workers to receive sick and bereavement leave 

benefits for domestic partners . 

A special provision in Local 18's benefits package allows 

unmarried spouses to t ake time off for work if their loved one is 

ill or dies . It is one of the recommendations from the Family 

Diversity Task Force, establi shed by Councilman Michael Woo in 

1985, to study the changing Los Angeles family and determine how 

the City could best support its families. 

"The Task Force found tha t there are more and more unmarried 

couples who have made lifelong commitments to each other but 

aren't married," said Woo. "Those couples are left out in the 

co ld by many City employment policies, including a sick and 

bereavement ' l e ave p o lic y that ,s ay,; YOi.! can tend to your dying 

Chair 
Governmental Operations Committee 

Vice Chair 
Planning and Environment Committee 

Member 
Tr ansportation and Traffic Commitlee 

Mailing Address: 

City Hall. Room 239 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles. CA 9001 2 
(213) 485·3353 

District Offices: 

4640 Hollywood Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
(2' 3) 485·647' 
' 2229 Ventura Boulevard 
Studio City. CA 9 1604 
(8' 8) 989·8099 
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husband or wife but not your dying lover or life partner." 

Woo says City estimates show that about 2,500 City 

employees, both heterosexual and gay, are living with domestic 

partners. 

"I want to congratulate Local 18 for making this commitment 

to its members and their families," said Woo. "Local 18 is 

joining the City Council in demonstrating support for the real 

American family, even if it no longer fits the old sitcom 

stereotypes." 

There are 8,196 members of Local 18. They include clerical 

workers, blue collar workers, supervisors, and administrators, 

all of whom work in the Department of Water and Power. 

To qualify as a domestic partner who is entitled to the sick 

or bereavement leave, a ~ouple would have to file an affidavit 

that they have lived together for at least 12 months, are sharing 

expenses and necessities, are each other's sole domestic partner, 

and are not related by blood. 

"I urge other City employee unions to support the family 

unit by offering the same benefits to their married and unmarried 

members," said Woo. "I also urge the private sector to follow 

our lead in offering similar support for the family." 

Woo offered thanks as well to the members of the Family 

Diversity Task Force who have steadfastly pursued their vision of 

happy, strong, unconventional families. In particular, Woo 

acknowledged the work of the Task Force's co-chair, Tom Coleman. 

"I hope sick and bereavement leave is just the beginning, . 

and that soon employers and insurance companies will be offering 

'13 



benefits that truly support the family," said Woo. "We need to 

do all we can to strengthen single parents, step families, gay 

couples, homeless families, and families with elderly or disabled 

members." 



KEITH COMRIE 
CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

Mr. Thomas F. Coleman 
Spectrum Institute 
P.O. Box 65756 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

July 31 , 1991 

ROBERT E. CHASE 
PHYLLIS E. CURRIE 

MARIA TERESA MUNOZ 
THOMAS R. SISSON 

STEPHEN WONG 
ASSISTANT 

CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS 

Enclosed is the material you requested regarding the recent Council vote on 
the Clerical and Support Services MOU and particularly, the domestic partner articles within 
the MOU. If you have any questions, please call Mr. John Lord of my staff at 485-4000. 

Sincerely, 

--~ 7# 
~~~~ 

Thomas R. Sisson 
Assistant City Administrative Officer 
Employee Relations Division 

TRS:JRL:ss 

ERD00228 

'IS" 
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 

300 CITY HALL EAST. LOS ANGELES. CALIF. 900 12-4190 TEL (213) 485·2885 



C· I, 
'"ITY OF Los ANGELE, . .... 

. CALIFORNIA Oflim or 
CITY CLERK 

J. Michael Carey 
Executive Officei' 

Council and PabUe Services 
Room 395. Cd, Han 

When making inquiries 
relative to this matter 
mer to File No. 

Los Angeles. CA 90012 
Counen File Infonaation - 485-5703 

GenerallnrOl1l2S!ion - 485-5705 

Pat Letcher 
91-1064 TOM BRADLEY 

MAYOR 
Chief LegilbdTe Assistant 

July 25, 1991 

Honorable Tom Bradley, Mayor 'Treasurer 
Board of Civil Service Commissioners 
Personnel Department 
City Administrative Officer 

Controller, Room 220 
Accounting Division, F & A 
Disbursement Division 

City Employees' Retirement System All City Employees Association 

RE: 1990-92 MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) FOR THE 
CLERICAL AND SUPPORT SERVICES REPRESENTATION UNIT 

At the meeting of the Council held July 16, 1991, the following 
actions were taken: 

Attached report adopted ................................ _ ... ____ ~X ____ _ 
" to II ( ) mo l.on ........... _____ _ 
" resolution " ( ) .......... . 

--=-~~~--Ordinance adopted ................. _ ................... : .... __ ...;.,.7L.,1.=2...;.,.3L.,1..;..,9...;;.;.1 __ 

Motion adopted to approve attached report .......... · ........ _____ _ 
II " " II II communication ........... . ------To the Mayor FORTHWITH ..................................... __ ~~X~ __ _ 

Ordinance number .................................. , ........ _~1:--6~7_1::-2~2~_ 
Publ i c a ti on date .......................................... __ ...;.,.7L,.1=2...;.,.6L,.1..;..,9...;;.;.1_ 

E f f e c t i ve da te ............................................ __ ...;.,.7L,.1.....;.2_6L.,1...;.,.9...;;.;.1_ 

Mayor vetoed .............................................. . 
--=-----~~-Mayor approved ........................................... . __ ...;.,.7L,."=2~~L,."..;..9...;;.;.1 __ 

Mayor failed to act - deemed approved ..................... . ------Findings adopted ........................................... . ------Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted .................... . ---------Categorical exemption approved ............................ . ------General exemption approved ................................. _____ _ 
EIR certified ............................................. . ------Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder ..... ------p'arcel map approved for filing wi th the County Recorder .... ------Bond approved ............................................. . 
Bond is No. of Contract ................. . ------

------

~t~~~ 
bs 

'I~ 
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File No. 91-1064 

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Your HUMAN RESOURCES AND LABOR RELATIONS Committee 

reports as follows: 
Yes No 

Public Comments X ---
HUMAN RESOURCES AND LABOR RELATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT and ORDINANCE 
relative to the 1990-92 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the 
Clerical and Support Services Representation Unit. 

Recommendations for Council Action, as recommended by the City 
Administrative Officer: , . 
1. APPROVE the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU No.3) for the 

Clerical and Support Services Representation Unit for the period 
July 1, 1990, to June 30, 1992. This MOU provides for a 4% 
increase effective July 1, 1990, and a 5% increase effective 
July 1, 1991. There is a special salary adjustment of 10% for the 
class of Airport Information Aide. Also included is language on 
domestic partners under the family illness and bereavement leave 
benefits (Councilmember Flores voting "No" on this provision). 

2. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying Ordinance implementing the 
salary and benefit provisions of this MOU. 

SUBJECT FILE TO BE TRANSMITTED TO THE MAYOR FORTHWITH 

SUMMARY 

Agreement has been reached on the 1990-92 Memorandum of Understanding 
with the Clerical and Support Services Representation Unit. The 
salary adjus~ents for these units conform with Mayor/Council 
bargaining instructions. 

The CAO reports that the cost of the increases for the 4,589 employees 
in this unit is $5,015,116 for 90-91, and $6,519,650 for 91-92. 

JCB 
7-5-91 

~ Respectfully submitted, 

JUl181991 . ~ 
COMMITTEE 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL ~CCII _ \. l..L\.:. \.'-c« ~ 
DR». 9YER O~'E WEEK TO ,~~ •• ~a,..'\"'~ AD8PTED 

(l.e ')\)). . 
JUL 23 1991 

LOS ANGELES CIIY COUNClL . 
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B. Sick Leave Allowance - Part-TIme Emplovees 

Notwithstanding Sections 4.126 and 4.126.1 of the Los Angeles Adininistrative Code, 
half-time employees as defined by Article 51.1.A. of this Memorandum of 
Understanding must complete a period of six consecutive months of service, and have 
been compensated for at least 500 hours before qualifying for sick leave. Upon 
completion of said qualifying period, a half-time employee will be allowed sick leave 
prorated on the basis of total number of hours scheduled in relationship to the total 
number of hours required for full-time employment. 

Intermittent employees as defined by Article 51.1.B. of this MOU shall not be entitled 
to accrue or use sick leave benefits. 

When a full-time or half-time employee becomes an intermittent employee, all accrued 
and accumulated sick leave for which he/she has been credited shall remain credited 
to the employee but frozen in the amounts so accrued and accumulated without 
increase or decrease because of the change in work schedule. Such benefits may 
only be used if the employee becomes a half-time or full-time employee. 

An intermittent employee who becomes a full-time or half-time employee, who has 
not previously qualified for sick leave benefits as a full or half-time employee, shall 
be required to complete the six month qualifying period and to have been 
compensated for at least 500 hours in accordance with this Article. 

c. Allowance for Sick Leave for Pregnancy 

Notwithstanding Section 4.126.2, every full-time and half­
Department of the City shall be entitled to use sick leave a 
Article if that employee is unable to work on account of her I 
related medical conditions. 

ARTICLE 37 FAMILY ILLNESS 

Management's present practices of allowances for leave for illness in family will be continued 
during the term of this Memorandum of Understanding, except that the aggregate number 
of working days allowed in anyone calendar year with full pay shall not exceed twelve (12) 
days. Such practice of allowance for leave of illness in family shall be in accordance with 
Section 4.127 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. Notwithstanding Section 4.127, the 
adoption of a child will be a permissive twelve (12) day family illness use of sick leave. 

Operative upon the effective date of this MOU, and notwithstanding Section 4.127 of the 
LAAC, the definition of "immediate family" shall include the domestic partner of the 
employee or a household member. 

Any employee claiming a domestic partner for purposes of this Article shall complete a 

- 29 -
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confidential affidavit to be filed in the Employee Benefits Office, Personnel Department, 
which shail be signed by the City employee only, declaring the existence of a domestic 
partnership with a named domestic partner. No affidavit is required to secure family illness 
benefits arising from the illness or injury of a household member (any person residing in the 
immediate household of the employee at the time of the illness or injury). By extending to 
an employee the specific benefits defined by this Article, the City does not intend to confer 
or to imply any other unspecified benefits to such employee, or to the employee's domestic 
partner, or to the employee's household members, or to any other person. 

ARTICLE 38 BEREAVEMENT LEAVE 

Management's present practices with regard to allowances for leave because of family deaths 
will be continued dUring the term of this Memorandum of Understanding. Such practices of 
allowances for leave because of family deaths shall be in accordance with Section 4.127.1 
of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 

For the purposes of this Article, the definition of an immediate family member, as defined 
in Section 4.127.1 of the lAAC, shall include the father, father-in-law, mother, 
mother-in-law, brother, sister, spouse, child, grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents, 
step-children, great-grandparents, foster parents, foster children, or any relative who resided 
in the employee's household. 

Intermittent employees as defined by Article 51.1.B. of this MOU shall not be entitled to 
compensated leave because of family deaths. 

/. Operative upon the effective date of this MOU, and notwithstanding Section 4.127.1 of the 
I 
I lAAC, the definition of "immediate family" shall include the domestic partner of the 
I employee, or a household member. 

Any employee claiming a domestic partner for purposes of this Article shall complete a 
confidential affidavit to be filed in the Employee Benefits Office, Personnel Department, 
which shall be signed by the City employee only, declaring the existence of a domestic 
partnership with a named domestic partner. No affidavit is required to secure bereavement 
leave benefits arising from the death of a household member (any person residing in the 
immediate household of the employee at the time of death). By extending to an employee 
the specific benefits defined by this· Article, the City does not intend to confer or to imply any 
other unspecified benefits to such employee, or to the employee's domestic partner, or to the 
employee's household members, or to any other person. 

ARTICLE 39 MILITARY LEAVE 

Management's present practices with regard to military leave with pay will be continued 
during the term of this Memorandum of Understanding. Such practices shall be in 
accordance with Section 4.123 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 

- 30-
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FAMILY DIVERSITY 
~ ~ ... )~ SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 

~= 

.(.<::.. . ,.. .. 
c;.· -. 

October 28, 1991 

Hon. Michael Woo 
City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Sick Leave and Bereavement Leave for City Employees 

Dear Councilman Woo: 

I am writing to request your leadership in continuing to move the domestic 
partnership agenda forward one more step. 

Due to your efforts, two of the largest unions have now signed contracts with 
the city which have expanded definitions of "family" for purposes of sick and 
bereayement leave. The contract with the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers allows for leave when a domestic partner passes away or is ill. The 
AFSCME contract provides a broader definition of "family" which includes both a 
domestic partner and a household member. 

\Vith your continuing leadership, these rights can be extended to city 
employees who are not represented ~ unions. l\fanagers and other non­
represented employees also need this type of protection. 

I would urge you to begin the process of amending the City Administrative 
Code to match the AFSCME contract's pro,ision granting sick and bereavement 
leave for domestic partners and household members. This would be similar to the 
California Administrative Code section 599.745.1 (a) (4) definition of sick leave for 
non-represented state employees which also includes "any person residing in the 
immediate household of the employee," and Go\'emment Code section 19859.3 which 
has a similar definition for bereavement leave for state workers. 

P.O. BOX 65756 
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90065 
(213) 258·8955iFAX (213) 258·8099 S3 



The addition of this language will insure that all employees are entitled to the 
same treatment. It would also mean that the family relationships of employees who 
are not represented by unions will be treated with respect. 

I would appreciate being kept up to date with the developments that your 
office makes in this regard. 

cc: Eric Shockman 
Vicky Rideout 
City Attorney James Hahn 

TFC:zz 
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Yours truly, 

VL-teL 
THOMAS F. COLEMAN 
Executive Director 



November 20, 1991 

Mr. Thomas F. Coleman 
Executive Director 
Family Diversity 
P.o . Box 65756 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Dear Tom: 

Councilman Michael Woo 
City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

Thank you so much for your recent conununication to my office and 
for your excellent legislative suggestions for continuing the 
implementation of certain recollunendations of the Task Force on 
Family Diversity. 

As you know my legislative plate is quite full at this time and I 
must defer for a later period certain recommendations. I am 
however committed in the near future t o plug up the "loop-holes" 
.in the city-contract and non-discrimination ordinance and will 
call upon you and the Task Force for assistance. 

Thanks again for all your "creative juices" and di l igent efforts. 
I applaud all the hard work the Family Divers i ty project has put 
forth. 

Sincerely, 

MKW:ESsc 

Chair 
Governmental Efficiency Committee 

Vice Chair 
Public Works Committee 

Member 
Community Redevelopment and Housing Committee 
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May 12, 1992 

Tom Co leman 

Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 

Councilman Michael Woo 
City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

Gove rnor Wilson 's veto of AB 101 was a powerful reminder that we can't afford to let up one bit 
III our pursuit of a pos itive hum an rights agenda for the gay and lesbian community. 

We must continue to struggle to bring down the forces of bigotry and discrimination -- not only 
on th e state level -- but right he re in Los Angeles. 

In the last coup le of weeks I introduced two important measures that need your support. Here's 
what th ey do: 

Prohibit discrimination by city contractors. My measure will prohibit discrimination by city 
co ntrac tors on th e basis of medica l conditio n or marital status. T C':. often, homophobia hides 
behind other excuses. My measure will prohibit th at kind of bias no matter how it is cloaked. 

Expand benefits for city employees for sick and bereavement leave. Two years ago, I began the 
effort to move th e domestic partnership agenda forward at City Hall. So far, we have succeeded 
in ge tting two of th e largest unions to sign contracts with th e city to expand their definitions of 
"fa mily" for the purposes of sick and bereavement leave. These rights should be expanded further 
to ill city employees, including managers and otbers not represented by unions. This cbange will 
mea n th at dom estic partne rships will be treated witb respect for all city workers. 

I worked closely with th e Municipal Elections Committee of Los Angeles (MECLA), the Family 
Diversity Task Force and other community organizations to develop tbese proposals. Now we 
must fight together to ge t th em through th e Council. Please let your Councibnember know that 
you support these mot io ns. T ogeth er, we will win full hum an rigbts gays and lesbians. 

MICHAEL K. WOO 

Chair 
Governmentat Efficiency Committee 
Vice Chair 
Public Works Committee 

Member 
Community Redevelopment and Housing Committee 

'.' 
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News Councilman Michael Woo 

FOR H1MEDIATE RELEASE 
May 8, 1992 

CONTACT: Julie Jaskol 
(213) 485-3353 

WOO INTRODUCES HUMAN RIGHTS LEGISLATION 

City of Los Angeles 
13th District 

Councilman Michael Woo recently introduced two motions 

designed to protect city employees from discrimination. Woo's 

motions extend sick and bereavement leave benefits to non-union 

city employees who are in dome~tic partnerships, and add language 

to the City Administrative Code that prohibits employment 

discrimination based on medical condition and marital status. 

"The City should lead the way as an employer that recognizes 

the rights of all its employees," said Woo. "We must do all that 

we can to honor and support employees' families, including the 

non-traditional families that are more and more prevalent." 

In 1991, as a result of a previous Woo motion, the City 

granted sick and bereavement leave to certain unions as a part of 

their employment contracts. The motion Woo introduced last week 

allows non-union employees to exercise the same right to time off 

in the event a domestic partner is ill or dies. 
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Woo's second motion makes the City Administrative Code 

consistent with the federal and state codes in banning 

discrimination based on medical condition or marital status. 

This would prevent not only the City but its contractors from 

such discrimination. 

"Local government can't continue to mouth aphorisms about 

the family without providing real, tangible support for 

families," said Woo. "These two motions are ways in which we can 

make it easier for families to survive, without discriminating 

against non-traditional families." 



MOT ION 

On July 16, 1991, the Council passed an ordinance approving a 
Memorandum Of Understanding between the AFSCME union, representing 
the City's clerical staff and the City. One of the milestones of 
this agreement was a benefi t extending to AFSCME represented 
employees, family leave and bereavement leave arising from the 
illness or death of any persQn residing in the immediate household 
of the employee provided the employee completes an affidavit 
claiming a domestic partner. 

As a matter of equity and consistency it is important that all 
employees, including, non-represented employees share in this 

. significant benefit. 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the Ci ty Attorney prepare and present an 
ordinance to amend the City Administrative Code (Division 4, Sec 
4.127.1 and 4.129) and any other documents as may be necessary to 
extend to non-represented employees the same type of benefits 
extended to the City's clerical units with regards to the Domestic 
Partner provisions under family and bereavement leave. 

I FURTHER MOVE that the City Attorney report on this matter to the 
Human Resources and Labor Relations Committee within 30 days. 

PRESENTED By __________________________ _ 
Michael Woo 
Councilman, 13th District 

SECONDED BY ______ _ 



If 

MOTION 

The City annually awards contracts for millions of dollars to 
businesses ci tywide. The current law allows the awarding of 
contracts only to businesses or persons who have compl ied wi th 
Federal and state non-discrimination and Affirmative Action 
proviSions as well as those of the City of Los Angeles. 

Currently the Federal and State codes· address and prohibit 
discrimination based on medical condition (other than pregnancy) 
and marital status. The City Administrative Code does not 
specifically address "medical condi tion" or .:rn~ri tal status" thus 
leaving open the possibili ty of discrimination to a significant 
seqrnent of our citizens seeking employment. 

In an effort to protect all citizens of the City the current law 
should be strengthened by amending the Administrative Code to 
prohibi t discrimination on the basis of "medical condi tion" and 
"marital status". 

I THEREFORE MOVE that the City Attorney prepare and present 
amendments to the City Administrative Code (Division 10, Sec 10.8) 
and other documents as may be necessary to include language 
similar to the State Government Code (Section 12920), prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of "medical condi tion" and "mari tal 
status" in awarding City contracts. . 

I .FURTHER MOVE that the City Attorney report on this matter to the 
Human Resources and Labor Relations Committee within 30 days. 

PRESENTED BY ______________________ ----_ 
Michael Woo 
Councilman, 13th District 

SECONDED BY __ 
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CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

TO . DATE 

The Human Resources and Labor Relations Committee 7/6/92 
REFERENCE 

COUNCIL FILE No. 

I Motion of April 22, 1992, referred for report 89-1781 

I 
i SUBJECT COUNCIL DISTRICT 

I Domestic Partner Benefits for Non-Represented Employees 

SUMMARY 

A Motion (Woo-Wachs) dated April 22, 1992, proposes that domestic partner benefits be extended to 
non-represented employees. 

In 1988, the Council instructed the CAO to incorporate language hlto MOUs that would add "domestic 
partners" to the family illness leave and bereavement leave benefits. Employees would be required to 
file a confidential affidavit in order to be eligible for the domestic partner benefit 

Currently, MOUs with three unions contain the original "domestic partner" language: International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 18, AFL-CIO, with 8,172 employees, Los Angeles Deparbnent 
of Water and Power Management Employees Association with 440 employees, and United Paramedics 
of Los Angeles with 395 employees. . 

In May 1991, Council revised the instructions to pennit the inclusion of household member along with 
the domestic partner language in the family illness and bereavement leave benefits. If an employee 
claims a domestic partner, the employee must file an affidavit. No affidavit is required to secure the 
benefits for a household member. A household member is defined as any person residing in the 
immediate household of the employee at the time of the illness, injury, or death. The MOUs with the 
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), representing 5,197 
employees, contain the "domestic partnerlhousehold member" language. 

Since 14,205 represented employees now have domestic partner benefits, it is appropriate to extend 
such benefits to non-represented employees. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council instruct the preparation of an ordinance (attached) to amend the Administrative Code 
to provide non-represented employees the same domestic partner benefits as provided employees 
represented by the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO 
(AFSCME). 

Sl-IK:vrw 
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JAMES K. 'HAHN 
CITY ArroRNEY 

@ffire of tqe cait~ J\.ttormv 
2J1ts ~nse12s, OIalifDrnia 

REPORT NO. 

-JUL 11992 
REPORT RE: 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 4.127 AND 4.127.1 
OF THE LOS ANGELES ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 

The Honorable city Council 
of the City of Los Angeles 
Room 395, City Hall 
Los Angeles, California 90012' 

Honorable Members: 

ExEamYE O,.ncE 
,eGO ern HAU. EAST 
LOS AlllGELES gOO, Z 

ezl3J •• 5-5.08 

CAlllDlAL IIRANCH 
ez13J "'5-5.70 

OVIL BRANCH 
(z,3J .115-0370 

TEL£COPlER: 
(z 13) 000-303. 

Pursuant to your instructions, we have prepared and 
transmit herewith, approved as to form and legality, an Ordinance 
amending Sections 4.127 and 4.127.1 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code to provide non-represented employees domestic 
partner benefits during Leave for Illness in Family and Leave 
because of Family Deaths. 

DNW:mm 
X6380 

Very truly yours, 

JAMES K. HAHN, City Attorney 

By UU~t1~!~ foU)~ 
DIANE N. WENTWORTH 

Assistant City Attorney 



ORDINANCE NO. ___ _ 

" An Ordinance amending Sections 4.127 and 4.127.1 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code to provide non-represented employees domestic partner benefits during 
Leave for Illness in Family and Leave because of Family Deaths. 

1HE PEOPlE OF 1HE CIlY OF LOS ANGELES 
DO ORDAIN AS FOll.OWS: 

Section 1. Division 4, Chapter 2, Article 10, Section 4.127 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code, Allowance for Leave for Illness in Family, is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

Section 4.127. Allowance for Leave for Illness in Family. 
(a) Any employee who is absent from work by reason of the illness or injury of a member 
of his/her immediate family and who has accrued and unused sick leave at full pay shall 
upon the approval of the appointing authority or the agent thereof designated to detennine 
such matter, be allowed leave of absence with full pay for not to exceed in the aggregate five 
working days in anyone calendar year, provided such employee shall furnish a satisfactory 
doctor's certificate or other suitable and satisfactory proof showing the nature and extent of 
the injury or illness to justify such absence. fllmmediate family" shall include the father, 
mother, brother, sister, spouse, child, grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents, step-children 
of any employee of the City. 
(b) Any non-represented employee shall be allowed leave of absence with full pay for up 
to an aggregate of twelve (12) working days in anyone calendar year for the prOvisions of 
(a) hereinabove, or for the purpose of adopting a child. 
(c) The aggregate number of days of absence for which pay may be allowed under this 
Section shall be included in the number of days for which sick leave with full pay is allowed 
under Section 4.126 of this Code. . 
(d) For non-represented employees, the definition of lIimmediate family" shall include 
a domestic partner and household member (any person residing in the immediate household 
of the employee at the time of the illness or injury). Any non-represented employee who 
claims a domestic partner for purposes of the provisions of Subsection (a) hereinabove, shall 
complete a confidential affidavit to be filed in the Employee Benefits Office, Personnel 
Department, which shall be signed by the City employee only, declaring the existence of a 
domestic partnership with a named domestic partner. No affidavit is required to secure 
family illness benefits arising from the illness or injury of a household member. By extending 
to an employee the specific benefits defined by this Subsection, the City does not intend to 
confer or to imply any "other unspecified benefits to such employee, or to the employee's 
domestic partner, or to "the employee's household member, or to any other person. 

Section 2. Division 4, Chapter 2, Article 10, Section 4.127.1 of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code, Allowances for Leave because of Family Deaths, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

Section 4.127.1 Allowances for Leave because of Family Deaths. 
(a) Except as othetwise provided by Memorandum of Understanding and implemented 
by the City Council, in addition to all other sick leave allowed under this Article, any 
employee who is absent from work by reason of the death of a member of his/her immediate 
family shall, upon the approval of the appointing authority or the agent thereof designated 



to detennine such matters, be allowed leave of absen.ce ~th full pay for a maximum of three 
working days for each occurrence of a death in the employee's immediate family. Such 
employee shall furnish a death certificate or other satisfactory proof of the death to justify 
the absence. "Immediate family" shall include the father, father-in-law, mother, mother-in­
law, brother, sister, spouse, child, or any relative who resided in the employee's household. 
For the purpose of this Section, simultaneous, multiple family deaths will be considered as 
one occurrence. 
(b) For non-represented employees, the definition of "immediate family" shall indude 
grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents and step-children. 
(c) Intermittent employees, as defined by Section 4.110(b) of this Code, shall not be 
entitled to compensated leave because of family deaths. 
(d) For non-represented employees, the definition of "immediate family" shall include 
a domestic partner and household member (any person residing in the immediate household 
of the employee at the ·time of the illness or injury). Any non-represented employee who 
claims a domestic partner for purposes of the proviSions of Subsections (a) and (b) 
hereinabove, shall complete a confidential affidavit to be filed in the Employee Benefits 
Office, Personnel Deparbnent, which shall be signed by the City employee only, declaring 
the existence of a domestic partnership with a named domestic partner. No affidavit is 
required to secure family illness benefits arising from the illness or injury of a household 
member (any person residing in the immediate household of the employee at the time of the 
illness or injury). By extending to an employee the specific benefits defined by this 
Subsection, the City does not intend to confer or to imply any other unspecified benefits to 
such employee, or to the employee's domestic partner, or to the employee's household 
member, or to any other pers.on. . 

Section 3. The proviSions of Sections 1 and 2 shall be operative upon 
publication. 



• t Sec.------____ . ______ 1. ______________ The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this 
ordinance and cause the same to be published in some daily newspaper printed and 
published in the City of Los Angeles. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was passed by the Council of the 
City of Los Angeles, by a vote of not less than two-thirds of all of its members, at its 
meeting of _____________________________________________ . 

ELIAS MARTINEZ, City Clerk, 

By _. _____________________________________________ .. _ .. _________ . ___ , 
. Deputy. 

Appro ved ------.. -----_.----____ . ___ -----.------------

....... _. __ .. _ ... --.. _-----_. __ . _ ............. _ .......... ---_._._- , 
Mayor. 

Approved as to Form and Legality 

__ J.yl.x. __ l .• __ .12.~.~. ___ .. _ .. ___ ...... _ ..... _._ .. _._.-.. -.-
JAMES K. HAHN, City Attorney, 

1~1<1 "1,. ~.4 YltM)J2-By . ___ . ____ .. __ . __ . __________ .. _. ___ .~._._._._. ______ . __ .. ------
DIANE N. WENTWORTH . 

Assistant City Attorney 

File No .. _. __ ....... __ . __ .. ____ .. ________ . 

City Clerk Fonn 2JB 



Los An~~les J?~i1y Journal 

~RDI~~CE NO. 16B238 

An Ordinance amending SecUons 4.127 and 4.127.1 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code to provide non-represented employees domesUc partner benents durfng 
Leave ror Illness In Family and Leave because of Family Deaths. 

lliE PEOPLE OF 1liE ClY OF LOS ANGE1..ES 
00 ORDAIN AS FOlLOWS: I 

, Section 1. Division 4, OIapter 2, Article 10, Section 4.127 of the Los . 
Angeles Administrative Code, Allowance for Leave for IOness In Family, Is hereby amended 
to read as rollows: '.' ;':.. . . . 

Section 4.127. Allowance ,for Leave for Illness In Famlly~" '. . .• 
(rs) Any employee who Is absent rrom work by~ of the IUness or Injury of a member 
of I!lsI/l~'R1"Ui!~lalefamlly and who has acau~·end~unused sick law at fuU pay shDIJ 
upon the approval of the appolnUng authority or the agent thereof designated to determine 
such matter, be allowe-j leave of absence with fun pay for not to exceed In the aggregate nve 
working days In anyone calendar year, provided such employee shall furnish a satlsflSCtory 
doctor's certtncate or other suitable and satisfactory proof showing the nature and extent of 
the Injury or Illness to Justify such absence. "Immediate famll~ shall Include the father, 
mother, brother, sister, spouse, child, grandperents, grandchildren, step-patents, step-chlldren 
of any employee of ' the Cly. 
(b) Any non-represente~ employee shall be allowed leave of absence with full pay for up 
to' ftn ftggregate of twelve (12) working days In anyone caJendar year for the provisiOns of 
(8) hereinabove, or fOT Ihe purpose of adopting a child. ' 
(cl The aggregate number of days ofabsence for which pay may be allowed under this 
SectIon shall be Induded'ln the number of days for which sick leave with fuD pay Is allowed 
under Section 4.126 of this Code. . 
(d) For non-represented employees, the dellnlUon of "Imme~ate familY' shall Include 
a domestic partner and household member (any perSon resldlng In the ImmedJate household 
of the employee at the time of the Illness or InJmy). Ant) non-represented employee who 
claims a domestic partner for purposes of the provisions of Subsedion (a) hereinabove, ,haD .' 
complete a confidenUal. amdavlt to be flied In the Employee Benefits Office, Penonnel 
Department, which shall be signed by the Oly employee only, dedartng the existence of a 
domestic partnership with a named domestic partner. No affidavit Is reqUired to sea.are 
family Illness benents ariSing from the Ulness or InJuIY of a household member. Byextendlng 
10 an employee the spednc benefits defined by this Subsectlon, the aly does not Intend to 
conr~r or to Imply any other un~pedfied benefits to such employee, or to the employee'. 
domestic partner. or to the employee's household member, or to eny other person. 

Wednesday, Sept~~~~r 16, 199~_ 
Section 2. Division 4, Chapter 2, Article 10, Sedlon 4.127.1 of the Los 

Angeles Administrative Code, Allowances for Leave because of Family Deaths, Is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

Sedlon 4.127.1 Allowances (or Leave because of Family Deaths. 
(a) Except as otherwise provided by Memorandum of Understanding and Implemented 
by the City Council, In addlHon to all other sick leave allowed under this Article, any 
employee who Is absent from work by reason of the death of a member of hlslher Immediate 
(ftmlly shall. upon the approval of the appointing authority or the agent thereof designated 

to determine such malten, be allowed leave of absence With fuU pay for a maximum of three 
worldng days for each·occunence of a death In the employee's Immediate family. Such 
employee shall fumlsh e death certificate or other satlsf8Ctory proof of the death to Justify 
the absence. "ImmedJate familY' shaUlnclude the father, fether.ln-law, mother, mother-In­
law, brother, sister, spouse, child, or any reJative who resided In the employee's household. 
For the purpose of this Section, Simultaneous, muJUpJe family deaths wlU be considered as 
one occunence. 
(b) For non-represented employees, the definItion of "ImmeclJate familY' shall Include 
grandparents, grandchildren, step-parents and step-c:h1ldren. 
(c) Intermittent employees, as defined by Section 4.110(b) of this Code, shall not be 
entitled to compensated leave because of family deaths. 
(d) For non-represented employees, the dennltlon of "Immediate famlJ~ shall Include 
a domesUc partner and househokl member (any person resldJng In the immediate household 
of the employee at the time of the Illness or InJuIY). Any non-represented employee who 
claims 8 domestic partner for purposes of the provisions of Subsections (a) and (b) 
hereinabove, shall complete a conOdenUal affidavit to be nled In the Employee Beneftts 
Offlce, Personnel Department, which shaD be signed by the CIty employee only, dedarlng 
the existence of a domesUc partnenhJp with a named domestic partner. No affidavit Is 
required to secure family Illness benefits arising from the lUnas or InJmy of a household 
member (any person residing In the Immediate household of the employee at the time of the 
Illness or Injury). By extending to an employee the spedflc beneflts deflned by this 
Subsection, the Oty does not Intend to confer or to Imply any other unspecified benefits to 
such employee, or to the employee'. domestic partner, or to the employee" household 
member, or to any other person. 

Section 3. The provisions of Sections 1 and 2 shaD be operative upon 
publication. 

Sec ................. L ............. The City Clerk shaU certify to the passage or this 
ordinance and c:8use Ihe same to be published In some daily newspaper printed and 
published in the City or Los AnBeles. 

I B~RZBY CERTJ:FY tha.t tho ~orogoill9 orcUnanco va. iIItr~Qc.4 at the 
lIIeeting of the Council o~ tho 1.0. Angol... by a voto o~ not le.. tbDJa 
two-thirds of all of its melllber •• at the IDeeting o~ AUG 26 1992 . 
anI! waa passed a.t its IDeating of SEP 08 1992 I 

Approved as 10 Form and LeBalily 

• ..1."1.31 .. 1 .•... l~~.~ ............................... - ••••• · 
JAMES K. HAHN. City Attorney, 

1rt..u1J 7,. '~l(}Lt:YltAJll2-
By .............................. ·· .............. ·········,· .. ·_· 

DIANE N. WENTWORTH ' 

ELW~I' Cl17 Clerk 

by ~7rdZf2 
Deputy 

A~sist~nt City Attorney 

'Pile No ..... g:.9..~./..'l.t:I.. ... 



Los Angeles Daily Journal 

Thursday, September 17, 1992 . 

ORDINANCE NO. 3.68244 

An Ordinance to amend the Los Angeles Administrative Code, Division 
10, Chapter 1, Article 1, Section 10.8 to include marital status and medical condition 
in the City's non-discrimination clause. 

THE PEOPLE OF LOS ANGELES 
DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The definition of "Affirmative Action" in subparagraph 
one of Section 10.8.1 of the los Angeles Administrative Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"Affirmative Action" means the taking of positive steps by a contractor or 
subcontractor to ensure that its practices and procedures will promote· and 
effectuate the employment. retention and advancement of a particular class or 
category of employee. generally referred to as a minority group, Including 
women and any person or group described by race, religion, sex, sexual 
orientation, ancestry, national origin, age, physical handicap, marital status and 
medical condition. The action may also invol.ve the concept, when applicable. 
of remedying the continuing effects of past discrimination. 

Section 2. Section 10.8.2 of the los Angeles Administrative 
Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Sec. 10.8.2. All Contracts: Non-discrimination Clause. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of any ordinance of the City of los 
Angeles to the contrary. every contract which is let, awarded. or entered Into 
with or on behalf of the City of los Angeles, shall contain by insertion therein 
a provision obligating the contractor in the performance of such contract not 
the discriminate in his employment practices against any employee or applicant 
for employment because of the. applicant's race, (eligion, national origin, 
ancestry. sex. sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, marital status or 
medical condition. All subcontracts awarded under any contract mentioned In 
this section shall contain a like provision. 

Section 3. Subsection C of Section 10.8.3 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

C. At the request of the awarding authority, or tho Board of Public Works. 
Office of Contract Compliance, the contractor shall certify on a form to be 
supplied, that he has not discriminated in the performance of this contract 
against any employee or applicant for employment on the basis or because of 
race, religion. national origin. ancestry, sex, sexual orientation, age, physical 

handicap, marital status or medical condition. 

Section 4. Subsection Band C of Section 10.8.4. of the Los 
Angeles Administrative Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

B. The contractor will, in all solicitations or advertisements for employees 
placed on behalf of the contractor, state that all qualified applicants will receive 
consideration for employment without regard to their race, religion, ancestry, 
national origin, sex, sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, marital status 
or medical condition. 

C. At the request of the awarding authority or the Office of Contract 
Compliance, the contractor shall certify on a form to be supplied, that the 
contractor has not discriminated in the performance of this contract against any 
employee or applicant for employment on the basis or because of race, religion, 
ancestry, national origin. sex. sexual orientation, age, physical handicap. marital 
status or medical condition. 

Section 5. Subsection 1 O.B. 7 is hereby added to the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code to read as follows: 

Section 10.B.7 Interpretation of "medical condition". 

The term "medical condition" as used in sections 10.8.1 through 10.8.4 
of this code shall be interpreted as it is by comparable federal and state 
law. 

" ~ec ........... ji .................... The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this 
ordinance and cause the same to be published in some daily newspaper pdnted and 
published in the City of Los Angeles. 

I hereby certify d\a~ ~he foregoing ordinance 'Was introduced a~ the meeting of the 

Council of the Ci~y of Los Angeles SEP ~,1992 and 'Was passed at its 

lI1eet!nB of SEP p 1992-

~pnw=~ ___ S_E_P_~._.!_19_9_2 __ _ ELIAS MARTlNU. City Clerk-

File No. $3 - 0 LlaL/ -6.0... 


