
Proposal made by IFPTE Local 21 to the City of San Jose 

The provisions contained herein are individual proposals. Language not changed herein 

will remain unchanged. The Union reserves the right to amend, withdraw, or add to 

this proposal. 

Proposal #15 

Submitted on: 06/04/2026 @ 

AEA, AMSP, CAMP 
ARTICLE 10 WAGES AND SPECIAL PAY 

Wages: Fourteen percent (14%) over FY 2026-2029. 

e FY 26-27: 4.0% 

e FY 27-28: 4.5% 
e FY 28-29: 5.5% 

Non-Pensionable: Two percent (2%) Conversion 

e FY 26-27: 0% 
e FY 27-28: 1% (4% non-pensionable remains) 

e FY 28-29: 1% (3% non-pensionable remains) 

Non-pensionable payments are not a substitute for meaningful compensation 
improvements. Employees continue to face rising costs across every aspect of their lives, 

from housing, healthcare, transportation, childcare, to utilities. Addressing those pressures 

requires lasting investments in wages and retirement security. 

The Union is deeply concerned that the City's compensation structure depends on non- 
pensionable wages that are virtually nonexistent among comparable public agencies. 

This means employees receive a portion of their pay in a form that does not build toward 
their retirement. This is a burden workers have shouldered for years while the City quietly 

pocketed the savings. 

At the same time, the City continues to operate with the lowest staffing levels among 
major California municipalities, relying on a stretched workforce to maintain critical public 

services. Recruiting and retaining the talent needed to deliver high-quality services 
demands compensation that is both competitive and sustainable. The Union's proposal 

advances that goal by gradually converting non-pensionable wages back to pensionable, 
which is a straightforward step toward fairness and long-term stability. 

The City has already extracted significant savings through the 2012 pension reforms. 

Years of cuts to compensation and benefits have left the City unable to compete for talent, 
and our services have suffered as a result. Asking employees to accept a compensation 

structure that further undermines their retirement is not only unnecessary, it is simply 

unfair. 
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