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CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS J. HERRERA 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
 

In the matter of: 

 
AZULWORKS, INC., a California 
corporation, a/k/a Azul Works, Inc. and 
BALMORE HERNANDEZ, an 
individual 

 
COUNTS AND ALLEGATIONS BY THE 
CITY ATTORNEY UNDER 
SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE 
CODE CHAPTER 28 

Dennis J. Herrera, City Attorney of the City and County of San Francisco 

(“San Francisco”), requests that the Controller of San Francisco appoint a hearing officer for 

these debarment proceedings, and that the hearing officer declare AzulWorks, Inc., also known 

as Azul Works, Inc., (“AzulWorks”) and Balmore Hernandez (“Hernandez”) irresponsible 

bidders and disqualified from participating in the competitive process for contracts with 

San Francisco, or from entering into contracts with San Francisco, directly or indirectly, for a 

period of five years from the date of issuance of a debarment order. 

Introduction 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) filed publicly charges against Hernandez, on 

June 4, 2020, in a federal criminal complaint (“Criminal Complaint”) alleging bribery of a local 

official.  (Exhibit 1.)  The Criminal Complaint was supported by a sworn affidavit of 

James A. Folger, Special Agent FBI (“Federal Affidavit”).  (Exhibit 2.)  The Criminal 

Complaint is based on allegations of an on-going and widespread scheme to obtain favoritism in 

contracting, including personal gifts of over $250,000 to a city official, which if established 

could result in Hernandez being sent to federal prison for up to 10 years.  For purposes of 

criminal law, Hernandez is presumed innocent until proven guilty.   

By contrast, this proceeding does not concern criminal penalties.  Instead here what is at 

stake is the ability of a private for-profit contractor to bid on and receive contracts from 

San Francisco.  And for that, San Francisco and its residents do not need to sit idly by and wait 
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for Hernandez’s criminal proceedings to play out.  The people of San Francisco, including its 

taxpayers, deserve the assurance of clean contracting and a level competitive playing field now.   

The Federal Affidavit includes statements made directly to FBI Special Agent Folger by 

Hernandez, which alone establish that Hernandez violated the laws of San Francisco and gave 

gifts in excess of $20,000 to the former director of San Francisco Public Works (“Public 

Works”), Mohammed Nuru (“Nuru”).  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 23.)  San Francisco has 

independently confirmed that the admissions are true: Hernandez and AzulWorks gave Nuru 

thousands of dollars in labor and material for construction work done at Nuru’s vacation home.  

(Exhibit 3.)  These unlawful gifts took place while Nuru was director of Public Works, received 

bids from AzulWorks, awarded contracts to AzulWorks, and oversaw some of its public works 

projects for San Francisco. 

Hernandez was, at all times relevant, the Chief Financial Officer and Vice President of 

AzulWorks.  AzulWorks directly benefited from these unlawful gifts to Nuru.  During the three-

year period from July 2017 to June 2020, AzulWorks was directly paid more than $20 million by 

San Francisco, and received more as a subcontractor on San Francisco projects. 

San Francisco law requires that San Francisco award public work contracts only to 

responsible bidders.  (San Francisco Administrative Code § 6.20(a).)  A responsible bidder is one 

who, among other things, “at all times deals in good faith with the City.”  (San Francisco 

Administrative Code § 6.1.)  Giving tens of thousands of dollars to benefit the head of a 

department personally, who in turn is awarding and overseeing millions of dollars in contracts 

with your company, comes nowhere close to that mandate.   

AzulWorks and Hernandez should not be permitted to continue to benefit from 

San Francisco contracts and should be debarred for the maximum term available under the law. 

Factual Background 

The Federal Affidavit alleges that “[o]n or about January 27, 2018 [… ] Hernandez did 

corruptly give, offer, and agree to give a thing of value to Nuru, namely over $50,000 in 

materials for Nuru’s vacation home, intending to influence and reward Nuru.”  (Federal Affidavit 

¶ 11.)  That same date, January 27, 2018, the Federal Affidavit, based on a text from Hernandez, 
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alleges that Hernandez told Nuru he paid a $51,918.10 bill for materials to be used at Nuru’s 

vacation home.  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 122.)  In addition to these allegations, Hernandez himself 

admits that he paid two invoices for material to be for construction work at Nuru’s vacation 

home, one for approximately $10,000 of lumber and the other for approximately $10,000 of 

electrical work.  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 23(b).)  San Francisco has confirmed that Hernandez and 

AzulWorks in fact supplied labor and paid for materials to be used at Nuru’s vacation home, 

including an invoice for approximately $10,000 for electrical work.  (Exhibit 3.)  

In its official filing with the California Secretary of State, AzulWorks listed Hernandez as 

its Chief Financial Officer for AzulWorks from at least April 2014 to April 2020.  (Exhibit 4.)1  

In the records of the California State Licensing Board, as of June 28, 2020, AzulWorks lists 

Hernandez as one of the responsible managing officers (“RMO”) of AzulWorks, and he holds at 

least one of its contracting licenses.  (Exhibit 5.)2   

Hernandez was not only an officer of AzulWorks, and one of the RMOs whose license 

AzulWorks relied upon, but he also directly participated in the contracting with San Francisco. 

On February 14, 2018 AzulWorks submitted a bid to San Francisco Public Works for a 

Recreation and Parks Department project: Guy Place Mini Park (Rebid 2).  (Exhibit 6.)  Sandra 

Rocio Hernandez is listed as the RMO, and Hernandez is listed as the bidder’s representative 

who inspected the project site.  (Exhibit 6 at p. 21.)  The Federal Affidavit references an email 

from Hernandez to Nuru about a week later, on February 20, 2018, in which Hernandez asked 

for help with the Guy Place Mini Park contract.  (Federal Affidavit ¶¶ 123-125.)  Hernandez’s 

pleas for help in obtaining the contract may have worked:  Guy Place Mini Park was ultimately 

awarded to AzulWorks, in the amount of $2,327,000.  (Exhibit 7.) 

On a separate contract, Hernandez, in his capacity as Vice President of AzulWorks, 

signed an assignment and a novation agreement, on April 19 and 20, 2019, for a subcontracting 
                                                 

1 Sandra Rocio Hernandez is listed as the Chief Executive Officer, the sole Director, and 
the Agent for Service of Process.  (Id.)  On information and belief, she is married to Hernandez. 

2 A construction corporation, such as AzulWorks, is required to qualify for a construction 
license by listing a RMO or employee who is qualified and holds a license.  (Cal. Bus. & Prof. 
Code § 7068(b)(3).)  So Hernandez’s license also serves as AzulWorks’ license.  
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agreement on the Moscone Convention Center.  (Exhibit 8 at pp. 2 & 4.)  In that underlying 

agreement, AzulWorks agreed to “comply with the Charter, ordinances and regulations of” 

San Francisco and “all federal and state laws and regulations in any manner affecting” the 

agreement and the work.  (Exhibit 8 at p. 8.) 

In another contract, AzulWorks submitted a bid to Public Works for $3,599,000, on 

May 2, 2018, for a Recreation & Parks project overseen by Public Works.  (Exhibit 9.)  In that 

bid, Hernandez is listed as the RMO.  (Exhibit 9 at p. 22.)  Recreation & Parks awarded the 

contract to AzulWorks for $3,599,000.  (Exhibit 10.)   

On June 22, 2018, AzulWorks submitted a trade package as a subcontractor in which 

“Azul Works” is listed as the company and Hernandez is listed as the “bidder.”  (Exhibit 11.)  

Hernandez is listed as the “contact” and “authorized officer” for AzulWorks.  (Exhibit 11 at pp. 

2, 20.)  The trade package submission includes a copy Contract License No. 780074, which lists 

Hernandez a qualifying individual for AzulWorks.  (Exhibit 11 at p. 21.) 

As recently as June 1, 2020, AzulWorks submitted documents to be a subcontractor on a 

San Francisco project.  (Exhibit 12.)  In that submission, Sandra Rocio Hernandez signed under 

penalty of perjury that AzulWorks or any of its principals “are not indicted or otherwise 

criminally or civilly charged by a government entity (federal, state, or local) with the 

commission of any offenses listed” in the certification.  (Exhibit 12 at pp. 3-4.)  Those crimes 

include, among others, bribery or other offenses indicating a lack of business integrity or 

business honesty that seriously and directly affects the entity’s present responsibility.”  (Id. at 

p. 3.)  This certification was submitted a mere three days before the Criminal Complaint was 

publicly filed (Exhibit 1), but months after we now know that Hernandez made his damning 

admissions to the FBI (Exhibit 2 at ¶ 23(b)).  As of June 4, 2020, AzulWorks is no longer able to 

truthfully sign such a declaration. 

From 2017 through 2020, AzulWorks had at least 16 direct contracts with San Francisco, 

totaling in excess of $20 million.3  In addition to contracts submitted to Public Works to be 

                                                 
3 The contracts are listed in Appendix 1 to these Counts and Allegations.   
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awarded by Recreation and Parks Department, these contracts include contracts awarded to 

AzulWorks directly by Public Works, and signed by Nuru.  (Exhibits 8, 13, 14.)  AzulWorks 

also acted as a subcontractor during this time on many San Francisco contracts.   

While AzulWorks and Hernandez were actively contracting directly and indirectly with 

San Francisco, AzulWorks’ CFO and Vic President, Hernandez, was actively breaking the law 

by intentionally giving large quantities of money to a contracting officer for that officer’s 

personal benefit, even while he was a “restricted source” and it was unlawful for Nuru to accept 

any gift worth more than $25 from AzulWorks or Hernandez.  (Campaign & Governmental 

Conduct Code § 3.216(b).)   

On January 27, 2020, Hernandez met with the FBI and made statements that the FBI 

found to be false, based on a review of AzulWorks own records.  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 24.)  But 

Hernandez did make a critical admission: “his assistance with [Nuru’s] vacation home was ‘as a 

friend,’ and had been limited to reviewing construction plans and paying two invoices – one for 

approximately $10,000 worth of lumber and the other for approximately $10,000 of electrical 

work.”  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 23, 23(b).)  That is approximately $20,000 in admitted gifts from 

Hernandez to Nuru for Nuru’s personal benefit.  San Francisco has separately confirmed that 

Hernandez and AzulWorks paid for thousands of dollars of materials and labor to be used at 

Nuru’s vacation home, including an invoice for electrical work for approximately $10,000.  

(Exhibit 3.)    

As mentioned above, the Federal Affidavit contains other allegations against Hernandez, 

sworn to by the FBI agent.  First, between late 2016 and the end of 2018, Hernandez supplied in 

excess of $250,000 in labor and materials to help Nuru build a vacation home as part of a scheme 

to corruptly steer San Francisco public works projects to Hernandez and AzulWorks.  (Federal 

Affidavit ¶ 20)  “Based upon my review of time sheets and checks from AzulWorks, Hernandez 

paid more than $100,000 for labor at Nuru’s [vacation home] between at least as early as 

December 2016 and September 2018.  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 24 (emphasis added).)  In April 2017, 

AzulWorks issued three checks totaling $20,993.25 for work on Nuru’s vacation home.  (Federal 

Affidavit ¶ 26.)  Second, Hernandez and others met with Nuru multiple times at a restaurant to 
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engage in a scheme to win a contract to operate an asphalt plant on land owned by the Port of 

San Francisco.  (Federal Affidavit ¶¶ 39-117.)  Third, in January 2018, AzulWorks records show 

that Hernandez paid a personal invoice for Nuru in the amount of $34,070.49.  (Federal Affidavit 

¶ 122, fn.11.)  Immediately afterward, Hernandez sought help in obtaining a contract for 

construction work at Guy Place Mini Park.  (Federal Affidavit ¶¶ 121-125.)  Fourth, in 

February 2019, Hernandez provided a tractor to Nuru for personal use at his vacation home, 

which is estimated to cost $40,000.  (Federal Affidavit ¶ 107.) 

Legal Basis For Debarment 

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 28 sets forth the grounds and procedures for 

administrative debarment.  (Exhibit 15.)   

Debarment is defined as the “administrative determination against a potential bidder, or 

contractor declaring such potential bidder or contractor irresponsible and disqualified from 

participating in the competitive process for contracts with the City and County of San Francisco 

or from entering into contracts, with the City and County of San Francisco for a period specified 

in the debarment order.”  (San Francisco Administrative Code § 28.1(D).)  The authority of 

government agencies to debar dishonest contractors is inherent in an agency's broader 

authorizing statutes.  (Golden Day Schools, Inc. v. State Department of Education (2000) 

83 Cal.App.4th 695, 702.)  Debarment not only protects the public entity, but allows “for the 

effective and efficient administration of a public contracting program.”  (Id. at 704.)  Absent 

debarment, a dishonest contractor would need to be deemed “irresponsible” on a case by case 

basis, resulting in serial hearings and an unnecessary expenditure of San Francisco resources.4 

The Administrative Code provides in pertinent part that a contractor shall be debarred 

upon a finding of “any willful misconduct with respect to any City bid, request for qualifications, 

                                                 
4 To seek future work, AzulWorks will be required to state that neither it nor its 

principals are criminally charged for the commission of any number of crimes, including bribery.  
(See Exhibit 12 at p. 3.)  If answered truthfully, AzulWorks will not be able to do so.  But the 
result would be a series of hearings on the issue of AzulWorks’ status as an irresponsible bidder. 
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request for proposals, purchase order and/or contract.”  (San Francisco Administrative Code 

§ 28.3.)  Such willful misconduct may include, but need not be limited to the following: 

(a) submission of false information in response to an advertisement or 
invitation for bids or quotes, a request for qualifications or a request for 
proposals; (b) failure to comply with the terms of a contract or with 
provisions of this Administrative Code; (c) a pattern and practice of 
disregarding or repudiating terms or conditions of City contracts, 
including without limitation repeated unexcused delays and poor 
performance; (d) failure to abide by any rules and/or regulations adopted 
pursuant to the San Francisco Municipal Codes; (e) submission of false 
claims as defined in this Administrative Code, Chapter 6, Article V; (f) a 
verdict, judgment, settlement, stipulation or plea agreement establishing 
the contractor's violation of any civil or criminal law against any 
government entity relevant to the contractor's ability or capacity honestly 
to perform under or comply with the terms and conditions of a City 
contract; and/or (g) collusion in obtaining award of any City contract, or 
payment or approval thereunder. 

(Id.) 

This is a non-exclusive list which requires only that AzulWorks and Hernandez fall under 

one of the prongs.  But their unlawful actions fall under three prongs.   

 subdivision (d) failure to abide by any rules and/or regulations adopted pursuant 

to the San Francisco Municipal Codes,  

 subdivision (b) failure to comply with the terms of a contract, and,  

 subdivision (g) collusion in obtaining award of any City contract, or payment or 

approval thereunder.    

Ground 1:  Failure to Abide by San Francisco’s Municipal Code and Regulations  

Hernandez’s gifts violated the San Francisco Municipal Code and its regulations.  

“Prohibition on Bribery. No person shall offer or make, and no officer or employee shall accept, 

any gift with the intent that the City officer or employee will be influenced thereby in the 

performance of any official act.”  (Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code § 3.216(a).)  “The 

phrase “intent to influence” means any communication made for the purpose of supporting, 

promoting, influencing, modifying, opposing, delaying or advancing a governmental decision.”  

(Regulation 3.216(b)-2.)  In addition “no officer or employee of the City and County shall solicit 

or accept any gift or loan from a person who the officer or employee knows or has reason to 

know is a restricted source.” (Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code § 3.216(b).)  The 
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definition of a “restricted source” includes “a person doing business with or seeking to do 

business with the department of the officer or employee.”  (Campaign & Governmental Conduct 

Code § 3.216(b)(1).)  The phrase “doing business” with the department of the officer or 

employee means entering into or performing pursuant to a contract with the department of the 

officer or employee.”  (Regulation 3.216(b)-1.)  At all relevant times, under the Campaign & 

Governmental Conduct Code and regulations adopted thereunder, AzulWorks and Hernandez 

were a restricted source for Nuru.  It was unlawful for Nuru to accept any gift worth more than 

$25 from AzulWorks or Hernandez.  And AzulWorks and Hernandez were prohibited from 

providing such gifts. 

Ground 2:  Failure to Comply with a Term of a Contract 

Hernandez’s conduct also violated an express term of AzulWorks’ San Francisco 

contracts.  For instance, in the Moscone Convention Center agreement, AzulWorks agreed to 

“comply with the Charter, ordinances and regulations of” San Francisco and “all federal and 

state laws and regulations in any manner affecting” the agreement.  (Exhibit 8 at p. 8.)  Not only 

did Hernandez’s conduct violate the Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code, which 

AzulWorks was legally and contractually obligated to comply with, but his actions form the 

basis for a federal crime  bribery of a local official.  Providing tens of thousands of dollars in 

“gifts” to a public official is a material breach of the contract. 

Ground 3:  Unlawful Collusion in the Award of a City Contract 

Most importantly, Hernandez’s conduct constitutes unlawful collusion to obtain the 

benefits of publicly funded contracts.   

Collusion has been variously defined as (1) “a deceitful agreement or 
compact between two or more persons, for the one party to bring an action 
against the other for some evil purpose, as to defraud a third party of his 
right”; (2) “a secret arrangement between two or more persons, whose 
interests are apparently conflicting, to make use of the forms and 
proceedings of law in order to defraud a third person, or to obtain that 
which justice would not give them, by deceiving a court or its officers”; 
and (3) “a secret combination, conspiracy, or concert of action between 
two or more persons for fraudulent or deceitful purposes.  

(Andrade v. Jennings, 54 Cal. App. 4th 307, 327 (1997).)  Hernandez and Nuru engaged in an 

ongoing scheme to provide favors: for Nuru to provide favors to AzulWorks, and for Hernandez 
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to provide favors to Nuru.  As a public contractor, Hernandez had no legal basis to provide tens 

of thousands of secret payments for the personal benefit of the head of a department that was 

providing and overseeing his company contracts.  This collusion undermines public trust in City 

contracting, is unfair to the taxpayers, and unfair to legitimate contractors competing for public 

contracts.  

AzulWorks cannot escape liability.  Hernandez was not only Chief Financial Officer, 

Vice President and a RMO of AzulWorks; he actively represented AzulWorks in its contracting 

with San Francisco.  For purposes of debarment, the “term ‘contractor’ shall include any 

responsible managing corporate officer who has personal involvement and/or responsibility in 

obtaining a contract with the City and County of San Francisco or in supervising and/or 

performing the work prescribed by the contract.”  (San Francisco Administrative Code 

§ 28.1(C).)  “An agent is a person authorized by the principal to conduct one or more 

transactions with one or more third persons and to exercise a degree of discretion in effecting the 

purpose of the principal.”  (Fiol v. Doellstedt (1997) 50 Cal. App. 4th 1318, 1328; see also Cal. 

Civil Code § 2295.)  Throughout the time of the factual allegations in the Criminal Complaint, 

including the time period of Hernandez’s admission of gifts of tens of thousands of dollars to 

Nuru, he was the CFO of AzulWorks.  (Exhibit 4.)  AzulWorks relies in part on Hernandez’s 

Contractor License.  (Exhibit 5, 11 at p. 20.)  Hernandez represented AzulWorks, and he even 

acted as its RMO.  (Exhibit 9 at p. 22.)  Hernandez signed agreements in his capacity as Vice 

President.  (Exhibit 8.)  Finally, it is AzulWorks that directly benefited from Hernandez’s 

admitted unlawful gifts by obtaining profitable contracts at San Francisco’s expense.  In short, 

Hernandez is the legal agent of AzulWorks, and AzulWorks is responsible for his actions.   

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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Conclusion 

For all of these reasons, both AzulWorks and Hernandez must now be declared 

irresponsible bidders and disqualified from participating in the competitive process for contracts 

with, or from entering into contracts with San Francisco, directly or indirectly, for a period of 

five years from the date of issuance of a debarment order. 

 

Dated:  July 13, 2020 

 

Dennis J. Herrera 
City Attorney 
City and County of San Francisco  
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APPENDIX 1 TO COUNT AND ALLEGATIONS 

LIST OF DIRECT CONTRACTS FROM JULY 2017 TO JUNE 2020 

Contract No.  Contract Name     Total Paid FY17-20 

1000000524 AWSS - NEW CISTERNS F, WD-2747 $622,762.58 

1000007525 PW FAC DEMO 1995 Evans Ave $1,692,529.73 

1000001142 PW Yth Gde Ctr New Ent Rmp $1,237,540.64 

1000006022 PW Guy Plc Mini Prk $1,930,035.39 

1000006251 AIR-11227.55-AsNeedConstructio $353,905.88 

1000008522 PUC OCEAN BEACH MITIG WW INF $1,414,285.81 

1000008680 AIR-11053.50 AsNeededPavement $1,168,853.69 

1000008752 PW Potrero Hill Rcrtn Ctr $4,051,432.06 

1000009568 PUC GREENHOUSE DEMO AT PHELPS $1,705,971.27 

1000009573 REC-Araica-CON17-008R Ralph $323,590.42 

1000009595 PUC CATHODIC PROTECTION FOR TR $538,073.19 

1000010916 PW Alice Chalmers Plygd Renov $1,893,867.55 

1000012289 PW Washington Sq Wtr Cnsrvtn $2,034,442.62 

1000012733 PW GGP Stanyan St Frt Impr Prj $2,139,201.67 

1000013070 PW GGP Tennis Ctr $685,395.57 

1000013204 PW Moscone 24-in Wtr Dstrbtn $911,479.23 

Total $22,703,367.30 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, Martina Hassett, declare as follows: 

I am a citizen of the United States, over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the 
above-entitled action.  I am employed at the City Attorney’s Office of San Francisco, Fox Plaza 
Building, 1390 Market Street, Sixth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

On July 13, 2020, I served the following document(s) pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code section 28.5: 

COUNTS AND ALLEGATIONS BY THE CITY ATTORNEY UNDER 
SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTER 28 

 
on the following persons at the locations specified: 

Balmore Hernandez  
AzulWorks, Inc.   
1400 Egbert Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94124 
 
By Overnight Mail 

AzulWorks, Inc.
c/o Registered Agent for Service of Process 
Sandra Rocio Hernandez 
1400 Egbert Ave 
San Francisco, CA 94124 
 
By Overnight Mail

 
Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, 316 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Email:  ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org 
 
By Electronic Mail 

Ronald P. Flynn 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 
Counsel for Charging Official 
Office of the City Attorney 
1390 Market Street, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Email:  ronald.flynn@sfcityatty.org 
 
By Electronic Mail 

 
in the manner indicated below: 

 BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY:  I sealed true and correct copies of the above documents in 
addressed envelope(s) and placed them at my workplace for collection and delivery by overnight courier 
service.  I am readily familiar with the practices of the San Francisco City Attorney's Office for sending 
overnight deliveries.  In the ordinary course of business, the sealed envelope(s) that I placed for collection 
would be collected by a courier the same day.  

 BY ELECTRONIC MAIL:  Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept 
electronic service, I caused the documents to be sent to the person(s) at the electronic service address(es) 
listed above.  Such document(s) were transmitted via electronic mail from the electronic address:  
martina.hassett@sfcityatty.org  in portable document format ("PDF") Adobe Acrobat or  in Word 
document format.      

 

 

 





   

 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
 



AO 91 (Rev. 11/11)   Criminal Complaint

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the

__________ District of __________

United States of America )
)
)
)
)
)
)

v.
Case No.

Defendant(s)

CRIMINAL COMPLAINT

I, the complainant in this case, state that the following is true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

On or about the date(s) of in the

District of

in the count  of 

, the defendant(s) violated:

Code Section Offense Description

This criminal complaint is based on these facts: 

Continued on the attached sheet.

Complainant’s signature

Printed name and title

Judge’s signature

Printed name and title

.

Date:

City and state:

        Northern District of California

BALMORE HERNANDEZ

January 27, 2018 San Francisco & San Mateo

Northern California

18 U.S.C. § 666(a)(2) Bribery of Local Official

Maximum Penalties: 10 years' imprisonment
$250,000 fine or not more than the greater of twice the
gross gain or twice the gross loss
3 years' supervised release
$100 special assessment

Please see the attached affidavit of FBI Special Agent James A Folger.

✔

James A. Folger, Special Agent, FBI

San Francisco, CA Hon. Joseph C. Spero, Chief Magistrate Judge

s/

June 3, 2020

SEALED BY ORDER OF THE COURT

3:20-MJ-70705 JCS
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AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF CRIMINAL COMPLAINT 

I, James A. Folger, Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation, being duly sworn, 

hereby depose and state the following: 

I. INTRODUCTION AND AGENT QUALIFICATIONS

1. I submit this affidavit in support of a criminal complaint against Balmore HERNANDEZ.

As set forth below, there is probable cause to believe HERNANDEZ bribed Mohammed NURU, the 

former Director of San Francisco Public Works, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 

666(a)(2). 

2. I am a Special Agent of the FBI and have been so employed since entering the FBI

Academy in August 2012.  I am sworn and empowered to investigate criminal activity involving 

violations of federal law.  I am currently assigned to FBI’s San Francisco Division Public Corruption 

Squad, which investigates abuse of public office in violation of criminal law, which includes fraud, 

bribery, extortion, conflicts of interest, and embezzlement. My investigative experience includes, but is 

not limited to: conducting wire communication interceptions; interviewing subjects, targets and 

witnesses; executing search and arrest warrants; handling and supervising confidential human sources; 

conducting surveillance; and analyzing phone records and financial records. Additionally, I received 

juris doctor and Master of Business Administration degrees from the University of San Francisco in 

2012. 

3. During my employment with the FBI, I have received formal classroom and field training

at the FBI Academy in Quantico, Virginia and graduated from the New Agent Training Program.  My 

training and experience includes, but is not limited to: public corruption, fraud against the government, 

drug trafficking, gangs, organized crime, and RICO investigations.  I have also received additional 

formal and on-the-job training from the FBI, as well as from the United States Attorney’s Office and 

other federal agents who have done extensive work in the areas of financial crimes and public 

corruption.  I have participated in several investigations involving public corruption, bribery, and fraud, 

and I have been the lead agent on several of those cases. I have worked on multiple wiretaps while 

investigating public corruption and criminal gangs. I have received formal training in wiretaps at the FBI 

academy in Quantico, Virginia as well as on the job training while working on wiretaps in active 
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investigations. I have also received training on phone records and cell tower analysis from members of 

the Cellular Analysis Survey Team (CAST) and have used this knowledge in numerous investigations. 

4. To successfully conduct these investigations, I have utilized a variety of investigative

techniques and resources including, but not limited to: physical and electronic surveillance, witness 

interviews, various types of infiltration to include confidential human sources, and cooperating sources.  

I have utilized pen register and trap and trace devices, mail covers, pole cameras, stationary video 

recording vehicles, undercover operations, and audio and audio/video recording devices. 

5. I make this Affidavit based upon personal knowledge derived from my participation in

this investigation and upon information I believe to be reliable from the following sources, among 

others: 

a. my experience investigating honest services wire fraud, bribery, and other illegal

activity relating to public corruption;

b. oral and written reports about this investigation that I have received from

members of the FBI;

c. physical surveillance conducted by the FBI, the results of which have been

reported to me either directly or indirectly;

d. information obtained from undercover agents;

e. recorded conversations; and

f. confidential human sources.

6. Because this affidavit is being submitted for the purpose of establishing probable cause in

support of the requested Complaint, it does not set forth each and every fact that I, or others, have 

learned during the course of the investigation.  Rather, I have set forth only those facts I believe are 

necessary to establish probable cause and to provide the Court with an overview of the facts that 

establish HERNANDEZ’s pattern of corrupt conduct and intent to influence or reward NURU in 

connection with a transaction or series of transactions with the City and County of San Francisco that 

involved $5,000 or more. 

7. Unless otherwise indicated, where actions, conversations, and statements of others are

described below, they are related in substance and in part. In addition, unless otherwise noted, wherever 
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in this Affidavit I assert a statement was made, the information was provided by another FBI agent, law 

enforcement officer, recording, or witness who may have had either direct or hearsay knowledge of that 

statement and to whom I or others have spoken, or whose reports I have reviewed. 

8. The conversations I summarize below were derived in large part from various intercepted

communications.  Collectively, these communications were documented in FBI reports and summaries. 

These reports and summaries describe recorded conversations involving subjects of the investigation, 

during which the subjects at times use code words and/or cryptic language to disguise conversations 

about their criminal schemes and related activities.  The reports are summarized based on agents’ 

interpretations of the conversations. Some of these reports and summaries contain interpretations of 

coded words, cryptic language, and vague identifiers.  It may be that subsequent review of the recorded 

conversations and verbatim transcripts may show changes from the summaries initially prepared.  

Quotations from the recordings are based on informal transcriptions of portions of certain key 

recordings, which may not be exactly the same as formal transcriptions that are later prepared. 

II. COUNT 1: BRIBERY OF LOCAL OFFICIAL (18 U.S.C. §§ 666 (a)(2) AND 2)

9. At all times material to this Complaint, the City and County of San Francisco ( also

referred to below as the “City”), was a local government that received federal assistance in excess of 

$10,000 during a one-year period within twelve months before or after January 27, 2018.1 

10. At all times material to this Complaint, Mohammed NURU was the Director of Public

Works (DPW) for the City and County of San Francisco. Based on publicly available data, the total 

DPW budget regularly encompassed hundreds of millions of dollars. As Director, NURU had great 

influence over contracts and construction projects granted by DPW.  He also had significant influence 

with other City departments.2   

1 According to the Budget and Appropriations Ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors on 
July25, 2017, for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2018, 5.1% of all funds appropriated for use by City 
departments came from federal funding, a total in excess of $400 million.  This included $55 million in 
federal grant money passed-through to DPW.  Federal funding also constituted 5.1% of the City’s 
general fund, a total in excess of $260 million. See File No. 170653, Ordinance No. 156-17 (Budget and 
Appropriation Ordinance) (available at https://sfbos.org/ordinances). 

2 While still serving as Director of DPW, NURU was charged by Criminal Complaint with 
Honest Services Wire Fraud (18 U.S.C. §§ 1343, 1346) on January 15, 2020, and by a separate Criminal 
Complaint with False Statement in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 on January 28, 2020. 
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11. On or about January 27, 2018, in the Northern District of California, Balmore

HERNANDEZ did corruptly give, offer, and agree to give a thing of value to NURU, namely over 

$50,000 in materials for NURU’s vacation home, intending to influence and reward NURU in 

connection with a transaction and series of transactions of the City and County of San Francisco 

involving $5,000 or more. 

12. As described below, this bribe was part of a much larger pattern and course of conduct in

which HERNANDEZ and his business associates repeatedly provided items of value to NURU, 

intending to influence and reward NURU in connection with his help steering City business their way or 

otherwise resolving issues HERNANDEZ and his associates encountered in connection with City 

contracts and approvals. 

III. APPLICABLE LAW

13. Title 18, section 666(a)(2), prohibits bribery of local officials who are agents of an

organization receiving federal funds.  The elements of the offense include the following: 

a. A person was an agent of an organization, a state, local or tribal government, or an

agency of a state, local, or tribal government.3

b. The organization, state or local government received federal assistance in excess of

$10,000 in a one-year period.

c. The one-year period of federal assistance was within twelve months before or after the

commission of the offense.

d. The defendant gave, offered, or agreed to give a thing of value to any person.

e. The defendant intended to influence or reward the agent of the organization or agency in

connection with a transaction or series of transactions of the organization or agency that

involved $5,000 or more.

f. The defendant acted corruptly.

14. Title 18, United States Code, Section 2, provides that “[w]hoever commits an offense

3“Agent” is defined in 18 U.S.C. § 666(d)(1). An “agent” need not have direct authority over the 
day-to-day decisions; “general authority” to act for the agency and control its funds is sufficient. See, 
e.g., United States v. Shoemaker, 2014 WL 1226719 (5th Cir. Mar. 25, 2014); see also United States v.
Fernandez, 2013 WL 3215461 (1st Cir. June 26, 2013) (state legislator).
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against the United States or aids, abets, counsels, commands, induces or procures its commission, is 

punishable as a principal.” 

15. The bribe need not be completed or successful. See United States v. Kimbrew, 944 F.3d

810, 815 (9th Cir. 2019) (liability for bribery of a public official, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 

201(b)(2)(A), “does not depend on an outcome; the offense is complete at the moment of agreement, and 

that agreement need not even be accompanied by the bribe recipient’s genuine intentions to follow 

through.”).   

16. In addition, “[i]n order to obtain jurisdiction of a defendant under section 666, the

government need not prove that the funds actually stolen by the defendant were of federal origin. So 

long as the [official] is an agent of an organization that receives more than $10,000 in federal benefits in 

any given year, it is not necessary that the particular funds stolen be among those ‘benefits.’”  United 

States v. Wyncoop, 11 F.3d 119, 122 (9th Cir. 1993).  See also Sabri v. United States, 541 U.S. 600, 

605–06 (2004) (funds subject to abuse by bribed agent need not be traceable to federal funds) 

17. Nor does the government need to show “that the defendant intended for his payments to

be tied to specific official acts (or omissions). Bribery requires the intent to effect an exchange of money 

(or gifts) for specific official action (or inaction), but each payment need not be correlated with a 

specific official act.” See United States v. Jennings, 160 F.3d 1006, 1014 (4th Cir. 1998). The 

requirement of the statute is satisfied “so long as the evidence shows a ‘course of conduct of favors and 

gifts flowing to a public official in exchange for a pattern of official actions favorable to the donor.’ Id. 

(citation omitted). Payments may be made “with the intent to retain the official's services on an ‘as 

needed’ basis, so that whenever the opportunity presents itself the official will take specific action on the 

payor's behalf.” Id. See also United States v. Kemp, 500 F.3d 257, 282 (3d Cir. 2007); United States v. 

Menendez, 291 F. Supp. 3d 606, 613 (D.N.J. 2018). 4 

IV. FACTS ESTABLISHING PROBABLE CAUSE

A. Individuals

4 Other courts, including the Ninth Circuit, have held that bribery under 18 U.S.C. § 666 does not 
require a quid pro quo. See United States v. Garrido, 713 F.3d 985, 996 (9th Cir. 2013) (citing United 
States v. McNair, 605 F.3d 1152, 1187–89 (11th Cir.2010)). 
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18. HERNANDEZ is the CEO and Vice President of AzulWorks, Inc. (AzulWorks), which

has received numerous contracts with the City and County of San Francisco, including contracts with 

DPW in 2018 worth millions of dollars. Prior to forming AzulWorks, Inc., HERNANDEZ was a 

longtime employee of DPW. I have learned over the course of this investigation that NURU and 

HERNANDEZ have a close relationship.  They were in frequent contact during the relevant time periods 

described below. 

19. CONTRACTOR 3 and CONTRACTOR 4 are associates of HERNANDEZ and the

owners of a separate construction engineering firm based in the Bay Area that is focused on government 

contracts.  CONTRACTOR 3 and CONTRACTOR 4 are also business partners or have interests in a 

number of construction and engineering related businesses. Their firms have performed work on a 

number of projects for the City and County of San Francisco.   

B. Overview

20. Agents have intercepted and/or reviewed multiple communications concerning items of

value given to NURU by HERNANDEZ in exchange for NURU’s assistance with HERNANDEZ’s 

business with the City.  HERNANDEZ’s bribery scheme focused heavily on NURU’s vacation home in 

Northern California on Lodoga Stonyford Road in Stonyford. 5  The home, which NURU and 

HERNANDEZ often referred to as the “ranch,” appears to have been built from scratch by contractors 

largely from San Francisco or the Bay Area. HERNANDEZ paid for and provided a substantial portion 

of the labor and materials to build the house and improve the property (which consists of two adjacent 

10-acre parcels).  Based on my review of intercepted communications and records from AzulWorks,

Inc., I estimate that between late 2016 and the end of 2018, HERNANDEZ supplied in excess of

$250,000 in labor and materials to help NURU build the home and related improvements at the ranch.6

The investigation has analyzed known financial accounts for NURU.  Although the investigation

5 Although the home is technically located in Stonyford, intercepted communications show that 
NURU and other subjects often refer to the vacation home as being in “Ladoga” or “Lodoga” (Lodoga, 
CA is next to Stonyford, CA).  For purposes of this affidavit, I use both Stonyford and Lodoga to refer 
to NURU’s vacation home/ranch. 

6 This number does not include a tractor and related attachments (described below) that 
HERNANDEZ and others helped provide NURU in February 2019.  Based on my review of business 
records and publicly available data, I believe the tractor and attachments delivered to NURU in February 
2019 are worth in excess of $40,000. 
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identified more than $200,000 that NURU spent on home improvement (between approximately January 

2017 and May 2019), no payments to HERNANDEZ or AzulWorks have been identified. Other items of 

value HERNANDEZ provided (or helped arrange for NURU) include a hotel stay in January 2020 

valued at over $2,000 and a number of lavish dinners often costing in excess of $1,000 per meal.   

21. In addition to using bribes to influence and reward NURU’s actions for the benefit of

AzulWorks, HERNANDEZ was also using the bribes to influence and reward NURU for assistance with 

other business ventures beyond AzulWorks. The investigation has revealed HERNANDEZ was an 

integral part of a scheme to bribe NURU to win a contract through DPW to operate an asphalt plant on 

land owned by the Port of San Francisco. As a result, I believe the benefits provided to NURU by 

HERNANDEZ were also provided to influence and reward NURU in connection with the asphalt plant 

deal, an effort which lasted years and was still ongoing until NURU’s arrest.  

22. It was against this backdrop that HERNANDEZ provided much of the labor and

materials for NURU’S ranch property while CONTRACTOR 4, who had a significant stake in the 

asphalt plant deal, paid for extravagant dinners and provided or reimbursed HERNANDEZ for some of 

the materials purchased for NURU’s ranch, including a tractor and attachments valued in excess of 

$40,000.  Based on my review of business records, the tractor appears to have been financed through 

one of CONTRACTOR 3 and CONTRACTOR 4’s companies.  HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 3 

then arranged delivery of the tractor to a very appreciative NURU in February 2019.  

C. Corrupt Intent to Influence NURU in Connection With City Business

23. On January 27, 2020, another FBI agent and I interviewed HERNANDEZ at his home in

Burlingame, CA.  HERNANDEZ confirmed he had known NURU for fifteen to twenty years and they 

talked several times per month, including on the previous day. HERNANDEZ stated he first met NURU 

while working at DPW.  HERNANDEZ had worked at DPW as a civil engineer for 24 years before 

leaving for the private sector.  HERNANDEZ then made the following false and misleading statements, 

among others, which I believe provide evidence of HERNANDEZ’s consciousness of guilt and corrupt 

intent: 

a. HERNANDEZ said he had not done any construction work on NURU’s vacation home in

Lodoga.
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b. HERNANDEZ claimed his assistance with the vacation home was “as a friend,” and had

been limited to reviewing construction plans and paying two invoices – one for

approximately $10,000 worth of lumber and the other for approximately $10,000 of

electrical work.

c. HERNANDEZ claimed he did not expect anything in return for his assistance.

24. These statements were each false or highly misleading. Based on my review of time

sheets and copies of checks from AzulWorks, HERNANDEZ paid more than $100,000 for labor at 

NURU’s Lodoga property between at least as early as December 2016 and September 2018.  His work 

crews often spent multiple days or weeks at a time working on the property.  I have also reviewed 

dozens of text messages between NURU and HERNANDEZ over the same period of time where the two 

exchanged photos and other updates about the progress of the work on NURU’s vacation home.  

Records provided by AzulWorks further indicate HERNANDEZ spent more than $100,000 on materials 

for NURU’s ranch, including tiles, stone, doors, windows, and PVC pipe.  According to AzulWorks 

receipts, HERNANDEZ spent more than $35,000 on windows alone, and close to $10,000 on patio 

doors for NURU. 

25. HERNANDEZ’s claim that he expected nothing in return from NURU is contradicted by

his own communications with NURU.  For example, on April 14, 2017, during a trip to China, NURU 

texted HERNANDEZ a photo.  NURU wrote “Getting ready to start heading home. How are you? 

Picture is me getting watered down with blessings of good luck in the new year. Greetings to everyone. 

Thanks.”  HERNANDEZ replied, “Bring me some blessings. I need some jobs.”   

26. At the same time HERNANDEZ was texting “Bring me some blessings. I need some

jobs,” AzulWorks had a crew at NURU’s ranch in Lodoga. Company records show AzulWorks issued a 

check on the same day of the text, for $5,802, to cover work performed for NURU.  On April 21, 2017, 

AzulWorks issued two more checks, totaling $15,191.25, for work on the ranch.  The corresponding 

time sheet shows the payment covered a team of eleven workers who logged hours between April 10 

and April 15, 2017.7   

7 Based on my training and experience, I believe the payment was split into two parts to bring the 
amount under $10,000 to avoid bank reporting requirements and potential scrutiny from government 
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27. Given HERNANDEZ’s April 17, 2020, request that NURU bring him “some blessings”

in the form of jobs, I believe HERNANDEZ was providing hundreds of thousands of dollars in labor 

and materials for NURU’s vacation home so NURU would direct City contracts to HERNANDEZ or 

otherwise use his official position to help HERNANDEZ with existing and future business with City 

contracts or approvals.  This stands in stark contrast to HERNANDEZ’s claim to the FBI that he did not 

expect anything in return from NURU for his assistance. 

28. Similarly, on February 21, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted NURU:

“I am at Home Depot working on your windows

And doors

Lots of work”

Then, on February 28, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted with NURU:  

BH: The guys are working up there now Keep working on the wood.   

NURU: Thank you  

BH: I will need a favor from you this week 

MN: For sure 

BH: Maybe we can meet today after work 

29. Copies of checks and time sheets from AzulWorks show crews were on-site at NURU’s

Lodoga property for almost the entire month of March 2017. 

30. In addition, on March 18, 2017, NURU texted pictures of the framing of his house to

HERNANDEZ.  On March 21, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted NURU that he did not get a certain job in 

connection with new mixed-use office space being built to be used in part by City departments.  NURU 

responded that he would handle it.  The text exchange went as follows: 

BH: We did not get the 1500 mission job 

MN: Oh no. That's not good. Did they say why you didn't get it. 

BH: They said that we were not the lowest number and a non LBE got it  I think they 

authorities, which further underscores HERNANDEZ’s efforts to conceal the corrupt nature of his 
dealings with NURU.  AzulWorks issued the checks to the same person on the same day – one for 
$8,000 and the other for $7,191.25.  Together the checks match the timesheet total for work performed 
at Lodoga between April 10, 2017 and April 15, 2017. 
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play games to go with someone they have a relationship with Time to move on 

MN: I can handle them. 

31. 1500 Mission Street is the site of a recently completed high-rise mixed use development

that has two components – a residential and retail development including a 39-story, 396 foot tall tower 

at the corner of Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue, and an office development and permit 

center to be occupied by several City and County of San Francisco departments – including DPW – 

consisting of a 16-story, 238-foot tall tower on 11th Street between Market and Mission Streets.  See 

https://www.buildgc.com/work/1500-mission/. In 2017 it was still in the early phases of construction 

and DPW was heavily involved in the construction of the office space it would occupy.  I believe this 

explains why NURU said he could “handle them” for HERNANDEZ. 

32. During a recorded phone call on September 14, 2018, NURU and HERNANDEZ

discussed HERNANDEZ sending someone to work on the vacation home: 

BH: So I'm meeting with [first name of one of HERNANDEZ’s employees] in a little bit. 

He's gonna be leaving here early afternoon like at 2 o'clock so he can go there, ah 

Sacramento, pick up some equipment. He may not be. He UI for you tonight, not gonna 

do much. I'll give him some money so he can maybe go to dinner at casino you know so 

he can enjoy a little bit and then um, and then tomorrow um, he is gonna be there first 

thing in the morning with you so you guys can work on this. 

MN: Okay, okay let me know if he needs anything from me. Give him my number, 

whatever he needs… 

33. Immediately after talking about the logistics of the work on the Lodoga property,

HERNANDEZ asked NURU for assistance on what appears to be a City related issue or project, saying: 

“Sounds really good, so, hey, um, keep in mind that, you know, the property with [street in San 

Francisco], right, that piece of land there, right so if you can do something.” NURU interrupted and said 

“[Y]eah um [DPW EMPLOYEE 1], has been in jury duty this whole week, so he hasn’t been here, but 

he is working on that for me to figure out how we can make it all clean and legit and yeah, so there is no 

long-term problem.” HERNANDEZ responded “Perfect, perfect, perfect, okay Mo…thank you man.” 

34. During the same call, NURU and HERNANDEZ discussed the fish NURU caught during
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a recent fishing trip to Alaska. Recorded communications show NURU provided fish he caught to many 

of his friends and colleagues, including HERNANDEZ and his family. NURU said he received a nice 

note from HERNANDEZ’s wife, and that “she loved the fish.” The following exchange then took place: 

BH: told his wife “don't get used to this because that is the most expensive fish by the 

pound” and laughed.   

MN: laughed in response and said: “not including the person that caught it” and laughed 

again.   

BH: Yeah, shit. 

HERNANDEZ then told NURU how expensive it was for him to bring back fish from his own fishing 

trip in Mexico. 

35. NURU also called HERNANDEZ on September 26, 2018. During the call,

HERNANDEZ again asked NURU for help, this time with a denied City approval on one of his jobs. 

HERNANDEZ said, “Hey, so I sent you an e-mail on the other e-mail. Um, that...tha...[construction 

company] is working on the job on Van Ness. And the... And, there were three hearings. [Unintelligible] 

I need to cut. I'm doing the side work. And the, and the, and you know the sidewalks. And the [UI]. It's 

significantly, it's a little different so they're putting in all new trees similar size everything. But they 

denied the removal of the trees at the hearing and I uh send you the paperwork, you know.” NURU then 

asked for the address and HERNANDEZ continued by providing an address and said “And, um, so I 

send it to you. See if you could take a look at and see if there's something can help out with.” NURU 

responded, “Okay, let me look at it.” 

36. I have reviewed a copy of an email from HERNANDEZ to NURU’s private email

address which was sent on the same day.  Attached to the email is a Public Works order (issued in the 

name of the Director) denying the removal of two trees adjacent to an address on Van Ness and 

scheduling a public hearing on the appeal.  It also includes diagrams and photos of the site.  I believe the 

email makes clear that during the September 26th call, HERNANDEZ was asking NURU for help 

appealing an adverse DPW order.  Around the same time, records from AzulWorks show that two 

employees were paid a total of approximately $1,500.00 on September 28, 2018, for recent work on 

NURU’s Lodoga property. 
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37. Similarly, on March 20, 2019, HERNANDEZ texted NURU a letter “Failure to Provide

Access” and asked “Can you please make this fine go away.” 

38. NURU called HERNANDEZ the same day.  During the recorded call HERNANDEZ told

NURU that he was having a problem with a DPW contract and a store owner that was forced to close 

during HERNANDEZ’s construction. NURU, said, “The way to work it is to go to the appeal first… So, 

because now that it is in text and everything, I have to kind of follow the process. You can't put it, once 

you make it a document like that, you put me in a situation I can't…”  HERNANDEZ interjected “So, 

we'll put in an appeal then. Okay?” and NURU replied “They should go to the appeal. And then let me 

know when the appeal is, I will try and, you know I can talk to the hearing officer to just see what can be 

done.”  I believe this exchange evidences not only HERNANDEZ’s corrupt intent – asking NURU to 

make a fine go away – but also NURU’s concerns about avoiding detection of his official action. 

D. Bribes in Connection with Asphalt Plant Project

39. The investigation has revealed that at least as early as 2013, HERNANDEZ and a

business associate, CONTRACTOR 4, began planning to use HERNANDEZ’s relationship with NURU 

to win a contract through DPW to operate an asphalt plant on land owned by the Port of San Francisco. 

40. For example, in an internal email explaining expenses for accounting purposes,

CONTRACTOR 4 wrote that an $812.10 charge at Morton’s on February 8, 2013, was for “dinner with 

Mohammad head of DPW and Balmore HERNANDEZ discussing asphalt plant deal.” 

41. On May 16, 2013, CONTRACTOR 4 expressed his appreciation for HERNANDEZ’s

efforts to date, writing: “I have used you to help negotiate this deal because of your ability to understand 

and present our proposal without making the other side nervous. For this you are entitled to ownership.” 

42. Communications concerning the asphalt plant and NURU (via email, text, and phone)

continued between CONTRACTOR 4 and HERNANDEZ from 2013 through at least 2019.  

CONTRACTOR 3, a business associate of both CONTRACTOR 4 and HERNANDEZ, was also 

involved in certain communications about the asphalt plant project and later helped deliver a tractor to 

NURU in February 2019. HERNANDEZ often took the lead in communicating with NURU and 

arranging dinner meetings with NURU, HERNANDEZ, and CONTRACTOR 4.  

43. In their communications, HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 usually referred to
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NURU only as “our friend,” and the group appears to almost always have met at the same restaurant in 

San Mateo (RESTAURANT 1). Based on credit card statements, text messages, and recorded phone 

calls, the dinner meetings appear to have occurred for a number of years, at times on what appears to be 

almost a monthly or bi-monthly basis. 

44. By the end of 2013, email and text communications between HERNANDEZ,

CONTRACTOR 4, and NURU indicate NURU was providing inside information on how DPW and the 

Port of San Francisco (“Port”) were approaching a Request for Qualifications/Proposals (RFQ-P or 

RFP) for the asphalt plant on Port land. 

45. For example, on October 3, 2013, NURU forwarded an internal DPW email about the

carbon impact of the contemplated asphalt plant from his work account to his personal email account.  

Three days later he then sent it to HERNANDEZ from his personal email account and added “This may 

interest you.”   HERNANDEZ forwarded the email three minutes later to CONTRACTOR 4 writing 

“Fyi There is also a company in San Jose proposing cold asphalt paving. We need to address both if [sic] 

these issues in our proposal.” 

46. On December 11, 2013, HERNANDEZ sent CONTRACTOR 4 an email re “Asphalt

RFP” and wrote:  

This DRAFT is very close to the final product but it has substantial 
changes from the previous version that may not be in our best interest. 
Let’s review it carefully, and provide a page by page commentary for the 
changes we need to implement. For example, this RFP makes reference to 
the City Standards for mix designs which in turn makes reference to 
CALTRANS RAP percentages which are much lower than we had 
discussed. Let’s put together a schedule for getting back to them with 
comments 

47. I believe this email contained an internal draft RFP from DPW about the asphalt plant

that had not yet been publicly released. 

48. The following day, CONTRACTOR 4 responded to the December 11, 2013 email with

concerns about the proposed site and other items.  HERNANDEZ responded “We need to print the RFP 

on paper and get together and mark it up with our corrections or changes that we want made. The RFP is 

incorrect with the site as our friend still want us at the site we discussed. Let me know when we can 

meet.” 
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49. On January 2, 2014, HERNANDEZ forwarded what appeared to be another internal City

email (subject “FW: Latest Draft of Request for Proposals and Memorandum of Understanding for 

Asphalt and Concrete Production Lease Opportunity”) to CONTRACTOR 4.  HERNANDEZ wrote 

“Attached is the latest DRAFT for our review and comments.”   

50. On January 6, 2014, CONTRACTOR 4 responded with concerns about the amount of

security being demanded by the City. “They need to give us a guaranty sale of quantity for asphalt and 

concrete. If they can ask for this kind of security I would hope they can offer something in return.”  

HERNANDEZ responded to that email by suggesting a meeting with their “friend” and again 

referencing the need to print out the RFP: “We need to set up a meeting with our friend to let him know 

our concerns and propose to eliminate those security requirements. Just print the RFP and I will set up a 

meeting, let me know your availability this week.” 

51. Later in March, on March 20, 2014, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4:

BH: “Do we still need to meet with Mohammed?”
CONTRACTOR 4: “Yes ASAP
BH: “Mtg confirmed for 6 pm”

52. CONTRACTOR 4 then provided the address of RESTAURANT 1 in San Mateo.  Credit

Card statements for CONTRACTOR 4 reflect a charge at RESTAURANT 1 for $667.66 on March 20, 

2014. 

53. Based on the investigation and my training and experience, I believe CONTRACTOR 4

and HERNANDEZ were providing NURU with an expensive dinner in order to obtain his continued 

assistance with the asphalt plant and other City business. 

54. Roughly one month later, on April 15, 2014, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4:

“We are getting a list of bidders for the asphalt plant and if we were 2nd, he will ask to call us for 

negotiations.” On April 21, 2014, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4: “Please review the info on 

the asphalt plant and provide me with any comments. Take a look at the proposed lay-outs.” 

55. By May 2014, CONTRACTOR 4 appeared to have felt increasingly confident that they

would obtain the asphalt plant deal and that it would be profitable.  He also acknowledged the 

clandestine “back channel” nature of their efforts.  In a May 23, 2014 email to a work colleague, he 

wrote: 
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“the back channels of negotiating are in full swing for the candlestick 
phase 2. I need to send a PDF file of the asphalt plant and concrete plant to 
[well known business person]. This will be done through back channels 
from Mohammad. Could you send again to me for the 10th time our 
proposal for the plants, a PDF file excluding the financial performas. [sic] 
This will be forwarded through various ways to get to him this am. 

Just so you know there was a a [sic] meeting last night that figured out the 
left hand needs to work with the right hand and two hands are better the 
one!!! Please keep this information between you and me. All deals can 
blow up. Loose lips sink ships. 

It's not a done deal, keep your figures crossed this could be great for us” 

56. In the summer of 2014, HERNANDEZ also went on a trip to Africa with NURU, their

families, and others. Email correspondence and invoices show HERNANDEZ paid for certain hotel 

rooms for the group, including NURU.8  

57. In the fall, communications increased concerning the asphalt plant.  On September 10,

2014, NURU emailed HERNANDEZ electrical plans for his Lodoga vacation property.  Then, on 

September 16, 2014, NURU forwarded an internal email from his work account to his personal account.  

He then forwarded the email (Fwd: SW Environmental Analysis – Outcomes”) from his personal 

account to HERNANDEZ, writing “Going to Port Commission in two weeks.”  HERNANDEZ 

forwarded the email to CONTRACTOR 4, who replied the following day: “Thanks. I hope all of our 

efforts pay off some day. It seems that it is close.”  

58. NURU appears to have met with HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 again at

RESTAURANT 1 on October 22, 2014. On October 20, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4: 

BH: Our friend is available on Wednesday to meet for dinner, does it work for you? 

CONTRACTOR 4: Yes absolutely [RESTAURANT 1] again?? 

BH: Yes I am with him now so it is confirmed. 

59. Credit card records show a charge on CONTRACTOR 4’s credit card statement from

RESTAURANT 1 on October 22, 2014, for $287.08. 

60. On November 20, 2014, HERNANDEZ sent CONTRACTOR 4 an internal City email

chain between DPW and Port staff concerning the asphalt plant that ultimately went to NURU.  I believe 

8 It is unclear whether HERNANDEZ was later reimbursed by NURU.  NURU also appears to 
have paid for different rooms for the group during the trip. 
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HERNANDEZ obtained this email from NURU. Based on the email chain it appears NURU had asked 

DPW employees for information on the asphalt plant on November 5, 2014. A DPW employee 

responded to NURU the same day with a number of internal documents and also described various 

specifications that were under consideration for the RFP. HERNANDEZ forwarded the email to 

CONTRACTOR 4 with the message: “Here is the complete package fyi.”  Attachments to the forwarded 

email included an executive summary, draft RFP, appendices to the RFP, and a draft Memorandum of 

Understanding between DPW and the Port. 

61. On December 16, 2014, NURU forwarded another internal DPW email about the asphalt

plant from his DPW account to his personal email, and then to HERNANDEZ.  The email concerned the 

proposed site of the asphalt plant.   

62. On January 28, 2015, NURU sent HERNANDEZ an electrical layout plan for his Lodoga

property.  Two days later, on January 30, 2015, NURU forwarded an internal DPW/Port email (subject: 

“RFQ/P with draft Port edits”) from his work email to his personal email, then sent it to HERNANDEZ, 

who sent it to CONTRACTOR 4.  HERNANDEZ wrote: “[P]lease review this FINAL DRAFT. As you 

can see, the Port is moving to request authorization for DPW to issue the RFP. Mark it up with your 

comments and lets meet early next week to discuss. Next week is our last chance to suggest changes.”   

63. The attachment to the email was titled “DRAFT-Asphalt-Concrete-Production-Lease-

Opportunity-Request-For-Proposal....docx” and was originally forwarded by DPW staff to NURU and 

others (after DPW staff received it from Port staff with the message “Attached please find the draft RFP 

with proposed Port edits”). 

64. On February 2, 2015, NURU again forwarded an internal DPW/Port email (“Form of

Asphalt and Concrete Batch Plant Transaction”) from his work account to his personal email, then to 

Balmore HERNANDEZ.  Within minutes, HERNANDEZ forwarded it to CONTRACTOR 4.  The 

email described plans for the Port and DPW to enter into a transaction for a concrete and asphalt batch 

plant. The originating DPW employee wrote to NURU and one other senior DPW employee: “Reference 

e-mail below. After speaking with their attorney, below is what the Port feels works best. They would

handle the lease negotiations and lease; and public works would handle the supply contract. Currently,

they plan to go before the Port Commission on 2/10 to clear Item #1 approval.  If ok, I’ll respond… and
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provide a schedule.” 

65. That same day, CONTRACTOR 4 forwarded the email to a work colleague.  After the

colleague expressed concern about being fully prepared for the Port Commission meeting, 

CONTRACTOR 4 responded: “don't worry … this is set up for us to win.” 

66. On February 5, 2015, NURU again forwarded an internal email to HERNANDEZ that he

previously forwarded from his work account to his personal account. HERNANDEZ then forwarded it 

to CONTRACTOR 4. The email attached a redline draft memo of the February 10 Port Commission 

Staff Report concerning the asphalt and concrete facilities.  DPW staff had received it from Port staff 

and forwarded it to NURU and another senior DPW employee writing: “FYI…providing comments by 

the end of the day to the Port’s memo to the Port Commission on the Asphalt and Concrete facilities 

(attached draft memo).” When forwarding the email, HERNANDEZ wrote to CONTRACTOR 4: 

“Review and call me or send me comments. We need to provide comments today by end of day.” 

67. Four days later, on February 9, 2015, NURU emailed HERNANDEZ an invoice for

electrical work performed at his Lodoga property for $10,244.44.  A balance of $5,244.44 remained 

outstanding according to the document. 

68. On February 10, 2015, the San Francisco Port Commission passed Resolution 15-07,

which requested authorization for San Francisco Public Works, in consultation with Port staff, to issue a 

Competitive Solicitation for an Asphalt and Concrete Batching Plant at Seawall Lot 352 (located along 

Amador Street) with a Bulk Maritime Terminal Component at Pier 94.   

69. The RFP for the asphalt plant was issued by DPW on April 7, 2015.  It was later revised

on May 13, 2015. 

70. On May 21, 2015, NURU placed a purchase order for a manufactured home from a

company in Chico, CA.  The invoice listed a cost of $138,551.48 and an unpaid balance of $128,051.48 

after the down payment. 

71. On or about June 16, 2015, four bids were submitted for the asphalt plant, including a bid

from a joint venture involving CONTRACTOR 4’s company. 

72. On August 3, 2015, text messages between HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4

indicated they were again planning to meet with NURU for dinner, who they referred to as their 
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“friend.” HERNANDEZ texted “How about dinner with our friend this Wednesday. We are here 

together.” CONTRACTOR 4 replied that Wednesday was good, and HERNANDEZ texted “We have 

some info to prep you. Same place at 7:30.” 

73. Based on my training and experience, my review of other evidence in this investigation,

and the context and timing of this communication, I believe NURU and HERNANDEZ were meeting 

with CONTRACTOR 4 to prepare him for an interview with the panel that was reviewing bids on the 

asphalt plant.   

74. Credit card statements for CONTRACTOR 4 show a charge of $394.07 at

RESTAURANT 1 on Wednesday, August 5, 2015.  

75. The next day, on August 6, 2015, NURU sent HERNANDEZ a copy of the manufactured

home purchase order (dated 5/21/15 and referenced above) from a company in Chico, CA for 

$138,551.48.  The unpaid balance after down payment was $128,051.48.  In the same email, NURU 

included related documents and an updated agreement with the same company, dated 8/1/2015, with a 

higher cost of $194,257.91. 

76. On August 11, 2015, at 8:16 AM, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4 “Good luck

today!!!!!” 

77. On August 21, 2015, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4 “The scoring is done and

it is all good.” I believe this refers to the scoring performed by the panel on the bids for the asphalt plant 

and that NURU provided this information to HERNANDEZ before it was publicly available. 

78. Credit card statements for CONTRACTOR 4 and text messages between HERNANDEZ

and CONTRACTOR 4 indicate they again met for dinner with NURU at RESTAURANT 1 on Tuesday, 

September 8, 2015. HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4 on September 2, 2015: “Our friend will 

meet you on Tuesday at the same place at 7pm.”  The total this time, according to CONTRACTOR 4’s 

credit card records, was $547.84. 

79. Two weeks later, on September 22, 2015, the San Francisco Port Commission selected

CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture as the most responsive bid and directed Port staff to enter into an 

Exclusive Negotiation Agreement with CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture. 

80. Based on my review of email communications and other records, I believe
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CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture may not have been the most qualified bidder, and benefitted 

significantly (and intended to benefit significantly) from NURU’s influence on the process in exchange 

for the items of value conferred on NURU by HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4. 

81. For example, in an email regarding the asphalt plant to CONTRACTOR 3, dated June 7,

2015 (nine days before final bids were submitted), CONTRACTOR 4 wrote “Why are we even 

involved? Because I've pursued this for 3 plus years and the deal is finally here[.] We Don't [sic] have 

the capital or the experience to do this deal but we are in the middle of it.”  He concludes by asking for 

help thinking through who they should partner with on the deal.  CONTRACTOR 3 responded, “Let's 

talk about this. I want to make sure we do this for us and not for others. I also know we are shirt in [sic] 

cash and we also have not run an asphalt plant or concrete plant.”   

82. On October 25, 2015, following the Port’s September decision to enter into an Exclusive

Negotiation Agreement with CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture, NURU texted HERNANDEZ pictures 

of the work completed at his Lodoga property and wrote: “Thanks so much for all the help this weekend. 

We definitely moved the project to another level. There's no way we could have gotten this far without 

your leadership. God will bless you and your family for your kindness.” 

83. Text messages between HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 and credit card receipts

indicate they met with NURU again at RESTAURANT 1 on November 5, 2015.  The November meal 

cost $394.34. 

84. There was another dinner at RESTAURANT 1 in December.  On December 22, 2015,

HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4: “Our friend would like to meet, let me know when you are 

available.” CONTRACTOR 4 replied and agreed to meet at 7:00 “at the same place” the following day. 

85. The following day, December 23, 2015, CONTRACTOR 4 texted HERNANDEZ: “I'm

here we have a booth tonight important !!! Bottle of opus ready when our friend is here !” Credit card 

statements show a charge to CONTRACTOR 4 from RESTAURANT 1 of $475.85. 

86. An entry on NURU’s calendar, titled “Asphalt RFQ/P Update & Presentation,” indicates

he met at City Hall with CONTRACTOR 4 and other principals from the joint venture, DPW, and the 

Port, to discuss the asphalt plant a few weeks later, on January 19, 2016. 

87. On February 23, 2016, the Port Commission formally adopted an exclusive negotiation
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agreement with CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture. 

88. On June 10, 2016, CONTRACTOR 4 emailed a business contact about his relationship

with NURU, writing “we currently do not have any contracts with DPW. We are negotiating with DPW 

for supply contracts for the new asphalt plant. I have a very close relationship with Mohammad Nuru. I 

can call him or visit his office on any given moment or day.” 

89. Text messages and credit card statements show the group again met for dinner at

RESTAURANT 1 on August 11, 2016.  The charge to CONTRACTOR 4 was $367.33. 

90. On November 22, 2016, texts and credit card statements show CONTRACTOR 4 and

HERNANDEZ met for dinner in “the back private room” at RESTAURANT 1.  Based on the pattern 

described above, I believe NURU was with them.  The charge to CONTRACTOR 4’s credit card for this 

meal was $519.78. 

91. Text messages between HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 and credit card receipts

indicate expensive dinners with NURU at RESTAURANT 1 continued as negotiations on the asphalt 

plant among DPW, the Port, and CONTRACTOR 4’s joint venture stretched on for years without 

resolution.9 

92. In 2017, the meals appear to have gotten much more expensive.  As noted above, on

April 14, 2017, during a trip to China, NURU texted HERNANDEZ a photo.  NURU wrote “Getting 

ready to start heading home. How are you? Picture is me getting watered down with blessings of good 

luck in the new year. Greetings to everyone. Thanks.”  HERNANDEZ replied, “Bring me some 

blessings. I need some jobs.”   

93. Ten days later, on April 24, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4: “Our friend

is back from his trip. Let me know when you are available to meet.” CONTRACTOR 4 responded, “Set 

it up next week.” 

94. On May 16, 2017, CONTRACTOR 4 texted HERNANDEZ: “Any luck for dinner?” in

the ensuing exchange of messages the two agreed to meet Thursday at 7:30.  HERNANDEZ texted 

NURU the same day: “Dinner Thursday at 7:30.”  Credit card records for CONTRACTOR 4 show a 

9 Additional investigation revealed that, following NURU’s January arrest and resignation, DPW 
and the Port scrapped their plans for the asphalt plant.  
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charge from RESTAURANT 1 dated Thursday, May 18, 2017, for $1,075.27. 

95. Another exchange of text records showed a July 20, 2017 meeting between

HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 at RESTAURANT 1, which I believe – based on the pattern over 

several years described above – also included NURU.  After arranging the meeting by text message on 

July 10, 2020, a message from CONTRACTOR 4 to HERNANDEZ stated “Confirming tonight?” 

“Chipino [sic], lamb chops, sea base or baby back ribs?”  Credit card records show a July 20, 2017 

charge from RESTAURANT 1 to CONTRACTOR 4’s credit card in the amount of $1,033.85.   

96. On July 26, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted NURU:

BH: Can you check on the reading last night

MN: Working on it now

BH: No news?

MN: Continued to September and we will be trying to work on getting language to
protect the developers interest. what the board is wanting is is a public process to appeal.

BH: Thanks

97. As noted above, negotiations between DPW, the Port, and the joint venture regarding the

supply contract and other issues remained ongoing and unresolved through early 2020. 

98. On August 5, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4:

BH:  Our friend's window and door order is ready to process. Let me know if you 
would like to process directly. It has a job number only 

C4:  Best way let's meet up Monday 

BH:  I won't be in town until next Sunday 
But let's meet the following Monday 
Thanks 

C4:  Okay 
Wednesday that week I'm out Monday Tuesday 

BH:  Ok let's meet at our spot for 7:30 
Thanks 

C4: Got it 

99. Business records show that on August 25, 2017, HERNANDEZ spent $47,020.45 on

patio doors and Andersen windows at Home Depot. This expenditure appears to have followed another 
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expensive dinner with NURU and CONTRACTOR 4 at RESTAURANT 1. 

100. On August 16, 2017, CONTRACTOR 4 texted HERNANDEZ to let him know that he

could not make the meeting. The two then decided to change it to the following Monday, with 

HERNANDEZ writing “Our friend prefers Monday.”  The same day, HERNANDEZ texted with 

NURU: “[CONTRACTOR 4] needs to reschedule to next week Monday Tuesday or Wednesday” and 

then later “We are set for Monday.”  The following Monday was August 21, 2017. 

101. On August 21, 2017, CONTRACTOR 4 texted HERNANDEZ to confirm the 7:30

dinner.  He then wrote: “Balmore specially [sic] How do they guarantee the payment of the deficiency 

fee if they do not take the 100,000 tons per year? How is that payment guaranteed? Does the BOS have 

to approve that expenditure every year, or can the long term lease/supply agreement bind them to that 

commitment? When will we be able to enter into the supply agreement to confirm all of this in writing?” 

Based on the other facts described in this affidavit, and the timing and context of this communication, I 

believe CONTRACTOR 4 was alerting HERNANDEZ to the issues he wanted to raise with NURU at 

dinner so NURU could help them finalize the supply contract for the asphalt plant on favorable terms. 

102. CONTRACTOR 4’s credit card statement shows a charge from RESTAURANT 1 dated

August 23, 2017 in the amount of $1,696.29.  I believe this charge was for the dinner on August 21, 

2017 described above. 

103. On November 16, 2016, NURU emailed HERNANDEZ a bill from Home Depot

regarding replacement doors. The amount was approximately $1,400. NURU wrote: “I think this was 

meant for you, as we discussed yesterday on the phone. Okay, thanks.” 

104. On November 28, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted CONTRACTOR 4 and asked: “Do we

need to meet with our friend?...” CONTRACTOR 4 responded: “Yes, let’s schedule next week…” 

105. On November 30, 2017, HERNANDEZ texted NURU: “We are in the back room.”

Credit card records for CONTRACTOR 4 show a charge of $1,543.76 at RESTAURANT 1 on the same 

day. 

106. The materials I have reviewed, including text messages, emails, intercepted phone calls

and credit card records, indicate the pattern of dinners with HERNANDEZ, CONTRACTOR 4 and 

NURU at RESTAURANT 1 continued through at least early 2019 and likely later, all while negotiations 
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on the asphalt plant continued without full resolution. 

E. The Tractor

107. In connection with the same bribery scheme concerning the asphalt plant, and similar to

the expenditure on the patio doors and windows described above, HERNANDEZ also coordinated the 

delivery of a tractor to NURU at his ranch property in Lodoga. Based on my review of business records 

and publicly available data, I believe the tractor and attachments delivered to NURU in February 2019 

are worth in excess of $40,000.  Based on my review of business records, the tractor also appears to 

have been financed through one of CONTRACTOR 3 and CONTRACTOR 4’s companies. 

108. On February 7, 2019 at approximately 4:32 PM, NURU called HERNANDEZ.

HERNANDEZ told NURU that he “spoke with [CONTRACTOR 3 first name] 10 and the John Deere is 

ready. You need to give me two days, available days, on weekdays in the next two weeks, he uh, John 

Deere have to deliver and teach you how to operate it, so you need to give me two days and they'll pick 

one of those days to make it work for you.” 

109. On February 11, 2019, at approximately 11:28 AM, NURU called HERNANDEZ.

HERNANDEZ confirmed NURU would be at his vacation home on the following Tuesday and 

Wednesday so he could receive the delivery of what was later confirmed to be a John Deere tractor. 

During the exchange, NURU also said he thought it was better if HERNANDEZ dealt directly with who 

I believe to be CONTRACTOR 3 and CONTRACTOR 4: 

NURU: Okay. That's good, I got that down. And then, let them know I picked those two 
days, so I'll be up there. I took Tuesday off, so I'll be up there, so. 

BH: Okay, yeah, I'm trying to confirm that, it's just, this guy's hard to pin down man, so. 

NURU: I know, I know. That's why, better you deal with them because I - yeah, so, yeah, 
um, yeah so I'll be there. you know, I'll go Saturday night and I'll stay there until 
Tuesday. 

BH: Okay. 
110. On February 13 and 15, 2019, NURU and HERNANDEZ spoke by phone and confirmed

the delivery of the tractor at noon on February 18, 2019. 

111. On February 18, 2019, NURU texted a photo of a John Deere tractor being unloaded

10 Based on other intercepts, agents believe this is a reference to CONTRACTOR 3.     
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from a truck and wrote “Works begins at the ranch.” 

112. On the same day he texted CONTRACTOR 3 “Thank You.”  He also called

CONTRACTOR 3 at approximately 11:56 AM: 

NURU: Mr. [CONTRACTOR 3 first name]. 

C3: Hey how are you? 

NURU: Man did you see that brother? very nice very very nice 

C3: Ok good 

NURU: Yeah beautiful machine 

After discussing how beautiful NURU’s new tractor was, CONTRACTOR 3 said “I am going to make 

another trip um probably next week to bring the attachments….so I got one more attachment that is a 

bore attachment, another attachment that is a grading attachment for spreading rock and leveling things, 

ok, I’m glad they made it over there.” NURU responded “Nice, nice. I just finished my training course 

(laughs)” and CONTRACTOR 3 replied “Good. That is the only reason I wanted to coordinate. 

Otherwise, I wouldn’t have told them to deliver it, but uh, there are a few things that need to be, go over, 

and how things connect and that stuff.”   

113. The two then ended their conversation with CONTRACTOR 3 indicating they would talk

again soon (as described below, it appears the group met at RESTAURANT 1 two days later): 

NURU: Ok nice nice nice Ok ok just wanted to say thank you so much. I'll send you a 

picture. It's got a a nice house in my ranch where I am going to keep it. I will send you 

the picture right now. You see it in the garage haha 

C3: Awesome that is good. It's got air conditioning right? 

NURU: Oh yeah its beautiful air condition and heater. Oh yeah man its good. Work now. 

No excuse now but to work. We can work now haha 

C3: Good alright Mohammed. Have a great day. Enjoy your day. Glad that thing showed 

up and uh 

NURU: Thank you 

C3: We will talk shortly 

114. NURU had a similar conversation with HERNANDEZ the following day, February 19,

Case 3:20-mj-70705-JCS   Document 1-1   Filed 06/04/20   Page 26 of 30



AFFIDAVIT 25 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2019, at approximately 7:46 AM.  The two of them discussed NURU’s new tractor and HERNANDEZ 

asked if NURU was happy with it. NURU responded “Yeah, yeah, very nice. It’s a nice tractor. Very 

nice, you know, it’s a modern tractor for sure.” 

115. The following day, February 20, 2019, HERNANDEZ texted NURU: “Are we on for

dinner tonight?”  NURU responded “Yes.”  They also spoke by phone after NURU returned 

HERNANDEZ’s call: 

NURU: Hey, so tonight what time? 

BH: Uhh 7, 7:30, what time do you want? 

NURU: 7:30 okay, okay, I got it. 

BH: Yeah [CONTRACTOR 4 first name] wants to confirm that's all 

N: Okay, okay, alright, alright. 

BH: Alright, we'll see you there 

116. Consistent with the pattern established above, credit card records show a charge to

CONTRACTOR 4’s credit card at RESTAURANT 1 for $716.80 on the same day. 

117. Two days later, NURU called HERNANDEZ and referenced what I believe to be the

dinner meeting and asphalt plant negotiations: 

BH:  I'll be around this weekend ya know, Sunday uh, we can get together for a little 

bit if you have time I mean you're not tired. Get together for drinks or something? 

NURU:  Okay. Alright that sounds (talking over each other) 

BH:  I'll be around. 

NURU:  Okay, alright, yeah. I'm good. 

BH:  Let me know. (UI) that was a good meeting this week, I think we had a good 

meeting, so. (talking over each other) (UI) pick up those meetings and continue 

moving. 

NURU:  Let me, I'm working to find out from [] why is it taking so long, ya know? 

BH:  Yeah. 

NURU:  You know they keep on saying when [CONTRACTOR 4 first name] changes the 

site or (UI), but I'll find out what's going on. 
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BH:   Okay. 

NURU:  Yep, we're good. We're good. Yeah. 

Based on the timing and the context of this call, and the pattern described above, I believe NURU had 

dinner with HERNANDEZ and CONTRACTOR 4 on February 20, 2019, shortly after delivery of the 

tractor, to again discuss the asphalt plant and how NURU could help them resolve the still ongoing 

negotiations with the Port and DPW, which had at this point been dragging on for several years. 

F. The January 27, 2018 Bribe

118. The January 27, 2018 bribe alleged in this Complaint is part of the larger course of

conduct and years-long bribery scheme described above. 

119. On January 16, 2018, NURU forwarded HERNANDEZ an email from BUILDING

MATERIALS STORE 1 attaching an updated invoice/sales order for $51,918.10 for tile and stone and a 

credit card authorization form. NURU wrote “any help will be very much appreciated. Thank you and 

God Bless.” 

120. At this point, NURU had already provided inside information to HERNANDEZ

concerning the asphalt plant and been wined and dined numerous times by CONTRACTOR 4 and 

HERNANDEZ.  NURU had also been receiving tens of thousands of dollars in labor and materials for 

his ranch property in Lodoga, and been told by HERNANDEZ “Bring me some blessings. I need some 

jobs.” The pattern of bribes was well established. 

121. Six days later, on January 22, 2018, NURU forwarded HERNANDEZ a list of upcoming

City bid projects for the next 3-5 months.  He first forwarded the email, which he received from another 

DPW employee (Subject: “FW: list of building projects bidding in the next 3-5 months”) from his DPW 

email account to his personal account before forwarding it to HERNANDEZ. One of the projects listed 

in the attachment was the Guy Place Mini Park which was estimated for advertising on January 18, 2018 

with a cost of $2 million. 

122. Five days later, on January 27, 2018, HERNANDEZ texted NURU a photo of an invoice

from BUILDING MATERIALS STORE 1 that covered the same materials and amount that NURU had 

sent on January 16, 2018.  The total was again $51,918.10. In the text HERNANDEZ wrote “Paid, it 

will be about 4 weeks. [INDIVIDUAL 1] will try to expedite the order and will provide an update next 
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week.”11  

123. About three weeks later, on February 20, 2018, HERNANDEZ forwarded an internal

City email chain to NURU’s personal email address and wrote “I need your help.” The subject of the 

forwarded chain was “Guy Place Mini Park.” The email chain concerned internal city communications 

about current bids and the fact that neither AzulWorks nor its subcontractor had the appropriate 

technical license.   

124. One DPW employee wrote in the chain: “At this point Azul cannot add any new

subcontractors and I don’t think we can request that Azul find an alternative as this would create an 

unfair bidding advantage. Typically, when a subcontractor that is listed to perform work is deemed 

ineligible due to whatever reasons, the prime contractor would have to agree that they are qualified to 

perform the work themselves.” 

125. Another senior city employee then forwarded the email chain to HERNANDEZ writing

“This is urgent.” At that point HERNANDEZ emailed NURU: “Need your help.”  It is unclear what 

NURU did, but publicly available data (http://openbook.sfgov.org/) indicates AzulWorks was ultimately 

awarded the contract (No. 1000006022) and was paid $487,588 from the City in FY 2018-2019 and 

$1,442,448 in FY 2019-2020.  There is $511,574 outstanding according to the same website.  Internal 

AzulWorks emails corroborate the contract award. 

126. Based on the above, I respectfully submit probable cause exists to believe that, after

establishing a continuing course of conduct in which tens of thousands of dollars in labor and material 

were provided to NURU in exchange for his assistance with public contracts and City approvals as the 

Director of DPW, HERNANDEZ again bribed NURU with tens of thousands of dollars’ worth of tile 

and stone for NURU’s vacation home.  The bribe translated into NURU saving AzulWorks’ bid for a 

multi-million dollar project for which it had submitted an unqualified bid.  Based on publicly available 

11 HERNANDEZ appears to have wanted NURU to think he spent more than he did on the bribe.  
Business records from AzulWorks contain a copy of the same invoice that was texted to NURU with the 
handwritten notation “Ret.”  In the same file, however, is another invoice with the same order number 
on the same date for $34,070.49 along with a credit card receipt for the same amount.  I believe this 
deception confirms HERNANDEZ was trying to influence or reward NURU in connection with 
NURU’s official action.  There would be no need to inflate the amount spent if this was simply intended 
as a gift among friends. 
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data, that project has since provided HERNANDEZ’s company with total payments from the City of 

$1,930,036 (http://openbook.sfgov.org/).  

V. CONCLUSION

127. Based on the foregoing facts and my training and experience, I respectfully submit there

is probable cause to believe that HERNANDEZ bribed NURU, in violation of Title 18, United States 

Code, Sections 666(a)(1)(B) and 2, intending to influence and reward NURU in connection with a 

transaction and series of transactions of the City and County of San Francisco involving $5,000 or more.   

VI. REQUEST FOR SEALING

128. Because this investigation is continuing, disclosure of the Complaint, this affidavit,

and/or the arrest warrant will jeopardize the progress of the investigation.  Disclosure would give the 

targets of the investigation an opportunity to destroy evidence, change patterns of behavior, notify 

confederates, or flee from prosecution.  Accordingly, I request that the Court issue an order sealing the 

Complaint, this affidavit, and the arrest warrant until further order of the Court. 

JAMES A. FOLGER 
Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Sworn to before me over the telephone and signed  
by me pursuant to Fed.R.Crim.P 4.1 and 4(d) 
this _____day of June, 2020. 

____________________________________ 
HON. JOSEPH C. SPERO  
Chief Magistrate Judge 

s/

3rd
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Copyright ©2018 City & County of San Francisco 

SECTION 00 40 13 

BIDDING FORMS CHECKLIST 

To be submitted with Bid for: 

GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) 
(San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 1000006022) 

1000006022 

A. Each Bidder shall submit with its Bid the following forms, properly completed and executed: 

• Executed Bid Form (Section 00 41 00), with contractor's license number and expiration 
date. 

• Bid security equal to 10% of the Bid (Section 00 43 13). 
• Acknowledgment of Receipt of Addenda (Section 00 43 20). 
• Proposed Subcontractors Form (Section 00 43 36). 
• Proposed Subcontractors Form for Alternate Bid Items (Section 00 43 37) 
• Bidder's Qualifications (Section 00 45 13). 
• Release and Waiver Agreement (Section 00 4516}. 
• Highest Prevailing Wage Rate Certification (Section 00 45 60}. 
• Certificate of Bidder Regarding Apprenticeship Training Program (Section 00 45 65). 
• Certificate of Bidder Regarding Nondiscrimination in Contracts and Benefits (Section 

00 45 70). 
• Certificate of Bidder Regarding Contracting in States that Allow Discrimination Against 

LGBT Individuals (Section 00 45 78) 
• Non-collusion Affidavit (Section 00 45 80). 
• Certification of Bidder Regarding Debarment and Suspension (Section 00 45 82). 
• FORM 2B: "Good Faith Outreach" Requirement Form, and supporting documentation for 

Items 2 and 4 of the Form . 

B. Envelopes containing Bids shall be sealed, addressed to Director of Public Works, and designated as 
"Bid for GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) (San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 
1000006022)". Envelopes shall bear the name and address of the Bidder. 

C. The Director of the San Francisco Public Works reserves the right after opening Bids to reject any or 
all Bids, and to waive any minor irregularity in a Bid. 

D. Bids must be submitted at 1155 Market Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco, California 94103, no later 
than the date and time specified in the Advertisement for Bids, or as subsequently specified if 
changed by Addendum. 

END OF SECTION 
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Date of Bid: 2- \4- ZQ\'O 

SECTION 00 41 00 

BID FORM 

TO THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In response to the Advertisement for Bids for the following public work: 

GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) 
(San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 1000006022) 

1000006022 

the undersigned Bidder hereby proposes and agrees to execute the required Contract, should it be 
awarded to the undersigned Bidder, and to do all the work and furnish all the materials therefor all in 
accordance with the Specifications and Drawings referred to in said Advertisement for Bids and at the 
prices named in the attached Schedule of Bid Prices. 

The undersigned declares: That it is the Bidder (or by holding the position below indicated is authorized 
to execute this Bid Form on behalf of the Bidder); that said Bidder submits this Bid; that said Bidder has 
not, nor have any of its agents, officers, representatives or employees, been guilty of collusion with any 
officer or representative of the City and County of San Francisco, or with any other party or parties in the 
submission of this Bid; nor has said Bidder received any preferential treatment by any officer or employee 
of the City and County in the making or submitting of this Bid. The undersigned declares under penalty of 
perjury that all representations made on this Bid Form are true and correct. 

The undersigned declares, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
Bidder has read and agrees to the requirements of the San Francisco Administrative Code and applicable 
requirements of the California Labor Code for each of the attached list Sections: 

Section No. 
00 43 20 
00 43 36 
00 43 37 
00 45 13 
00 45 16 
00 45 60 
00 45 65 
00 45 70 

00 45 78 

00 45 80 
00 45 82 

Title 
Acknowledgment of Receipt of Addenda 
Proposed Subcontractors Form 
Proposed Subcontractors Form for Alternate Bid Items 
Bidder's Qualifications 
Release and Waiver Aareement 
Highest Prevailing Wage Rate Certification 
Certificate of Bidder Regardina Apprenticeship Training Proaram 
Certificate of Bidder Regarding Nondiscrimination in Contracts and 
Benefits 
Certificate of Bidder Regarding Contracting in States that Allow 
Discrimination Against LGBT Individuals 
Non-collusion Affidavit 
Certification of Bidder Reaardina Debarment and Suspension 

'eel acknowledges that he or she 
grees to these documents 

INITIAL 
HERE 

BUSINESS TAX REGISTRATION DECLARATION: The undersigned further declares and understands 
that if I am awarded the Contract, each of my Subcontractors and I must maintain a current business tax 
registration number. If the Tax Collector of the City and County of San Francisco determines that any of 
my Subcontractors or I do not have or maintain a current business tax registration number, the City may 
either cancel the Contract or withhold payment. 

2002 .1.34-1.9 00 41 00 - 1 Bid Form 
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BOND OR CHECK REQUIRED: There is attached, as required by law, bid security in accordance with 
the Section 00 2113 - Instructions to Bidders, Article "Bid Security". 

LOCAL BUSINESS ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION AND NON-DISCRIMINATORY EMPLOYMENT 
PRACTICES: Provisions of San Francisco Administrative Code Chapters 12B and 14B (including their 
implementing Rules and Regulations) are incorporated herein and by reference made a part of the Bid 
Documents as though fully set forth. The Bidder and all subcontractors and suppliers shall comply with 
these provisions and shall submit all required documents in a timely manner. 

The undersigned, having examined all referenced documents and the Drawings, understanding the terms 
and conditions of the Contract Documents and the local conditions affecting the perfonnance and costs of 
the Work, and having fully inspected the Site in all particulars, hereby proposes and agrees to fully 
perform the Work as indicated on the Drawings and in accordance with the requirements of the Contract 
Documents within the time stated therein, and for the following price(s): 

SCHEDULE OF BID PRICES 

Bid Bid Item Description Amount 
Item 
No. 

1 LANDSCAPE SITE WORK $ 1t05QLQ:X).Q 

2 STRUCTURAL WORK 
$ ~4 .CJCD.o, 

r-

3 ELECTRICAL WORK 
$ 'll<O, al?.a, 

4 HYDRAULIC WORK 
$ '!Q::>l ~.tao 

5 MECHANICAL WORK 
?LJ,OC0.0o $ 

6 MOBILIZATION (MAXIMUM 5% OF THE ABOVE BID ITEMS) 
$ ~~.(JD 

7 ALLOWANCE FOR CITY'S SHARE OF PARTNERING FACILITATION 
AND RELATED COSTS $ 5,000 

8 ALLOWANCE FOR STRUCTURAL UNDERPINNING WORK $ 150,000 

9 ALLOWANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL WORK $ 8,000 

TOTAL BID PRICE (Summation of above Bid items)= $ 2 t 1>2-:J,(900. o. 
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The City reserves the right after opening Bids to reject any or all Bids, and to waive any minor irregularity 
in a Bid. In case of discrepancy between the sum of Bid item amounts and the Total Bid Price, the sum of 
said amounts shall prevail. In the case of discrepancy between words and figures, the words shall prevail. 
In case of discrepancy between unit prices Bid and extensions thereof, said unit prices shall prevail. 

MOBILIZATION BID ITEM. Bidder agrees that (a) if the mobilization amount exceeds the limitation 
provided, the City will include the full line item amount in calculating the Total Bid Price, but will pay the 
excess amount over the course of the Contract based on the progress of the work, and (b) if the Bidder 
leaves the mobilization line item blank, the City will read the item as $0 for purposes of calculating the 
Total Bid Price and the Bidder shall NOT be able to claim a clerical error on that basis. 

ALTERNATES: The following alternates will be selected by the City in a specific descending order of 
priority which will be announced immediately before the opening of the Bids. In addition, the amount 
available in the construction budget will be announced immediately before the opening of the Bids. 

The Contract, if awarded, will be awarded to the responsible Bidder who submits the lowest responsive Bid 
based on the lowest overall cost to the City for the Total Bid Price with or without additive or deductive 
altemate(s) selected by the City in a descending order of priority as follows: 

1. If the Total Bid Price of the responsible Bidder who submits the lowest responsive Bid does not 
exceed the construction budget amount, then the Contract will be awarded to the responsible 
Bidder who submits the lowest responsive Bid and whose Total Bid Price and greatest number 
of additive alternates selected by the City in a descending order of priority do not exceed the 
construction budget amount. 

2. If the Total Bid Price of the responsible Bidder who submits the lowest responsive Bid exceeds 
the construction budget amount, then the Contract will be awarded to the responsible Bidder 
who submits the lowest responsive Bid and whose Total Bid Price and least number of 
deductive alternates selected by the City in a descending order of priority do not exceed the 
construction budget amount. 

The City reserves the right to award to the responsible Bidder who submits the lowest responsive Bid 
based on: 

a. the Total Bid Price and all deductive alternates in the event that the Total Bid Price and all 
deductive alternates exceeds the construction budget amount, or 

b. the Total Bid Price without alternates in the event that the Total Bid Price exceeds the 
construction budget amount and there are no deductive alternates. 

The Bidder further proposes and agrees that if an Alternate is incorporated in the Contract within up to 6 
months after the date of the City's written notification of award of the Contract, the Contract Sum will be 
adjusted by the addition of the Alternate Price bid for the selected Alternate. 

Alternate No. Alternate Description Amount 

1 PLUMBING FOR STONE WEEPING WALL, VAULT, SLOT 
$ 1~3156Z.St) DRAIN & ASSOCIATED ITEMS ADD Lump Sum: 

2 WELDED STEEL SLAT PERIMETER FENCE ADD Lump 
'160t~G.ZS Sum: $ 

Notes: 
1. Alternates shall cover all costs of alternate Work as indicated on the Bid Documents only and 

shall not include Work of Base Bid or any Bid items of the Total Bid Price. Alternate prices shall 
include markups for overhead and profit. The Bidder shall be responsible to indicate by using 
plus(+) or minus(-) signs whether alternate amounts are intended to be added to, or subtracted 
from, the Total Bid Price. 
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2. The City will make the actual addition of Alternates to or subtraction of Alternates from the Total 
Bid Price. In case an additive Alternate amount does not include a plus or minus sign, the 
amount will be presumed to be additive to the Total Bid Price. In case a deductive Alternate 
amount does not include a plus or minus sign, the amount will be presumed to be deductive from 
the Total Bid Price. 

Bidder acknowledges and agrees that this Bid, if not withdrawn prior to the scheduled time for receipt of 
Bids, shall not be withdrawn for a period of 90 days thereafter. 

Department of Industrial Relations Registration: The undersigned further declares that the Bidder is 
compliant with the registration requirements of the California Department of Industrial Relations ("DIR") 
under California Labor Code section 1725.5, and that its registration with the DIR will be current as of the 
Bid date. 

Time allowed for completion of all Work shall be as specified in Section 00 73 02, beginning with and 
including the official date of Notice to Proceed as established by the Director of the San Francisco Public 
Works, regardless of whether the Contract is awarded under the Total Bid Price or on the basis of the 
Total Bid Price and any Alternate or any combination of Alternates. 

ChE;9k if you are: 

~ertified Small-LBE (10% Discount) 
0 Micro-LBE (10% Discount) 

For certified LBE only (check applicable): * 

• MBE [a'WBE • OBE 

[!]'Certified SBA-LBE (5% Discount if aoolicable) 

Telephone Number 

YBco74 
Contractor's California License No. 

~ -3D-Zol5 
License Expiration Date 

:'.23685G 
S.F. Business Tax Registration 
Certificate Number 

Contractor's DIR Registration No. 

~ t Name 1f Authorized Representative 

tfe;:siden1 · 

City State Zip Code 

Note: If Bidder is a corporation, set forth the legal name of the corporation together with the signature of the officer or 
officers authorized to sign contracts on behalf of the corporation. If Bidder is a partnership, set forth the name 
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of the firm together with the signature of the partner or partners authorized to sign contracts on behalf of the 
partnership. 

END OF SECTION 

2002 .1.34-1.9 Bid Form 
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SECTION 00 43 13 

BID SECURITY FORM 

1000006022 

Bidder shall have this Bid Bond form executed as indicated below unless Bid is accompanied by certified 
check. 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: 

That the undersigned General Contractor as principal and the undersigned Surety as obliger, are 
held and firmly bound unto the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, as obligee, in 
the penal sum of Ten Percent (10%) of the total amount bid----------------··-----·-··-· Dollars, lawful money 
of the United States of America, for the payment of which, well and truly to be made, we bind ourselves, 
our successors, executors, administrators and assigns, jointly and severally, firmly by these presents. 

That the General Contractor as principal is submitting a Bid for certain work to be performed for the 
said City and County of San Francisco described as follows: 

GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) 

(San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 1000006022) 

THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH that if the Bid submitted by said principal be 
accepted and the Contract be awarded to said principal and if said principal shall within a period of ten (1 O) 
days after such award enter into the Contract so awarded and file the required performance and payment 
corporate surety bonds certificates of insurance, then this obligation shall be void, otherwise to remain in 
full force and effect. 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the above bounden parties have executed this instrument this 
7th day of February , 20-18_. 

(Corporate Seal) 

(Corporate Seal) 

J 
~ 

Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland 
Surety 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that I have executed the 
foregoing bond under an unrevoked power of attorney. Executed on [date] February 7, 2018 , 
in [City] San Francisco , [State] California , in conformance with the laws of the 
State of California. 

by: 

2002.1 .34-1.9 

Janet C. Rojo 

END OF SECTION 

00 43 13 - 1 Bid Security Form 



CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWL&DGMENT CNIL CODE § 1189 
~,r.~;~,e,•.~~.~~~· ~W'~~.ntt..it~~ · - ·~4_i'Z--<,-4 

:-:i.-~-;a~-pub. lie or other officer. completi~~ ~; cert::ilcate Verlfi.es only the identity of the individual who. ,i~ed ~ 
l document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy; or validity of that document. 
I ··• - ---:--"' , -• - ~• ... .. - · .·• . . ,, - - ---- - • .. . .. .,.,. _ 

State of California 
County of San Francisco 

On February 7. 2018 before me, _ _ M. M_oo_ dy_,_N_ot_ary_Pu_b __ lic _______ _____ _ 

Date Here Insert Name and Title of the Officer 
personally appeated Janet c. RoJo.,....... _ _ 

Name(s) of Signer(s) 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence 1o be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capaclty(ies), Md that by his/her/their signature(s} on the -mstrumentthe person(s), 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, exacuted the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct oot> 0 8 ( 

... o e • e e ft e: MOODY -,, ra COMM #2225134 o 
8 ,. Nii~~:t~~c\\~o~; ~ 
a. My comm. ExCllres Jan. ' J<> o o e o e 4 c 

coo-~ 

Place Notary Seal Above 
--------------··OPTIONAL _, __ ... 

Though this section ls optional, completing this information can deter alteration of the document or 
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an unintended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Title or Type of Document: ____________ Document Date: _______ _ 

Number of Pages: ___ Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: __ _ 

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
L i Corporate Officer - Title(s): ______ _ 
U Partner - LJ Limited U General 
O Individual O Attorney in Fact 
• Trustee n Guardian or Conservator 
U Other: _ ___ _ _ _______ --· - -·---
Signer Is Representing: ________ _ 

- ---- - - --

Signer's Name=------'------• Corporate Officer - Title(s): ~--- - 
[l Partner - • Limited • General 
O Individual • Attorney in Fact 
O Trustee • Guardian or Conservator 

::::J Other; - "··---- . ·- - --- -
SigMr Is Representing: ________ _ 

~v ,. " . ~. ~.,.~..,,, R,~~"C~{,~i\11:r - ~~ , ~<-" 

©2014 National Notary Association; www.NationalNotary.org • 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY 
COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY 

FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND 
POWER OF ATTORNEY 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That the ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY, a corporation of the State of New 
York, the COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY, a corporation of the State of Maryland, and the FIDELITY 
AND DEPOSIT COMP ANY OF MARYLAND a corporation of the State of Maryland (herein collectively called the "Companies"), by 
MICHAEL BOND, Vice President, in pursuance of authority granted by Article V, Section 8, of the By-Laws of said Companies, which 
are set forth on the reverse side hereof and are hereby certified to be in full force and effect on the date hereof, do hereby nominate, 
constitute, and appoint Susan HECKER, Janet C. ROJO, Betty L. TOLENTINO, M. MOODY, Maureen O'CONNELL, Robert P. 
WRIXON, Kevin RE, Virginia L. BLACK, R.A. BASS and K. ZEROUNIAN, all of San Francisco, California, EACH its true and 
lawful agent and Attorney-in-Fact, to make, execute, seal and deliver, for, and on its behalf as surety, and as its act and deed: any and all 
bonds and undertakings, and the execution of such bonds or undertakings in pursuance of these presents, shall be as binding upon said 
Companies, as fully and amply, to all intents and purposes, as if they had been duly executed and acknowledged by the regularly elected 
officers of the ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY at its office in New York, New York., the regularly elected officers of the 
COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY at its office in Owings Mills, Maryland., and the regularly elected 
officers of the FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND at its office in Owings Mills, Maryland., in their own proper 
persons. 

The said Vice President does hereby certify that the extract set forth on the reverse side hereof is a true copy of Article V, Section 8, of 
the By-Laws of said Companies, and is now in force. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said Vice-President has hereunto subscribed his/her names and affixed the Corporate Seals of the said 
ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY, COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY, and 
FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND, this 4th day of December, A.D. 2017. 

By. 
Assistant Secretary 
Dawn E. Brown 

State of Maryland 
County of Baltimore 

ATTEST: 

ZURICH AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY 
COLONIAL AMERICAN CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY 

FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND 

Vice President 
Michael Bond 

On this 4th day of December, A.O. 2017, before the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, duly commissioned and qualified, MICHAEL 
BOND, Vice President, and DAWN E. BROWN, Assistant Secretary, of the Companies, to me personally known to be the individuals and officers 
described in and who executed the preceding instrument, and acknowledged the execution of same, and being by me duly sworn, deposeth and saith, that 
he/she is the said officer of the Company aforesaid, and that the seals affixed to the preceding instrument are the Corporate Seals of said Companies, and that 
the said Corporate Seals and the signature as such officer were duly affixed and subscribed to the said instrument by the authority and direction of the said 
Corporations. 

POA-F 016-0511 C 

Constance A. Dunn, Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: July 9, 2019 



EXTRACT FROM BY-LAWS OF THE COMPANIES 

"Article V, Section 8, Attorneys-in-Fact. The Chief Executive Officer, the President, or any Executive Vice President or Vice President 
may, by written instrument under the attested corporate seal, appoint attorneys-in-fact with authority to execute bonds, policies, 
recognizances, stipulations, unde:1:akings, or other like instruments on behalf of the Company, and may authorize any off, :er or an.y such 
attorney-in-fact to affix the corporate seal thereto; and may with or without cause modify cf revoke any such appointment or authority at any 
time. u 

CERTIFICATE 

I, the undersigned, Vice President of the Zl.JRICH AMERICA.1""-1 INSUR.Ai"\l"CE COMPA.·i-,ff, the COLONIAL J\_MERICA1'-l" 
CASUALTY AND SURETY COMPANY, and the FIDELITY Al""\JD DEPOSIT COMPANY OF MARYLAND, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing Power of Attorney is still in full force and effect on the date of this certificate; and I do further certify that Article V, Section 8, of 
the By-Laws of the Companies is still in force. 

This Power of Attorney and Certificate may be signed by facsimile under and by authority of the following resolution of the Board of 

Directors of the ZURICH Ai\1ERICAN INSURA:."\JCE COMPA.i"\TY at a meeting duly called and held on the 15th day of December 1998. 

RESOLVED: "That the signature of the President or a Vice President and the attesting signature of a Secretary or an Assistant Secretary 
and the Seal of the Company may be affixed by facsimile on any Power of Attomey ... Any such Power or any certificate thereof bearing such 

facsimile signature and seal shall be valid and binding on the Company." 

This Power of Attorney and Certificate may be signed by facsimile under and by authority of the following resolution of the Board of 
Directors of the COLONIAL Ai\1ERICAl"\J CASUALTY A--1"'\TD SURETY COMPANY at a meeting duly called and held on the 5th day of 
May, 1994, and the following resolution of the Board of Directors of the FIDELITY AND DEPOSIT COMPAl""\JY OF MARYLAND at a 
meeting duly called and held on the 10th day of May, 1990. 

RESOLVED: ''That the facsim!le or mechanically reproduced seal of the company and facsimile or mechanically reproduced signature 
of any Vice-President, Secretary, or Assistant Secretary of the Company, whether made heretofore or hereafter, wherever appearing upon a 
certified copy of any power of attorney issued by the Company, shall be valid and binding upon the Company with the same force and effect 

as though manualiy affixed. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed the corporate seals of the said Companies, 
this 7th day of February , 20_____!__§_. 

\:1 . ) 1,'(!' f 
; • . · · .- ~. · I { J - /t )(. f j; . '.--~~ ~-... ~.;.,,• l~ .. _., 

David Mc Vicker, Vice President 

TO REPORT A CLAIM WITH REGARD TO A SURETY BOND, PLEASE SUBMIT ALL REQUIRED 
INFORMATION TO: 

Zurich American Insurance Co. 
Attn: Surety Claims 
1299 Zurich Way 
Schaumburg, IL 60196-1056 



CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE 
CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

State of California 

County of San Francisco 

On February 14, 2018 before me, Gabriella Cuellar, Notary Public 
(Here insert name and title of the officer) 

personally appeared Sandra Rocio Hernandez 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the personfSj whose nam~subscribed to 
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that ~ executed the same in ms · authorized 
capacityftesh and that by~ signaturefst on the instrument the personW, or the en 1ty upon behalf of 
which the personfSj acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph 
is true and correct. 

GAB~,~~LA CUELLAR I 
WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

~~ 
Signatu~0::-::1. ,2 

Commission No. 2061271 " 
NOTARY PUBLIC-CALIFORNIA ~ 

SAN FRANCISCO COUN I 'f J 
My ear:'"'·-~'•:.~=~. !~;.~o:~ ..• 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONAL INFORMATION 

DESCRIPTION OF THE A TT ACHED DOCUMENT 

Bid Security Bond 1000006022 
(Title or description of attached doc1D11ent) 

(Title or description of attached document continued) 

Number of Pages __ Document Date ____ _ 

(Additional information) 

CAPACITY CLAIMED BY THE SIGNER 
• Individual (s) 
EJ Corporate Officer 

Presiden/Secretarv 
(Title) 

• Partner(s) 
• Attorney-in-Fact 
• Trustee(s) 
D Other ____________ _ 

2008 Version CAPA vl2.I0.07 800-873-9865 www.NotaryCJasses.com 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLEfING THIS FORM 
Any acknowledgment completed in California must contain verbiage exactly as 
appears above in the notary section or a separate acknowledgment form must be 
properly completed and attached to that document. The only exception is if a 
document is to be recorded outside of California. In such instances, any alternative 
acknowledgment verbiage as may be printed on such a document so long as the 
verbiage does not require the notary to do something that is illegal for a notary in 
California (i.e. certifying the authorized capacity of the signer). Please check the 
document carefully for proper notarial wording and attach this form if required. 

• State and County information must be the State and County where the document 
signer(s) personally appeared before the notary public for acknowledgment. 

• Date of notarization must be the date that the signer(s) personally appeared which 
must also be the same date the acknowledgment is completed. 

• The notary public must print his or her name as it appears within bis or her 
commission followed by a comma and then your title (notary public). 

• Print the name(s) of document signer(s) who personally appear at the time of 
notarization. 

• Indicate the correct singular or plural forms by crossing off incorrect forms (i.e. 
he/she/~ is /ere ) or circling the correct forms. Failure to correctly indicate this 
information may lead to rejection of document recording. 

• The notary seal impression must be clear and photographically reproducible. 
Impression must not cover text or lines. If seal impression smudges, re-seal if a 
sufficient area pennits, otherwise complete a different acknowledgment form. 

• Signature of the notary public must match the signature on file with the office of 
the county clerk. 
❖ Additional information is not required but could help to ensure this 

acknowledgment is not misused or attached to a different document. 
❖ Indicate title or type of attached docmnent, number of pages and date. 
❖ Indicate the capacity claimed by the signer. If the claimed capacity is a 

corporate officer, indicate the title (i.e. CEO, CFO, Secretary). 
• Securely attach this document to the signed document 



Copyright ©2018 City & County of San Francisco 1000006022 

SECTION 00 43 20 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RECEIPT OF ADDENDA 

If Addenda to the Bid Documents have been issued for this Contract, please indicate receipt thereof by 
filling in the appropriate Addendum number and filling in date received below. If there are any questions 
on any Addenda that may have been issued, please contact Fiona Cundy, Building Design and 
Construction, City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Public Works, 30 Van Ness Ave, San 
Francisco, CA 94102, telephone 415-558-4482. 

Addendum No. 1 Date Received ==t'eb~~ 1 l w \8 
\ 

, 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

Addendum No. Date Received 

A BID MAY BE RENDERED NONRESPONSIVE IF THE BIDDER DOES NOT ACKNOWLEDGE THE 
RECEIPT OF ALL ADDENDA WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN ISSUED FOR THIS CONTRACT. 

Note: The above form is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form (Section 00 41 00) shall also constitute 
signature of this form and Bidder acknowledges that information provided above is true and 
correct. 

END OF SECTION 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 43 20 - 1 Acknowledgment of Receipt of Addenda 
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SECTION 00 43 36 
(This form replaces CMD FORM 2A) 

PROPOSED SUBCONTRACTORS FORM 

2 ,\4.20\~ 
Date 

klJ\ ½bctS, ~c . 
Name of Firm, Corporation, Partnership, or Joint Venture 

This Document implements listing requirements for (i) subcontractors who will perform work in 
excess of one-half of one percent of the Total Bid Price [Adm in. Code§ 6.21(a)(9) and California Public 
Contract Code §§ 4100 - 4114] and (ii) LBE subcontractors, suppliers and service contractors, regardless 
of the dollar amount of subcontract work [San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 14B]. 

Important Notice: No subcontractor may be listed in a bid for a public works project 
unless registered with the California Department of Industrial Relations ("DIR") pursuant to Labor 
Code§ 1725.5 [with limited exceptions from this requirement for bid purposes only under Labor 
Code§ 1771.1(a)]. An Inadvertent listing of a subcontractor who is not registered under§ 1725.5 
will not be grounds for a bid protest or for determining a bid nonresponsive if the conditions set 
forth in Labor Code§ 1771.1(c)(1) or (2) are met. 

A. Subcontractors Who Will Perform Work In Excess of½ of 1% Of Total Bid Price 

Bidder shall submit with its bid a subcontractor list using the form below. Bidder shall identify 
each subcontractor1 who will perform work in an amount in excess of one-half of one percent of Bidder's 
Total Bid Price. If this project involves the construction of streets, highways, or bridges, Bidder shall 
submit with its bid a subcontractor list, using the form below, identifying each subcontractor who will 
perform work in excess of one-half of one percent of the Total Bid Price, or $10,000, whichever is greater. 

At a minimum, Bidder must provide the following information with its Bid for each listed 
subcontractor: (i) name and email [Box 2]; (ii) location of the place of business [Box 3]; {iii) portion of work 
that will be performed by the subcontractor [Box 4] and (iv) the current valid subcontractors license [Box 
8]. In addition, for items or portions of work not fully subcontracted, e.g., indicated as "partial," Bidder 
must provide the amount of subcontract work [Box 1 O] either at the time of Bid or within 24 hours after Bid 
opening. Bidders may provide additional identifying information [e.g., Boxes 5, 6, 7 and/or 9] within 24 
hours of Bid opening. 

If the City cannot identify the intended subcontractor or portion of work based on the information 
provided by Bidder, or where Bidder provides conflicting information, the City may consider the 
subcontractor or portion of work unlisted for purposes of Public Contract Code § 4106. An "unlisted" 
determination may render a Bid non-responsive if the technical specifications require that the work in 
question be performed by a subcontractor. In addition, an "unlisted" determination may render a Bidder 
not responsible if Bidder is not qualified to self-perform the work in question. 

[Note: For an LBE subcontractor who will perform work in an amount in excess of one-half of one 
percent of Bidder's Total Bid Price, Bidder shall provide a single listing for that subcontractor that 
complies with the requirements of this paragraph A and paragraph B, below.] 

B. LBE Subcontractors, Suppliers and Service Contractors 

Bidder's subcontractor list submitted with its Bid shall also identify each LBE subcontractor,2 

supplier and service contractor (regardless of dollar amount of subcontract) for whom Bidder seeks credit 
toward the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement. Bidder must provide the following information 
with its Bid for each LBE: (i) type of subcontractor [Box 1 ]; (ii) name and email [Box 2]; (iii) location of the 
place of business [Box 3]; {iv) portion of work that will be performed by the entity [Box 4]; {v) the current 
valid subcontractors license [Box 8]. and (vi) amount of subcontract work [Box 1 OJ. Bidders may provide 
additional identifying information [e.g., Boxes 5, 6, 7, 9, 11 and/or 12] within 24 hours of Bid opening. 
Bidder's failure to provide the required minimum information with its Bid may result in a determination that 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 43 36 - 1 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
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Bidder has not met the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement and, therefore, its Bid is non
responsive. 

LBE subcontractors who are not registered with the DIR at time of bid may not be used to 
receive credit towards the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement. 

1For the purposes of Paragraph A, the term "subcontractor" shall mean a contractor as defined in 
California Public Contract Code§ 4113. 

2For the purposes of Paragraph B, the term "subcontractor'' shall mean a person as defined in 
Section 14B.2 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

THIS SPACE WAS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

~lvJd\?~~ 
2002.1.34-1.9 00 43 36 - 2 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
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Conv this oaae as needed to orovide a comolete listlna. Paae ~ of 1l 
1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 

~ First Tier; 0 Lower Tier; 0 Supplier; 0 Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

GECMS, Inc dba Giron Construction bagiron@gironcms.com 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 
795 Folsom Street San Francisco, CA 94107 

4. BID ITEM~ ON :('ORK k. k Co~("(., 
5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

1000007800 87865 
8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ 300,000.00 950100 CONTRACT WORK: 

11 . CERTIFIED 
K! Yes; 0 No 

12. IF LBE, CHECK ~ MBE; 0 WBE; 0 QBE* 0 Small LBE; ~ Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 
~ First Tier; 0 Lower Tier; 0 Supplier; 0 Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 
Ace Drilling & Excavation i nfo@acedrilling.net 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 415 7 40 9260 
"1612 Noriega StSan Francisco CA 94122" 

4. BID ~ S/PORTION OF WORK 

tees 
5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 79128 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 24-2689052 

10000018701 
8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ 65,000.00 889820 354562 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED 
~ Yes;ONo 

12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; @ OBE* IB) Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 
QI First Tier; 0 Lower Tier; D Supplier; 0 Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

North American Fence info@noramfence.com 
3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

515 23rd Ave, Oakland, CA 94606 (510) 436-0755 
4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

Chain Link Fence & Steel Slat Fence 
5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

$25,1.1,_n 1000006370 
8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- i , .... ,Z&l.-05) 961501 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED • Yes; Q9 No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 QBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; 0 Lower Tier; D Supplier; 0 Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) - ·-2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

- --
3. ADDRESS 

--------
~ PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK ------5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. /GK"NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 

~ 
9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

./" 12. IF LBE, CHECK 11.CERT~• Yes· 0 No 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? ' APPLICABLE: 

* MBE = Minority Business Enterpnse, WBE = Women Business Enterpnse, OBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 43 36- 3 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
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Coav this tJaae as needed to tJrovide a comtJlete listina. Paae 1 of 
1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 00 First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

ROOK ELECTRIC leo@rookelectric.com 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 
PO BOX 5323 PITTSBURG, CA 94565 925-222-9229 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

Bl#03 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 
1000017875 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB-
$ 60,000.00 999777 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED D Yes; I&) No 12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 
~ First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

Catmex Maintenance catmex4@yahoo.com 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 
"285 PARIS STREETSAN FRANCISCO, CA 94112" 415 235-4915 

4. BID ITEMS~ RTl't OF WORK l ~ 
cu ct.\ Ct,,W\ s cctf\V'-l1 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 66818 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 
1000009871 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB-
$ 125,000.00 894823 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED 
~ Yes; D No 

12. IF LBE, CHECK IX) MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* • Small LBE; Ii) Micro LBE; • SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME 

Shepard Steel Co 
3.ADDRESS 

9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 
048664 

EMAIL 
teera@rscminc.com 

12. IF LBE, CHECK 
APPLICABLE: 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 

D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
EMAIL 

PHONE NO. 
320 Victory Ave. South San Francisco 650-873-4040 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

Partial Bl #1 & Bl #2 

5. o~i888bW.ff f ON NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ 111,146.00 698120 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED (2g Yes; D No 12. IF LBE, CHECK • MBE; 0 WBE; IB) OBE* 0 Small LBE; ~ Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

* MBE = Minority Business Enterprise, WBE = Women Business Enterpnse, OBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 43 36-3 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
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Copy this page as needed to provide a complete listing. Page _i_ o,_!t___ 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) __.--=, 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL ~-

..._ AAA FENCE COMPANY INC keith@aa co.com ---3. ADORES:, ~=-.-. PHONE NO. 
2746 Scott Blvd:·Sah'ta--6~ei:a~050 408-727-5465 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK ·- .--
~ - -

~ -
5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR.NO. 7. FEDERAl:" ID-NO. 

1000002526 ~- 400298 ----8. LICENSE NO. 

-----
·g _ SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ -----552762 CONTRACT WORK: ___ ,,,, 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 11 . CERTI~ y . 0 No 0 MBE; 0 WBE; Qg QBE* 00 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? es, APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED • Yes; D No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

3. ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED • Yes; D No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

• MBE = Minority Business Enterprise, WBE = Women Business Enterprise, OBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

If this is the last page, complete the following: 

LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement for this Contract: __ 2_ (~_%. 

TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION CLAIMED FOR BASE BID WORK: ~-f % 

END OF SECTION 
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SECTION 00 43 37 
(This form replaces CMD FORM 2A) 

PROPOSED SUBCONTRACTORS FORM FOR AL TERNA TE BID ITEMS 

If Bidder intends to use for Alternate Work additional or different subcontractors than those listed 
in its Section 00 43 36, or if Bidder intends to use a listed subcontractor for a portion of Alternate Work 
not included in the Base Bid: The Bidder must provide the following information with its Bid for each 
subcontractor: (i) name and email [Box 2]; (ii) location of the place of business [Box 3]; (iii) portion of work 
that will be performed by the subcontractor [Box 4] and (iv) the current valid subcontractors license [Box 
8]. In addition, for items or portions of work not fully subcontracted, e.g., indicated as "partial," Bidder 
must provide the amount of subcontract work [Box 1 OJ either at the time of Bid or within 24 hours after Bid 
opening. Bidders may provide additional identifying information [e.g., Boxes 5, 6, 7 and/or 9) within 24 
hours of Bid opening. 

Failure to provide such information may render the bid nonresponsive or the Bidder unqualified to 
perform the work under this Contract. 

Pursuant to Chapter 14B, compliance with the goal is determined on the amount of the base bid 
only (even if alternates are selected). However, LBE subcontractor participation listed on this Form for 
selected alternates may be credited towards the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement. 

Important Notice: No subcontractor may be listed in a bid for a public works project 
unless registered with the California Department of Industrial Relations ("DIR") pursuant to Labor 
Code§ 1725.5 [with limited exceptions from this requirement for bid purposes only under Labor 
Code § 1771.1 (a)]. An inadvertent listing of a subcontractor who is not registered under§ 1725.5 
will not be grounds for a bid protest or for determining a bid nonresponsive if the conditions set 
forth in Labor Code§ 1771.1(c)(1) or (2) are met. 

2/14/2018 Azul Works, Inc 

Date Name of Firm or Corporation 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 
IB] First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

GECMS INC D--=ON CONSTRUCTION bagiron@gironcms.com 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 
1000007800 

* MBE = Minority Business Enterprise, WBE = Women Business Enterprise, QBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

(Rev. 3/13/2013) 00 43 37 - 1 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
For Alternate Bid Items 
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Copy this page as needed to provide a complete listing. Page __ of __ 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

North American Fence info@noramfence.com 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

515 23rd Ave, Oakland, CA 94606 (510) 436-0755 
4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

A,(.\- ~'l ~ 
5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

1000006370 
8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB-

$ tz.8 lt,f ~Q) 961501 CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED D Yes; [I No 12. IF LBE, CHECK • MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME 
ROOK ELECTRIC 

3. ADDRESS 
PO El,@; 532 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 
1000017875 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME 

D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 

BURG CA 94565 

EMAIL 

10. AMOUNT OF SUB
CONTRACT WORK: $ 

12. IF LBE, CHECK 
APPLICABLE: • MBE; 0 WBE; • OBE* 0 Small LBE; • Micro LBE; • SBA-LBE 

~ First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor {e.g. Trucker) 
EMAIL 

AQUATIC ENVIRONMENTS, INC. ldohman@AQUAMOG.COM 

3. ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

345 INDUSTRIAL WAY BENICIA, CA 94510 925-521-0400 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

Water Feature Alt #01 

5. 011 ~B8bScJ~.lfN NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 
0000025212 68-0414576 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ 119,850.00 754569 366581 CONTRACT WORK: 

11 . CERTIFIED D Yes; ~ No 12. IF LBE, CHECK • MBE; 0 WBE; • OBE* • Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

* MBE = Minority Business Enterprise, WBE = Women Business Enterprise, OBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

If this is the last page, complete the following: 

TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION CLAIMED FOR ALTERNATE WORK: ~,I-- % 

END OF DOCUMENT 

(Rev. 3/13/2013) 00 43 37 - 2 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
For Alternate Bid Items 
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Copy this page as needed to provide a complete listing. Page __ of __ 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

3. ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED • Yes; D No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1 . TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

11. CERTIFIED • Yes; D No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 QBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

1. TYPE OF SUBCONTRACTOR: D First Tier; D Lower Tier; D Supplier; D Service Contractor (e.g. Trucker) 
2. SUBCONTRACTOR NAME EMAIL 

3.ADDRESS PHONE NO. 

4. BID ITEMS/PORTION OF WORK 

5. DIR REGISTRATION NO. 6. VENDOR NO. 7. FEDERAL ID NO. 

8. LICENSE NO. 9. SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO. 10. AMOUNT OF SUB- $ CONTRACT WORK: 

11 . CERTIFIED D Yes; D No 
12. IF LBE, CHECK 0 MBE; 0 WBE; 0 OBE* 0 Small LBE; 0 Micro LBE; 0 SBA-LBE LBE? APPLICABLE: 

* MBE = Minority Business Enterprise, WBE = Women Business Enterprise, OBE = Other Business Enterprise. 

If this is the last page, complete the following: 

TOTAL LBE PARTICIPATION CLAIMED FOR ALTERNATE WORK: ___ % 

END OF DOCUMENT 

(Rev. 3/13/2013) 00 43 37 - 2 Proposed Subcontractors Form 
For Alternate Bid Items 
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SECTION 00 45 13 

BIDDER'S QUALIFICATIONS 

Refer to Section 00 21 13 (Instructions to Bidders- Contractor Bidder Qualifications) for instructions. Add 
additional sheets as necessary to demonstrate compliance with the requirements specified in Section 
00 2113. 

1. BIDDER'S NAME: 

Azul Works, Inc 

2. IS THIS A JOINT 
VENTURE? • Yes,~ No; If "Yes," list name of each joint venture partner: 

3. FEDERAL ID NO.: 14· SF BUSINESS TAX REG. NO.: 
94-3358529 0336856 

5. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE MANAGEMENT 
Sandra Rocio Hernandez OFFICER: 

6. DID BIDDER INSPECT 
129 Yes, D No; THE PROJECT SITE? If "Yes," list name and phone of person who did the inspection: 

7. NAME: Balmore Hernandez 8. PHONE NO: 415-558-1507 

9. NUMBER OF YEARS BIDDER'S ORGANIZATION HAS HAD 18 Years as a General Contractor 
EXPERIENCE IN WORK COMPARABLE WITH THAT REQUIRED --
UNDER THE PROPOSED CONTRACT: 10 Years as a Subcontractor 

10. RECENT WORK SIMILAR IN CHARACTER TO THAT REQUIRED IN THE PROPOSED CONTRACT, WHICH BIDDER HAS 
COMPLETED IN THE PAST 8 YEARS: 

a) 
PROJECT TrTLE: RECJOC-12A 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ SCOPE OF WORK: Task Order Work;Task 1 - St. Marys Field Improvement. Drainage modification, improvement to gate infrastructure, 
specialty painting application, and ADA upgrade of pathway and facilty. Task 2 - McLaren Park Peru Playground - Installation of ADA access to a tiered play facility. 
Complete renovation of drainage and irrigation system. Installation of two play facilities and seating including a new drinking fountain. Specialty gates and railings 

LOCATION: Address, City, State 

Various locations San Francisco 

START June 2012 I PLANNED I ACTUAL December 16 DATE: COMPLETION DA TE: COMPLETION DATE: 

CONTRACT AMOUNT: $ $3,000,000.00 I CHANGE ORDER AMOUNT: $ 
IF GENERAL CONTRACTOR, LIST NAMES OF MAJOR SUBCONTRACTORS EMPLOYED: 

ROLE (Check One): Bay area lightworks, Ayala's color and concepts, catmex maitenance, J&K Roofing Co 

El General Contractor Vintage contractors, Proven Management, J&J South West Construction Inc 

D Subcontractor CMC Construction, Chung Wah Plumbing and fire protection 

NAME OF OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Mary Hobson 

TrrLE: SFRPD I TELEPHONE: 415-581-2575 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 30 Van Ness Ave. 5th Floor San Francisco CA 94102 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 45 13 - 1 Bidder's Qualifications 



Copyright ©2018 City & County of San Francisco 1000006022 

b) 
PROJECT TITLE: Lafayette Park (SFPRD) 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ SCOPE OF WORK: "Community Funded Park Improvements Project-Heavy Civil drainage improvements included installation of two 
new manholes and 100 feet of connective sewer tie in piping. Installation of revised Irrigation system working with Park Manager Zack Taylor to improve drainage and 
finalize layout. 1st ever completely synthetic dog park turf installation for CCSF SFRPD. Other improvements included adding to exisitng pennanent custom metal fence, 
oeneral landscaoina imorovements. and comolele reolantina of tiered beds. Partnered to add a new art willow fence barrier install at 2 park bcations." 
LOCATION: Address, City, State 

Gough St & Washington St, San Francisco, CA 94109 

START I PLANNED I ACTUAL 7/2016 DATE: 12/15 COMPLETION DATE: COMPLETION DATE: 

CONTRACT AMOUNT: $ 123,000.00 I CHANGE ORDER AMOUNT: $ 
IF GENERAL CONTRACTOR, LIST NAMES OF MAJOR SUBCONTRACTORS EMPLOYED: 

ROLE (Check One): Catmex 

IXI General Contractor MC Metals 

D Subcontractor 
NAME OF OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Lyndon Barand 

TITLE: PM I TELEPHONE: (415) 82-8275 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 150-95 Wicks Blvd. San Leandro CA 

c) 
PROJECT TITLE: Mc. Laren Playground 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ SCOPE OF WORK: Construction of a new children playground demo concrete, planting, 
rrigation and site work 

LOCATION: Address, City, State 

Burrows & Peru Ave. San Francisco 

START 
2013 I PLANNED 2014 I ACTUAL 

DATE: COMPLETION DATE: COMPLETION DATE: 2014 

CONTRACT AMOUNT: $ 519,966.71 I CHANGE ORDER AMOUNT: $ 
IF GENERAL CONTRACTOR, LIST NAMES OF MAJOR SUBCONTRACTORS EMPLOYED: 

ROLE (Check One): Catmex 

!Kl General Contractor MC Metals 

D Subcontractor 
NAME OF OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Alexos Ward 

TITLE: PM I TELEPHONE: (415) 8581-2449 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 1155 Market st. San Francisco CA 94102 

(Add sheets if necessary.) 

11. LIST ALL CONTRACTS DURING THE PAST 10 YEARS FOR WHICH THE BIDDER, OR A MEMBER OF THE BIDDER'S 
ORGANIZATION, RECEIVED AN UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE RATING, WAS CITED FOR OSHA VIOLATIONS 
OR FAILED TO COMPLETE WORK. 

LOCATION: Address, City, State 

EXPLAIN: 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 4513- 2 Bidder's Qualifications 
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(b 
f'"PiPRRCOJ~ECClTr:: ______________________ TiN~Ai"r;;MiEE~O~F~OW~~NEIE_R~:==========r 

LOCATION: Address, City, State 

(Add sheets if necessary.) 

12. LIST MAJOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT, FACILITIES OR AIDS THAT BIDDER REPRESENTS IT POSSESSES OR 
CAN OBTAIN IN TIME TO PERFORM THE WORK; INDICATING WHETHER OWNED OR RENTED AND WHERE 
OBTAINED: 

EQUIPMENT OWNED LEASED RENTED RENTAL AGENT 
NAME TELEPHONE 

(a) • • • 
(b) see attached • • • 
(c) li~t • • • ··-· (d) • • • 
(e) • • • 
13. BIDDER REFERS TO THE FOLLOWING BANK(S) AS TO FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY OF BIDDER: 

a) 
NAME OF BANK: 

Fremont Bank 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 32000 Alvarado Blvd. Union City 

CONTACT NAME: I TELEPHONE: 
Brandon Verge! de DBS 510-723-5831 

b) 
NAME OF BANK: 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 

CONTACT NAME: I TELEPHONE: 

14. INSURANCE AND SURETY COMPANIES AND AGENTS WHO WILL PROVIDE THE REQUIRED INSURANCE AND 
BONDS ON THIS CONTRACT: 

a) 

NAME OF COMPANY: Woodruff - Sawyer & Co. I TYPE OF INSURANCE OR BOND: 
Insurance 

BUSINESS ADDRESS: 50 California St. #2 San Francisco CA 94111 

AGENT'S NAME: 
Kim Lucas 

I TELEPHONE: 
415-391-2141 

b) 

NAME OF COMPANY: Arthur J. Gallagher & Co I TYPE OF INSURANCE OR BOND: 
Bond 

BUSINESS ADDRESS1255 Battery St. #450 San Francisco CA 94111 

AGENT'S NAME: Maureen O'Connell I TE~lp5~~~~~ 1610 

(Add sheets if necessary.) 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 4513 - 3 Bidder's Qualifications 



AZUL WORKS INC T&M RATES (before 15% markup) 2/6/2017 
Standard 

Azul Worlcs Crew Labor U/M T&M Rate 
FOREMAN HR $ 95.00 

FOREMAN O.T. HR $ 125.00 
FOREMAN D.T. HR $ 155.00 

OPERATOR HR $ 90.00 
OPERATOR Q.T. HR $ 120.00 
OPERATOR D.T. HR $ 150.00 

LABORER 1 HR $ 85.00 
LABORER 1 O.T. HR $ 90.00 
LABORER 1 D.T. HR $ 110.00 

FLAGMAN HR $ 85.00 
FLAGMAN O.T. HR $ 85.00 
FLAGMAN D.T. HR $ 105.00 
APPRENTICE HR $ 80.00 

DELIVERY LABORER HR $ 80.00 

Standard 
Azul Worlcs Eauioment U/M T&M Rate 

TOOL TRUCK HR $ 25.00 
BACKHOE (VARIOUS) HR $ 50.00 

MINI EXCAVATOR (VARIOUS) HR $ 60.00 
6055 COMPACTOR HR $ 30.00 

COMPRESSOR W TOOLS DAY $ 250.00 
EXCAVATOR (230LC) HR $ 120.00 

BREAKER HR $ 40.00 
ROLLER HR $ 40.00 

JUMPING JACK HR $ 15.00 
BOBTAIL AND DRIVER HR $ 80.00 

BOBTAIL AND DRIVER O.T. HR $ 105.00 
TEN WHEELER AND DRIVER HR $ 95.00 

TEN WHEELER AND DRIVER O.T HR $ 120.00 
END DUMP AND DRIVER HR $ 110.00 

END DUMP AND DRIVER O.T. HR $ 135.00 
SHEEPSFOOT WALK-BEHIND COMPACTOR HR $ 40.00 

SHEEPSFOOT 66" ROLLER HR $ 65.00 
BOBCAT T300 TRACK LOADER HR $ 40.00 

Bomaa BW120AD Roller HR $ 40.00 
Cateroillar 418C/420E Backhoe HR $ 50.00 

Cat 416C/420E Backhoe w/Hoe Ram or Breaker HR $ 120.00 
Caterolllar D3 Crawler Dozer HR $ 65.00 

Cataroillar D8M Crawler Dozer HR $ 95.00 
Cateroillar 950G Loader HR $ 120.00 
Hitachi Ex 120 Excavator HR $ 115.00 
Hitachi Ex 400 Hydraulic HR $ 210.00 

Hitachi 600 Excavator HR $ 345.00 
Kawasaki 702 Wheel Loader HR $ 115.00 

John Deere Skip Loader HR $ 45.00 
John Deere 210G Excavator HR $ 110.00 
John Deere 250G Excavator HR $ 120.00 

Kobelco SK50SR Mini Excavator HR $ 58.00 
Kobelco SK160LC Excavator HR $ 90.00 
Kobelco SK200LK Excavator HR $ 115.00 
Kobelco SK210LC Excavator HR $ 120.00 
Kobelco SK290LC Excavator HR $ 155.00 
Kobelco SK330CVI Excavator HR $ 165.00 

Kobelco SK330CVI Excavator w-Allied Hammer HR $ 350.00 
Komatsu Wheel Loader WA320-3L HR $ 110.00 

Takeuchi TL230 Track Loader HR $ 40.00 
Takeuchi TB153 Excavator HR $ 85.00 

If bond is required, an additional 1.5% will be added to T&M Rates above 



Copyright ©2018 City & County of San Francisco 1000006022 

Note: The above Bidder's Qualifications form is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also 
constitute signature of this form. 

By Signing the Bid Form, the Contractor permits the City to contact the Owner of each sample 
project submitted above. 

END OF SECTION 

2002.1.34-1.9 004513-4 Bidder's Qualifications 
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SECTION 00 45 16 

RELEASE AND WAIVER AGREEMENT 

GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) 
(San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 1000006022) 

This Release and Waiver Of Liability (hereinafter the "Release") is entered into between the City and 
County of San F! nciscto t~r_o~g!l S,~ Francisco Public Works and 

8 1\.J\ ~<~, :J;V"G , a Bidder. 

RECITALS 

1. The City and County of San Francisco through its Department of Public Works has issued Bid 
Documents for Contract No. 1000006022 with a requirement that Bidders submit certain 
information to demonstrate their qualifications to perfonn the Work for the GUY PLACE MINI 
PARK (REBID 2). 

2. In accordance with the Bid Documents, Bidder has submitted information pertaining to its 
qualifications, including a list of projects and project owners/owner representatives as 
references for its qualifications. 

3. The City seeks candid comments on the Bidder's perfonnance on the listed projects from the 
owners and the owners' representatives. 

RELEASE AND WAIVER 

Bidder hereby fully and forever releases, exonerates, discharges, and covenants not to sue, the City, its 
commissions and boards, officers and employees, and all individuals and entities furnishing comments on 
Bidder's perfonnance, from and for, and does hereby waive, any and all claims, causes of action, 
demands, damages and any and all other liabilities of any kind or description, in law, equity, or otherwise, 
arising out of information furnished about Bidder's performance on the projects that Bidder has identified 
pursuant to Recital number 2, above. 

INTENDED BENEFICIARIES 

The City, its commissions and boards, officers and employees and II individuals and entities furnishing 
any infonnation relating to Bidder's qualifications are intended ben s of this Release and Waiver 
and are entitled to enforce its terms. 

~~~ lh~+ 
Signature o 1dd r or Authorized Representative 

rs?~)c\er'lt 

Bidder's Name 

il,~l ZOI~ 
Date 

END OF SECTION 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 4516 - 1 Release and Waiver Agreement 
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SECTION 00 45 60 

HIGHEST PREVAILING WAGE RATE CERTIFICATION 

Bidder, by submitting the attached Bid Form, hereby acknowledges that Bidder has read the San 
Francisco Charter section A7.204, San Francisco Administrative Code section 6.22(e), and California 
Labor Code section 1770 et. seq. 

Bidder further acknowledges and certifies that, if awarded the Contract, Bidder will comply with the 
requirement that any person performing labor or rendering service under a contract for public work or 
improvement shall be paid not less than the highest general prevailing rate of wages in private 
employment for similar work. Bidder is aware that failure to comply with such wage provision shall result 
in a forfeiture of back wages due plus the penalties as set forth in Labor Code section 1775, but not less 
than $50 per day per worker, and may result in disqualification as a contractor or subcontractor on any 
public work or improvement for the City and County of San Francisco for a period of up to five years. 

Bidder further attests by submitting the attached Bid Form, that Bidder will require from all of its 
subcontractors that they acknowledge having read San Francisco Charter section A7.204, San Francisco 
Administrative Code section 6.22(e), and California Labor Code section 1770 et. seq., and that they will 
comply with the same requirements under this Contract. 

Note: The above Certification is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also constitute signature of 
this Certification. 

Bidder must submit this certification with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

(Rev. 9/15/2010) 00 45 60 - 1 

bi} lU>I t.ls,tV1£; 
Highest Prevailing Wage 

Rate Certification 
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SECTION 00 45 65 

CERTIFICATE OF BIDDER REGARDING APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING PROGRAM 

I, the Bidder, by affixing my signature on the Bid Form, acknowledge that I have read San Francisco 
Administrative Code section 6.22(n) and I make the following declaration regarding each apprenticeable trade 
for which I will provide labor to the Project: (Please check the appropriate box(es) and complete the listing of 
trade(s) in the space provided below) 

6'I I am a signatory to a recognized apprenticeship or training program under chapter 4 of the California Labor 
Code as certified by the State of California Division of Apprenticeship Standards for the following 
apprenticeable trades for which I will provide labor on the Project, and I will provide written proof of my 
status as a signatory within 10 days aft the date o\ the City's written notification of award of the Contract: 

(List Trades Here) ..-trS O ro. ~,5 

D I have applied to become a signatory for the trades listed below but have not been accepted. Nevertheless, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code section 6.22(n) and California Labor Code section 1777.5, I 
will pay into the appropriate apprenticeship fund(s) an amount equal to that paid by signatories. I 
acknowledge that I will be required to submit written evidence of such payments with all progress payment 
requests for payment for Work on the Project starting with the second such progress payment request and 
that providing such evidence is a condition that I must meet in order for to qualify for payment by the City. 

(List Trades Here) 

Additionally, I attest that I will require each of my subcontractors to submit in accordance with Section 00 21 13 
a completed and signed Certificate of Subcontractor Regarding Apprenticeship Training Program form (Section 
00 49 15). I acknowledge that, for subcontractor(s) who declare on said Section 00 49 15 that they have applied 
to become a signatory but have not been accepted and will pay into the appropriate apprenticeship fund(s) an 
amount equal to that paid by signatories, I must submit written evidence of such payments with all progress 
payment requests for payment for Work on the Project starting with the second such request and that providing 
such evidence is a condition I must meet in order to qualify for payment by the City. 

I also attest that I and all of my subcontractors will comply, as a material term of the Contract, with the 
requirements of the State Apprenticeship Program as set forth in the California Labor Code, division 3, chapter 4 
(commencing at section 3070) and section 1777.5 and San Francisco Administrative Code section 6.22(n) and 
all requests by the City to provide proof that I and all subcontractors are in compliance with those requirements. 
I declare (or certify) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true 
and correct and that I am authorized to bind this entity contractually. 

If the Contract involves one or more trades with a recognized apprenticeship program for which you have 
declared that you are a signatory to a recognized apprenticeship or training program, written proof of status 
must be submitted for each trade within 10 working days after the date of the City's written notification of award 
of the Contract. 

Note: The above Certification is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also constitute signature of this 
Certification. Bidders are cautioned that making a false certification may subject the certifier to criminal 
prosecution. 

2002.1.34-1.9 

Bidder must submit this certification with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

00 45 65 - 1 Certificate of Bidder Regarding 
Apprenticeship Training Program 
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CERTIFICATE OF BIDDER REGARDING 
NONDISCRIMINATION IN CONTRACTS AND BENEFITS 

1000006022 

Bidder, by submitting the attached Bid Form, hereby acknowledges that Bidder has read and will comply 
with chapter 12B "Nondiscrimination in Contracts" of the San Francisco Administrative Code and attests 
to the following (please check the applicable box): 

o( COMPLIES: The San Francisco Contract Monitoring Division ("CMD") has certified that Bidder is in 
compliance with chapter 12B of the San Francisco Administrative Code, and all applicable related 
requirements as specified in the Contract Documents, and the certification is in effect on the date of 
Bid opening. 

• COMPLIANCE PENDING: Bidder has submitted Form CMD-12B-101 and all required documentation 
to the CMD seeking certification of compliance with chapter 12B, and determination of compliance is 
pending review by the CMD. Bidder agrees to resolve all non-compliance through conciliation with 
CMD as a condition precedent to award of the Contract. If the CMD determines that Bidder is non
com pliant, Bidder's Bid shall be deemed non-responsive. 

D NON-COMPLIANCE: Bidder acknowledges that full compliance with chapter 12B of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code is a condition precedent for award of the Contract, and if determined 
to be the low Bidder, Bidder will submit Form CMD-12B-101 and all required documentation within 10 
working days after the date of Bid opening. If the CMD determines that Bidder is non-compliant, 
Bidder's Bid shall be deemed non-responsive. 

Note: The text chapter 12B of the San Francisco Administrative Code and Form CMD-12B-101 is 
available from the CMD, 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 200, San Francisco 94102, telephone ( 415) 581-
2310 and posted on the Web at http://sfgsa.org/index.aspx?page=6125. Compliance with the 
requirements of Chapter 12B is a condition precedent to receiving a contract. Non-compliant Bidders are 
advised to submit Form CMD-12B-101 and accompanying documentation to the CMD at the earliest 
possible opportunity to avoid delays in obtaining certification with these requirements; waiting to file 
during the 10 day period after Bid opening could cause delays. 

Note: The above Certification is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also constitute signature of 
this Certification. 

2002.1.34-1.9 

Bidder must submit this completed form with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

00 45 70 - 1 Certificate of Bidder Regarding 
Nondiscrimination in Contracts and Benefits 
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SECTION 00 45 78 
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CERTIFICATE OF BIDDER REGARDING CONTRACTING IN STATES THAT ALLOW 
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST LGBT INDIVIDUALS 

Bidder, by submitting the attached Bid Form, hereby acknowledges that Bidder has read San Francisco 

Administrative Code Chapter 12X "Prohibiting City Travel and Contracting in States that Allow 

Discrimination Against LGBT Individuals" ("Chapter 12X") and understands that the City and County of 

San Francisco cannot enter into contracts with companies with United States headquarters in states that 

perpetuate discrimination against LGBT populations ("Covered States") or where any or all of the work on 

the contract will be performed in Covered States. 

I ~~(A kc.lD L\e(~ertify that at the time of submitting my Bid, the address of the • ~ ,:\: ~ 
United States headquarters for my company is fta;o\ Wo-< l,{.i t ,::i;. ~ _ l SS-5 ")ose.VV'&. "~ 1. 
I will notify the City if my company's headquarters moves. I also certify that none oft;; Work performed ~CJ\ 4',,ll'l."\ 

rformed in any Covered State . 

• 

Signature of I uthorized Representative 

~(lM,{ ~ J:\el~~ I~\ ~,\Zs,1>~. 
Print Name of Authorized Representative 

Position in Firm or Corporation 

Notes: 
• A list of Covered States is available at: https://oag.ca.gov/ab1887 
• The text of Chapter 12X is posted on the Web at: 

http://www.amlegal.com/codes/client/san-francisco ca/ 
(click on "Administrative Code,» then on the left panel, expand "San Francisco Administrative Code," then 
scroll down and click on "Chapter 12X'J 

Bidder must submit this completed form with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 45 78 - 1 Certificate of Bidder Regarding Contracting In States 
That Allow Discrimination Against LGBT Individuals 
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TO THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In accordance with California Public Contract Code section 7106 the Bidder declares that the Bid is not 

made in the interest of, or on behalf of, any undisclosed person, partnership, company, association, 

organization, or corporation; that the Bid is genuine and not collusive or sham; that the Bidder has not 

directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other Bidder to put in a false or sham Bid, and has not 

directly or indirectly colluded, conspired, connived, or agreed with any Bidder or anyone else to put in a 

sham Bid, or that anyone shall refrain from Bidding; that the Bidder has not in any manner, directly or 

indirectly, sought by agreement, communication, or conference with anyone to fix the Bid price of the 

Bidder or any other Bidder, or to fix any overhead, profit, or cost element of the Bid price, or of that of any 

other Bidder, or to secure any advantage against the public body awarding the Contract of anyone 

interested in the proposed Contract; that all statements contained in the Bid are true; and, further, that the 

Bidder has not, directly or indirectly, submitted his or her Bid price or any breakdown thereof, or the 

contents thereof, or divulged information or data relative thereto, or paid, and will not pay, any fee to any 

corporation, partnership, company association, organization, bid depository, or to any member or agent 

thereof to effectuate a collusive or sham Bid. 

Note: The above Noncollusion Affidavit is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also constitute 
signature of this Noncollusion Affidavit. Bidders are cautioned that making a false certification 
may subject the certifier to criminal prosecution. 

Bidder must submit this form with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

2002.1.34-1.9 00 45 80 - 1 Noncollusion Affidavit 
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SECTION 00 45 82 

CERTIFICATION OF BIDDER REGARDING DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION* 

The Bidder, by signing the attached Bid Form, under penalty of perjury, certifies that, except as noted 
below, the Bidder and its principals: 

1. are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or voluntarily 
excluded from covered transactions by a government agency; 

2. have not within a 3-year period preceding this Bid been convicted of or had a civil judgment 
rendered against us for: (i) commission of fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, 
attempting to obtain, or performing a public (federal, state or local) transaction or contract under a 
public transaction; (ii) violation of federal or state antitrust statutes; or (iii) commission of 
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false 
statements, or receiving stolen property; 

3. are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a governmental entity 
(federal, state or local) with commission of any of the offenses enumerated in item 2 above; and 

4. have not within a 3-year period preceding this Bid had one or more public transactions (federal, 
state or local) terminated for cause or default. 

5. Where the Bidder is unable to certify to any of the statements in this certification because it 
currently violates or has previously violated the above conditions 1 to 4, such prospective 
participant shall provide a description of each instance of violation and attach an explanation to 
this Bid. The Bidder declares the following exceptions to the above representations: (If there are 
exceptions to this Certification, insert the exceptions in the space provided below.) 

Exceptions will not necessarily result in denial of award of the Contract, but will be considered in 
determining Bidder responsibility. For each exception noted above, Bidder shall indicate below to whom 
it applies, name of the government entity and dates of action: 

Exception Person Government Entity Dates Inclusive 

I 
N/lf 

*Fulfills requirements of Title 49, CFR, Part 29 

Note: The above Certification is part of the Bid. Signing the Bid Form shall also constitute signature of 
this Certification. Providing false information may result in criminal prosecution or administrative 
sanctions. 

2002.1.34-1.9 

Bidder must submit this completed form with its Bid. 

END OF SECTION 

00 45 82 - 1 Certification of Bidder Regarding 
Debarment and Suspension 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION • CHAPTER 14B 

CMD ATTACHMENT 1 
Construction Contracts 

FORM 28: "GOOD FAITH OUTREACH" REQUIREMENTS FORM 

This "Good Faith Outreach" form must be completed and submitted with the bid EVEN IF the LBE Subcontractor 
Participation Requirement has been met (Section 148.8 of the San Francisco Administrative Code). Bidders may 
obtain a list of certified LBEs from the CMD website: http:l lwww.sfqov.org/cmd 

SECTION A 

Under Section 14B.8(8) of the Administrative Code, if a bid demonstrates total LBE participation that exceeds by 35% 
the established LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement for the project, the bidder will not be required to 
conduct good faith outreach efforts or to submit evidence of good faith outreach efforts. Note that a Small or Micro
LBE prime bidder may count its own Contract Work toward the 35% good faith efforts exception. PLEASE SEE 
EXAMPLE IN CMD ATTACHMENT 1, SECTION 1.02B. 

Does your bid demonstrate that you have exceeded the established LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement by 
35% or more in accordance with Section 14B.8(8)? ~ YES* D NO 

If the answer is yes, please check "YES", above, and complete Section C (if applicable) and Section D of this Form. If 
the answer is no, please check "NO", above, and complete Sections Band D of this Form, and submit all required 
supporting documentation in accordance with the instructions in Section B. 

"Note: An answer of "YES", above, is subject to verification by CMD. If the CMD determines that bidder did 
not exceed the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement by at least 35% and bidder either failed to 
undertake adequate good faith outreach efforts or failed to submit supporting documentation with its bid as 
required by Section B, items 2 and 4, below, then bidder's bid will be declared non-responsive and will be 
rejected. 

*Note: "LBE" refers to Small and Micro-LBEs only, unless the Project Specifications allow for SBA-LBE 
subcontractors to count towards the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement. 

SECTION B 

All bidders that do not qualify for the exception set forth in Section 14B.8(8) of the Administrative Code must 
complete this Section Band submit supporting documentation as required. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR ITEMS 2 AND 4, BELOW, MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH THE BID. SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTATION FOR ITEM 5 AND 6, BELOW, SHALL BE SUBMITTED BY THE APPARENT LOW BIDDER BY 5:00 P.M. 
ON THE FIFTH BUSINESS DAY FOLLOWING BID OPENING. Bidders may obtain a list of certified LBEs from the CMD 
website: http:l !www.sfqov.org/cmd 

A bidder must achieve at least 80 points, as determined by CMD, to be deemed compliant with the "good faith 
outreach" requirements. A bidder who fails to achieve at least 80 points will be declared non-responsive, and 
the bid will be rejected. Please check "yes" or "no" for each item listed below. 

1. Did your firm attend the pre-bid meeting scheduled by the City to inform all bidders of • Yes l(l.No 
the LBE program requirements for this project? (15 Points) (0 Points) 
If the City does not hold a pre-bid meeting, all bidders will receive 15 points. 

2. Did your firm advertise, not less than 10 calendar days before the due date of the bid, • Yes ~No 
in one or more daily or weekly newspapers, trade association publications, LBE trade (10 points) (0 Points) 
oriented publications, trade journals, or other media, such as: Daily Pacific Builder, 
Daily Construction Service, San Francisco Builder's Exchange, Small Business Exchange, 
or the Bid and Contracts Section of the Office of Contract Administration's website 
(htt12://mission.sfgov.org/OCABidPublication/)? If so, you must enclose a co~ of the 
advertisement with your bid. 
The advertisement must provide LBEs with adequate information about the plans, 
specifications, and requirements for the work. 

(Rev. 5/10/2013) CMD2B-1 "Good Faith Outreach" Requirements Form 
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CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION 

If the City gave public notice of the project less than 15 calendar days prior to the bid 
due date, no advertisement is required, and all bidders will receive 10 points. 

3. Did your firm identify and select trades (as categorized in CMD's LBE Directory) to meet 
the LBE Subcontractor Participation Requirement? If so, please identify the trades 
below: 

4. Did your firm contact LBE firms (LBE firms include MBEs, WBEs and OBEs) identified by 
trade (see #3 above), not less than 10 calendar days prior to the due date of the bid? If 
so, you must include such documentation with your bid (i.e. phone logs, emails. 
faxes and/or etc.) to verify that contacts were made. The purpose of contacting LBE 
firms is to provide notice of interest in bidding for this project. 

A bidder who contacts those LBE firms certified in the trades identified, not less than 10 
calendar days prior to due date of the bids, will receive up to 45 points. If a bidder 
does not comply with paragraphs a. & b. below, one point will be deducted for each LBE 
firm within each identified trade that is not contacted. 

a. If there are less than 25 firms within an identified trade, a bidder should contact 
all of them. 

b. If there are 25 or more firms within an identified trade, a bidder should contact 
at least 25 firms within such identified trade. 

If a bidder does not contact any LBE firms, the bidder will receive no points. 

When contacting LBEs, you should provide adequate information about the plans, 
specifications, and requirements for the work. 
If the City gave public notice of the project less than 15 calendar days prior to the bid 
due date, the allocation of points above still applies, except that the bidder may 
contact those LBE firms certified in the trades identified less than 10 calendar days 
prior to the due date of the bid. 

5. Did your firm follow-up and negotiate in good faith with interested LBEs*? If applicable, 
your follow-up contact with interested LBEs should provide information on the City's 
bonding and financial assistance programs. 

The apparent low bidder shall submit with its CMD 5-day submittal package. 
documentation (i.e. phone logs, emails, faxes and/or etc.) to verify that follow-up 
contacts were made. 
For each interested LBE firm that the bidder does not follow-up with, a point will be 
deducted. 

A bidder who does not perform any follow-up contact with interested LBEs will receive 
no points. 

* "Interested LBE" shall mean an LBE firm, contacted by the bidder pursuant to Item #4 
above, that expresses interest in being a subcontractor/supplier to the bidder. 

CHAPTER 148 
CMD ATTACHMENT 1 

Construction Contracts 

~ Yes 
(10 points) 

• Yes 
(Up to 45 
points) 

• Yes 
(Up to 20 
points) 

• No 
(0 Points) 

[Zl"'No 
(0 Points) 

[3'No 

(0 Points) 

6. The apparent low bidder shall submit the following documentation with its CMD 5-Day Submittal Package: 

(1) Copies of all written bids submitted, including those from non-LBEs; 

(2) If oral bids were received, a list of all such bids, including those from non-LBEs. The trade and dollar amounts for 
each such bid must be specified; and 

(3) A full and complete statement of the reasons for selection of the subcontractors for each trade. If the reason is 
based on relative qualifications, the statement must address the particular qualification at issue. If the reason is 
based on the bid amounts, the statement must include the amounts and describe the similarities and/or 
dissimilarities in the scope of work covered by the bids. 

(Rev. 5/10/2013) CMD2B-2 "Good Faith Outreach" Requirements Form 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION 

CHAPTER 14B 
CMD ATTACHMENT 1 

Construction Contracts 

Pursuant to Section 148.S(E) of the Ordinance, all bidders shall maintain the documentation described under this item 
for three years following submission of the bid or completion of the contract, whichever is later. 

SECTION C 

If a Small or Micro-LBE prime bidder checks "YES" in Section A, above, and is relying on self-performed Contract 
Work to meet the 35% good faith efforts exception, such Small or Micro-LBE prime bidder must indicate the 
total value of Contract Work that bidder will perform with its own forces in the space below: 

SECTION D 

Contract Name: 

Signature of Owner/Authorized Representative: _______ ,-LC"-J----Vl,f---------------

Owner/Authorized Representative (Print): ~Y\6<tl f!.. ~l~Y\!e-:a --"---'---'-.;;...._----=------------------

Name of Firm (Print): /'q,,;\ \JJCDt K.s, ;p Y\(. . 
~~?v,~ ~-~-~e-n-1~~-------

Title and Position: 

Address, City, ZIP: '1SSS 'm~ \t.. A,'te.. -WZ. ':>1° qL.l(ZJ.-1 ---------~-------------
E-mail: ~ ~u.,o1J<..5.c0f""' 

Date: 

(Rev. 5/10/2013) CMD28-3 "Good Faith Outreach" Requirements Form 
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SECTION 00 52 00 
 

AGREEMENT FORM 
 

THIS AGREEMENT made for the convenience of the parties this 19th day of April 

20 18 by and between Azul Works, Inc. located at 

1555 Yosemite Ave. #2, San Francisco, CA 94124 ("CONTRACTOR"), and the City and County 

of San Francisco, State of California (the "CITY"), acting through the General Manager (the ''GENERAL 
MANAGER'') of the Recreation and Park Department, under and by virtue of the Charter and 
Administrative Code of the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
WHEREAS, the Recreation and Park Commission (the ''RECPARK'') awarded this AGREEMENT to 
CONTRACTOR on the    19th    day of    April   , 20  18  , under  RECPARK Resolution No.    1804-008  , 
as more fully appears in the formal record of the  proceedings of the RECPARK: 
 

GUY PLACE MINI PARK (REBID 2) 
(San Francisco Public Works Contract No. 1000006022) 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, CONTRACTOR, in consideration of the mutual covenants set forth in this 
AGREEMENT, promises and agrees to provide all services to construct the Project in accordance with 
the requirements of the Contract Documents, to perform the Work in good and workmanlike manner to 
the satisfaction of the GENERAL MANAGER, to prosecute the Work with diligence from day to day to 
Final Completion, to furnish all construction work, labor and materials to be used in the execution and 
completion of the Work in accordance with the Contract Documents, and to otherwise fulfill all of 
CONTRACTOR's obligations under the Contract Documents, as and when required under the Contract 
Documents to the satisfaction of the GENERAL MANAGER. 
 
CONTRACTOR's execution of this AGREEMENT signifies its acceptance of the Contract Time and 
Contract Sum as being sufficient for completion of the Work, as well as acceptance of the other terms and 
conditions of the Contract Documents. 
 
ARTICLE 1 - CONTRACT DOCUMENTS; CONTRACTOR’S GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
1.01 Contract Documents.  CONTRACTOR shall Provide all Work according to the Contract 

Documents, which are incorporated into and made a part of this AGREEMENT by this reference, 
and all labor and materials used in providing the Work shall comply with the Contract Documents.  
The Contract Documents, which comprise the entire agreement between CONTRACTOR and the 
CITY concerning the Provision of the Work, are defined in the General Conditions (Section 
00 72 00).  Any undefined term used in this AGREEMENT shall be given the definition set forth in 
the General Conditions (Section 00 72 00). 

 
1.02 Contractor's General Responsibilities.  CONTRACTOR shall provide a fully functional, complete 

and operational Project constructed in accordance with the Contract Documents, including but not 
limited to, all investigations, analyses, surveys, engineering, procurement, materials, labor, 
workmanship, construction and erection, commissioning, equipment, shipping, subcontractors, 
material suppliers, permits, insurance, bonds, fees, taxes, duties, documentation, spare parts, 
materials for initial operation, security, disposal, startup, testing, training, warranties, guarantees, 
and all incidentals. 

 
ARTICLE 2 - CONTRACT TIME 
 
2.01 Completion Dates.  As set forth in Section 00 73 02, the Work shall be Substantially Complete 

within 240 consecutive calendar days, beginning with and including the official date of Notice to 
Proceed as established by the GENERAL MANAGER, and Finally Complete in accordance with 
Article 9 of the General Conditions (Section 00 72 00) within 30 consecutive calendar days after 
the date the CITY issues a Notice of Substantial Completion.   
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2.02 Critical Milestone Dates.  Contractor shall complete all critical milestone Work during the periods 

specified in Section 00 73 02. 
 

2.03 Liquidated Damages.  It is understood and agreed by and between CONTRACTOR and the CITY 
that time is of the essence in all matters relating to the Contract Documents and that the CITY will 
suffer financial loss if the Work is not completed within the above-stated Contract Times, plus any 
extensions thereof allowed in accordance with Article 7 of the General Conditions (Section 
00 72 00).  The CITY and CONTRACTOR further understand and agree that the actual cost to 
CITY which would result from CONTRACTOR’s failure to complete the Work within the Contract 
Time is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to determine.  Accordingly, CONTRACTOR and the 
CITY agree that as liquidated damages for delay (but not as a penalty), CONTRACTOR shall pay 
the CITY the amounts set forth in Section 00 73 02 (Contract Time and Liquidated Damages) for 
each calendar day that expires after the above Contract Times and the Work remains incomplete. 

 
ARTICLE 3 – CONTRACT SUM 

3.01 Contract Sum.   

A. CONTRACTOR and the CITY agree that, upon performance and fulfillment of the mutual 
covenants set forth herein, the CITY will, in the manner provided by law and as set forth 
in the Contract Documents, pay or cause to be paid to CONTRACTOR the following 
price(s), as indicated in the Schedule of Bid Prices on the Bid Form (Section 00 41 00): 
 
1. Lump sums for specified portions of the Work. 

2. The total of all Unit Price Items bid. 

3. The allowance specified. 

4. Selected additive/deductive Alternate Bid Items. 
 
Total awarded contract amount:  $       2,327,000.00       . 
 
The price(s) and amount set forth above shall be adjusted during performance or upon 
final completion of the Work in accordance with the Contract Documents. 

B. CONTRACTOR understands and agrees that the CONTRACTOR shall be solely 
responsible for providing all resources that may be necessary to provide the Work, and 
that the CITY shall have no obligation whatsoever to finance any part of such costs 
except with respect to those amounts which become due under the terms and conditions 
of the Contract Documents. 

3.02 Certification by Controller.  This AGREEMENT is subject to the budget and fiscal provisions of the 
CITY's Charter.  Charges will accrue only after prior written authorization certified by the 
Controller, and the amount of the CITY's obligation hereunder shall not at any time exceed the 
amount certified for the purpose and period stated in such advance authorization.   

 
 
ARTICLE 4 – LABOR REQUIREMENTS 
 
4.01 Applicable Laws and Agreements.  Compensation and working conditions for labor performed or 

services rendered under this AGREEMENT shall be in accordance with the Contract Documents, 
the San Francisco Charter, and applicable sections of the San Francisco Administrative Code, 
including section 6.22(e).     In Addition, this Project is subject to the requirements of the San 
Francisco Local Hiring Policy for Construction, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
section 6.22(g).  Refer to Section 00 73 30 for further information. 
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4.02 Prevailing Wages.  The latest Wage Rates for Private Employment on Public Contracts in the City 
and County of San Francisco, as determined by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and the 
Director of the California Department of Industrial Relations, and, when federal funds are 
involved, the current General Wage Determination Decisions, as determined by the U.S. 
Secretary of Labor, as same may be changed during the term of this AGREEMENT, shall be 
included in this AGREEMENT and are hereby incorporated by this reference.  CONTRACTOR 
agrees that any person performing labor in the provision of the Work shall be paid not less than 
the highest general prevailing rate of wages as so determined.  If federal funds are involved, 
where the minimum rate of pay for any classification differs among State, City and Federal wage 
rate determinations, the highest of the three rates of pay shall prevail.  CONTRACTOR shall 
include, in any contract or subcontract relating to the Work, a requirement that all persons 
performing labor under such contract or subcontract shall be paid not less than the highest 
prevailing rate of wages for the labor so performed.  CONTRACTOR shall require any contractor 
to provide, and shall deliver to CITY every month during any construction period, certified payroll 
reports with respect to all persons performing labor in the Provision of the Work.  

 
A. Copies of the latest prevailing wage rates are on file at the San Francisco Public Works, 

City and County of San Francisco, Maurice Williams, Manager, PCS, 30 Van Ness 
Avenue, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA, 94102 and are also available on the Internet at 
http://www.dir.ca.gov/oprl/DPreWageDetermination.htm . 

 
4.03 Penalties.  CONTRACTOR shall forfeit to the CITY back wages due plus not less than fifty dollars 

($50.00) for: 
 

A. Each laborer, workman, or mechanic employed in the provision of the Work, for each 
calendar day or portion thereof during which such laborer, workman, or mechanic is not 
paid the highest general prevailing rate of wage for the work performed; or 

 
B. Each laborer, mechanic or artisan employed in the provision of the Work, for each 

calendar day or portion thereof during which such laborer, mechanic or artisan is 
compelled or permitted to work for a longer period than five days (Monday-Friday) per 
calendar week of eight hours each, and not compensated in accordance with the 
prevailing overtime standard and rate. 

 
ARTICLE 5 – NOTICES TO PARTIES 
 
5.01 Unless otherwise indicated in the Contract Documents, all written communications sent by the 

Parties may be by U.S. mail, e-mail or by fax, and shall be addressed as follows: 
 
 To CITY:  Brett Desmarais, Project Manager 
    San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
    30 Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor 
    San Francisco, CA 94102 
    Phone: (415) 575-5601 
    Email: brett.desmarais@sfgov.org  
 
 To CONTRACTOR: Sandra R. Hernandez, President 
    Azul Works, Inc. 
    1555 Yosemite Ave. #2 
    San Francisco, CA 94124 
    Phone: (415) 558-1507 
    Email: Rocia@azulworks.com  

 
5.02 From time to time, the parties may designate new address information by notice in writing, delivered 

to the other Party.  
 

mailto:brett.desmarais@sfgov.org
mailto:Rocia@azulworks.com
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5.03 The delivery to CONTRACTOR at the legal address listed above, as it may be amended upon 
written notice, or the depositing in any post office or post office box regularly maintained by the 
United States Postal Service in a postage paid wrapper directed to CONTRACTOR at such 
address, of any drawing, notice, letter or other communication shall be deemed legal and sufficient 
service thereof upon CONTRACTOR. 

 
 
ARTICLE 6 – TERMINATION AND SURVIVAL 

6.01 This AGREEMENT and the other Contract Documents shall terminate when all obligations 
required to be performed by CONTRACTOR and the CITY have been fulfilled, unless sooner 
terminated as set forth in Article 14 of the General Conditions (Section 00 72 00). 

 
6.02 The provisions of the Contract Documents which by their nature survive termination of the 

Contract, including without limitation all warranties, indemnities, payment obligations, and the 
City’s right to audit Contractor’s books and records, shall remain in full force and effect after 
termination of the Contract. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the CONTRACTOR and the CITY have hereunto set their hands and seals, 
and have executed this AGREEMENT in duplicate, the day and year first above written. 

CONTRACTOR: 

By my signature hereunder, as CONTRACTOR, I certify that I have read and understand the section 
captioned MacBride Principles – Northern Ireland included in Section 00 73 73, the CITY's statement 
urging companies doing business in Northern Ireland to move towards resolving employment inequities, 
encouraging compliance with the MacBride Principles, and urging San Francisco companies to do 
business with corporations that abide by the MacBride Principles. 

I further certify that I am aware of the provisions of section 3700 of the Labor Code which require every 
employer to be insured against liability for worker's compensation or to undertake self-insurance in 
accordance with the provisions of that code, and I will comply with such provisions before commencing 
the performance of the Work of this Contract. 

___________________________________________________ 
Principal 
BY: ________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________ 
Title 

CITY: 

Recommended By: 

Project Manager:_______________________________ 

APPROVED: 

_____________________________________________ 
General Manager, Recreation and Park Department  

ATTEST: 
Authorized by the 
RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION 

By Commission Resolution No.: 1804-008, 

adopted:    April 19   , 20   18    copy attached herewith and 
marked Exhibit   A  . 

Approved as to form: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

By: ___________________________________ 
Deputy City Attorney 

END OF SECTION 
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APPENDIX B

LETTER OF ASSENT

Ivar C. Satero
Airport Director
San Francisco International Airport
International Terminal, 5th Floor
P.O. Box 8097
San Francisco, CA 94128

Re: San Francisco International Airport Project Labor Agreement – Letter of Assent

Dear Mr. Satero:

The undersigned party confirms that it agrees to be a party to and bound by the San
Francisco International Airport Project Labor Agreement of 2012 (the "Agreement") as such
Agreement may, from time to time, be amended by the parties or interpreted pursuant to its
terms.

The undersigned, as a Contractor or Subcontractor ("Contractor") on the San Francisco
International Airport Terminal Refurbishment and Related Support Facilities/Infrastructure
Improvement Program (the "Program"), for and in consideration of the award to it of a public
work construction contract to perform Project Work under the Program, and in further
consideration of the mutual promises made in the Agreement, a copy of which has been received
and is acknowledged, hereby:

(1) Accepts and agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of the Agreement, together with
any and all amendments and supplements now existing or which are later made to the
Agreement.

(2) While performing Project Work, Contractor agrees to be bound by the written terms of the
applicable, legally-established trust agreements as set forth in Appendix D of the Agreement.

(3) Authorizes the parties to such local trust agreements to appoint trustees and successor trustees
to administer the trust funds and hereby ratifies and accepts the trustees so appointed as if
made by the Contractor.

(4) Certifies that it has no commitments or agreements that would preclude its full and complete
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement.

(5) Agrees to require that any subcontractor at any tier under an agreement with the undersigned
party performing Project Work as defined and limited by the Agreement execute a Letter of
Assent to the Agreement.

__________________________________ __________________________________
[Name of Contractor] Date
[Authorized Officer & Title]
[Address]
[Phone / Fax]
[Contractor's State License]

Azul Works, Inc
Balmore Hernandez 

1555 Yosemite Ave. #2 SF CA 94124
415-558-1507 / 415-558-1556

780074

07/05/2018
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https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/checklicenseII/LicenseDetail.aspx?LicNum=780074 1/2

Data current as of 7/25/2018 9:03:24 AM

Contractor's License Detail for License # 780074
DISCLAIMER: A license status check provides information taken from the CSLB license database. Before relying on this
information, you should be aware of the following limitations.

CSLB complaint disclosure is restricted by law (B&P 7124.6) If this entity is subject to public complaint disclosure, a link for complaint disclosure will appear below. Click on the
link or button to obtain complaint and/or legal action information.
Per B&P 7071.17 , only construction related civil judgments reported to the CSLB are disclosed.
Arbitrations are not listed unless the contractor fails to comply with the terms of the arbitration.
Due to workload, there may be relevant information that has not yet been entered onto the Board's license database.

Business Information
AZUL WORKS INC 

1555 YOSEMITE AVE #2 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124 

Business Phone Number:(415) 558-1507 
 

Entity Corporation
Issue Date 06/09/2000

Expire Date 06/30/2020
License Status

This license is current and active. 
 
All information below should be reviewed.

Classifications

C-5 - FRAMING AND ROUGH CARPENTRY
B - GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
C-8 - CONCRETE
A - GENERAL ENGINEERING CONTRACTOR

Bonding Information
Contractor's Bond

This license filed a Contractor's Bond with AMERICAN CONTRACTORS INDEMNITY COMPANY.
Bond Number: SC6344183
Bond Amount: $15,000
Effective Date: 01/01/2016
Contractor's Bond History

Bond of Qualifying Individual

The qualifying individual BALMORE J HERNANDEZ certified that he/she owns 10 percent or more of the voting stock/membership
interest of this company; therefore, the Bond of Qualifying Individual is not required.
Effective Date: 11/30/2009
BQI's Bond History
The qualifying individual SANDRA ROCIO HERNANDEZ certified that he/she owns 10 percent or more of the voting
stock/membership interest of this company; therefore, the Bond of Qualifying Individual is not required.
Effective Date: 04/22/2010

Workers' Compensation

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=BPC&sectionNum=7124.6
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=BPC&sectionNum=7071.17
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/About_Us/Library/Licensing_Classifications/C-5_-_FRAMING_AND_ROUGH_CARPENTRY_CONTRACTOR.ASPX
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/About_Us/Library/Licensing_Classifications/B_-_GENERAL_BUILDING_CONTRACTOR.ASPX
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/About_Us/Library/Licensing_Classifications/C-8_-_CONCRETE_CONTRACTOR.ASPX
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/About_Us/Library/Licensing_Classifications/A_-_GENERAL_ENGINEERING_CONTRACTOR.ASPX
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/checklicenseII/INSDetail.aspx?Action=INSDETIC&Code=G52
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/checklicenseII/ContractorBondingHistory.aspx?LicNum=780074&BondType=CB
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/onlineservices/checklicenseII/BQIBondingHistory.aspx?Licnum=780074&QualIndv=1
https://www2.cslb.ca.gov/
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CHAPTER 28: 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEBARMENT PROCEDURE 
  
Sec. 28.0. Findings. 
Sec. 28.1. Definitions. 
Sec. 28.2. Debarment Authority. 
Sec. 28.3. Grounds for Debarment. 
Sec. 28.4. Initiating the Proceedings; Counts and Allegations. 
Sec. 28.5. Service of the Counts and Allegations. 
Sec. 28.6. Request for a Hearing. 
Sec. 28.7. Failure to Respond to the Counts and Allegations. 
Sec. 28.8. Appointment of the Hearing Officer. 
Sec. 28.9. Pre-Hearing Procedure. 
Sec. 28.10. Hearings and Determinations. 
Sec. 28.12. Term and Effect of Administrative Debarment; Violation of Order. 
Sec. 28.13. Publication and Reports of Debarment. 
  
 
SEC. 28.0.  FINDINGS. 
   The Board of Supervisors finds that contracting with the City and County of San Francisco 
is an important municipal affair, and that the award of contracts to contractors who fail to 
deal with the City and County in good faith compromises the integrity of the contracting 
process and results in the improper expenditure of public funds. The Board of Supervisors 
recognizes that the City and County must afford contractors due process in any 
determination that precludes any individual or business entity from participating in the 
contracting process. This Chapter does not apply to a determination of nonresponsibility 
for a single contract or identifiable group of contracts, but for the broader determination of 
irresponsibility of a contractor for the general purpose of contracting with the City and 
County of San Francisco for a specified period. The Board of Supervisors therefore adopts 
this Chapter 28 to prescribe standard procedures for the prosecution, determination and 
implementation of administrative debarments. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.1.  DEFINITIONS. 
   The following definitions apply for only the purposes of this Chapter 28: 
   (A)   Affiliate. Any individual person or business entity related to a contractor where such 
individual or business entity, directly or indirectly, controls or has the power to control the 
other, or where a third person controls or has the power to control both. Indicia of control 
include, but are not limited to: interlocking management or ownership; identity of interests 
among family members; shared facilities and equipment; common use of employees or a 
business entity organized or following the suspension, debarment, bankruptcy, dissolution 



or reorganization of a person which has the same or similar management; and/or 
ownership or principal employee as the contractor.  
   (B)   Charging Official. Any City department head or the President of any Board or 
Commission authorized to award or execute a contract under the San Francisco Charter or 
the Administrative Code, the Mayor, the Controller, the City Administrator, the Director of 
Administrative Services or the City Attorney. All charging officials are authorized to act on 
behalf of the City and County in prosecuting any administrative debarment proceeding and 
in issuing an Order of Debarment under this Chapter.  
   (C)   Contractor. Any individual person or business entity who submits a qualification 
statement, proposal, bid or quote or who contracts directly or indirectly with the City and 
County of San Francisco for the purpose of providing any goods or services to or for the 
City and County of San Francisco including without limitation any contractor, 
subcontractor, consultant, subconsultant or supplier at any tier. The term "contractor" shall 
include any responsible managing corporate officer who has personal involvement and/or 
responsibility in obtaining a contract with the City and County of San Francisco or in 
supervising and/or performing the work prescribed by the contract.  
   (D)   Debarment. The administrative determination against a potential bidder, or 
contractor declaring such potential bidder or contractor irresponsible and disqualified 
from participating in the competitive process for contracts with the City and County of San 
Francisco or from entering into contracts, with the City and County of San Francisco for a 
period specified in the debarment order.  
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.2.  DEBARMENT AUTHORITY. 
   Notwithstanding any other provision of the Administrative Code, any charging official 
shall have authority to issue Orders of Debarment against any contractor in accordance 
with the procedures set forth n this Chapter. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.3.  GROUNDS FOR DEBARMENT. 
   A charging official shall issue an Order of Debarment for any contractor who the hearing 
officer, based on evidence presented, finds to have engaged in any willful misconduct with 
respect to any City bid, request for qualifications, request for proposals, purchase order 
and/or contract. Such willful misconduct may include, but need not be limited to the 
following: (a) submission of false information in response to an advertisement or invitation 
for bids or quotes, a request for qualifications or a request for proposals; (b) failure to 
comply with the terms of a contract or with provisions of this Administrative Code; (c) a 
pattern and practice of disregarding or repudiating terms or conditions of City contracts, 
including without limitation repeated unexcused delays and poor performance; (d) failure 
to abide by any rules and/or regulations adopted pursuant to the San Francisco Municipal 
Codes; (e) submission of false claims as defined in this Administrative Code, Chapter 6, 
Article V; (f) a verdict, judgment, settlement, stipulation or plea agreement establishing the 
contractor's violation of any civil or criminal law against any government entity relevant to 
the contractor's ability or capacity honestly to perform under or comply with the terms and 



conditions of a City contract; and/or (g) collusion in obtaining award of any City contract, 
or payment or approval thereunder. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.4.  INITIATING THE PROCEEDINGS; COUNTS AND ALLEGATIONS. 
   Any charging official may initiate an administrative debarment proceeding by issuing 
Counts and Allegations. A charging official may issue Counts and Allegations against any 
contractor relating to any matter consistent with the foregoing grounds for debarment. A 
charging official may issue Counts and Allegations regardless whether such charging 
official awarded, was responsible for or was involved in any way with the underlying 
contract or circumstances leading to the Counts and Allegations. 
   The charging official shall append to the Counts and Allegations a photocopy of this 
Chapter 28 of the Administrative Code. Failure to append this Chapter 28, however, shall 
not affect the force or validity of the Counts and Allegations. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.5.  SERVICE OF THE COUNTS AND ALLEGATIONS. 
   The charging official shall serve the Counts and Allegations on each named individual 
person or business entity in a manner ensuring confirmation of delivery. For example, 
service may be achieved by United States Postal Service certified mail, return receipt 
requested or with other delivery confirmation, hand delivery (messenger service) or other 
commercial delivery service that provides written confirmation of delivery. 
   The charging official shall also serve the Counts and Allegations on the Controller and the 
City Attorney. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.6.  REQUEST FOR A HEARING. 
   Within 15 days after receipt of the Counts and Allegations, the contractor may submit a 
written request for an administrative hearing. The contractor may make such request 
through counsel or other authorized representative. Any such request shall be filed with 
the Controller and copied to the charging official. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.7.  FAILURE TO RESPOND TO THE COUNTS AND ALLEGATIONS. 
   Failure of the contractor to submit to the City a written request to be heard within the 
time required by this Chapter, or failure of the contractor or the contractor's representative 
to appear for a requested hearing that has been duly noticed, shall be deemed admission by 
the contractor to the Counts and Allegations. In accordance with the procedures set forth 
below, the charging official shall present evidence in support of the debarment to the 
appointed hearing officer and the hearing officer shall make a determination on such 
evidence. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 



SEC. 28.8.  APPOINTMENT OF THE HEARING OFFICER. 
   A charging official shall request either the Controller or the Director of Administrative 
Services to appoint a hearing officer for any debarment proceeding. If either the Controller 
or the Director of Administrative Services is the charging official then he or she shall 
request the other to appoint the hearing officer. Within 15 days of the request, the 
Controller or the Director of Administrative Services shall appoint a hearing officer and 
notify the contractor and the charging official of the appointment. The notice of 
appointment shall include the name of the hearing officer. The contractor or the charging 
official may object to the appointed hearing officer within five business days of the 
notification. If the Controller or the Director of Administrative Services, at his/her sole 
discretion, appoints a new hearing officer, then he/she shall notify the contractor and the 
charging official as soon as practicable but not more than 15 days after receipt of the 
objection. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.9.  PRE-HEARING PROCEDURE. 
   Within 15 calendar days of his/her appointment, the hearing officer shall notify each 
contractor named in the Counts and Allegations and the charging department of the 
scheduled hearing date. The hearing date shall be set at the hearing officer's sole discretion, 
except the hearing must commence within 120 days of the date the charging official served 
the Counts and Allegations. The hearing officer may extend the 120-day period only upon 
good cause shown; proceeding as expeditiously as possible is in the public's best interests. 
   Discovery pursuant to the California Code of Civil Procedure is not applicable to this 
administrative debarment procedure. 
   The hearing officer may, in his/her sole discretion, direct any named contractor and the 
charging official to submit in advance of the hearing, statements, legal analyses, lists of 
witnesses, exhibits, documents or any other information the hearing officer deems 
pertinent to the determination of willful misconduct. The hearing officer may request the 
respective parties to submit rebuttals to such information. The hearing officer may limit 
the length, scope or content of any such statement, analysis, list, rebuttal, document, or 
other requested information. The hearing officer shall set firm due dates for all written 
presentations. 
   If the hearing officer determines, with the written agreement of each named contractor 
and the charging official, that the hearing shall be by written presentation, all final writings 
shall be due no later than 120 days of the date the charging official served the Counts and 
Allegations. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.10.  HEARINGS AND DETERMINATIONS. 
   Hearings may occur in person or in writing, as set forth in the foregoing Section 28.09. If 
the hearing is to occur in person, the hearing officer shall specify the time and place for the 
charging official to present the case and for the contractor to rebut the charges. The 
hearing officer may, in his/her sole discretion, allow offers of proof, set time limitations 
and limit the scope of evidence presented based on relevancy. Each side shall be entitled to 



call witnesses, and the hearing officer may allow cross-examination of witnesses. The 
hearing officer may ask questions of any party for the purpose of reaching a determination. 
   The hearing officer shall consider the evidence submitted by the charging department 
and the contractor. Within 15 days of the hearing, or of the date final written presentations 
are due, the hearing officer shall issue his/her Findings and Recommendation. The hearing 
officer shall serve the Findings and Recommendation on the charging official, the named 
contractor(s), and/or their respective counsels or authorized representatives, and shall 
submit the same to the Controller. 
   If the hearing officer finds that the named contractor has committed willful misconduct as 
described in the foregoing Section 28.3 and recommends a term of debarment, the charging 
official shall issue an Order of Debarment consistent with the hearing officer's 
recommendation. The charging official shall serve the Order on each named contractor, 
his/her/their counsel or authorized representative, if any, the City Attorney, and the 
Controller. An Order of Debarment under this Chapter shall be the final administrative 
determination by the City in the matter. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.12.  TERM AND EFFECT OF ADMINISTRATIVE DEBARMENT; VIOLATION OF 
ORDER. 
   An Order of Debarment shall provide for a term of debarment not to exceed five years 
from the date of the Order. The Order shall prohibit any named contractor and the 
contractor's affiliates from participating in any contract at any tier, directly or indirectly, 
with or for the City and County; any contractor and the contractor's affiliates named in an 
Order of Debarment shall be deemed irresponsible and disqualified for the purposes of all 
City and County contracts. Upon such Order, any department head, board or commission 
may cancel any existing contract with a debarred contractor or direct the cancellation of an 
existing subcontract to which a debarred contractor is a party. In the event of such 
cancellation, no recovery shall be had on that contract by the debarred party other than for 
work satisfactorily completed as of the date of cancellation. 
   Administrative Debarment shall neither exclude nor preclude any other administrative or 
legal action taken by the City and County. 
   Violation of an Order of Debarment, such as by submission of a proposal, bid or sub-bid 
during the debarment period, may be considered a false claim as provided in this 
Administrative Code and the California Government Code. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 
 
SEC. 28.13.  PUBLICATION AND REPORTS OF DEBARMENT. 
   Any Order of Debarment issued under this Chapter shall be a public record. The 
Controller shall maintain and publish on the City's Internet website a current list of 
contractors subject to Orders of Debarment and the expiration dates for the respective 
debarment terms. The Controller shall submit a semi-annual report to the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors that includes (a) the contractors then subject to Order of Debarment 
and the expiration dates for the respective debarment terms; (b) the status of any pending 



debarment matters; and (c) any Order of Debarment received by the Controller since the 
date of the last report. 
(Added by Ord. 8-04, File No. 031503, App. 1/16/2004) 




