
 
Staff Report 
 

 

TO:  The Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
DATE:  January 2, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Study Session Agenda for January 7, 2013 
 
PREPARED BY: J. Brent McFall, City Manager 
 
Please Note:  Study Sessions and Post City Council meetings are open to the public, and individuals 
are welcome to attend and observe.  However, these meetings are not intended to be interactive with 
the audience, as this time is set aside for City Council to receive information, make inquiries, and 
provide Staff with policy direction. 
 
Looking ahead to next Monday night’s Study Session, the following schedule has been prepared: 
 
A light dinner will be served in the Council Family Room  6:00 P.M. 
 
CITY COUNCIL REPORTS 
1. Report from Mayor (5 minutes) 
2.   Reports from City Councillors (10 minutes) 
 
PRESENTATIONS 6:30 P.M. 
1. 2005 COP Refunding (144th Ave. Interchange Projects) 
2. Amendment 64 and Legalization of Recreational Marijuana 
3. Draft Ordinance Amending Sections 1-10-1(A) and (C), W.M.C., Concerning  

  Mayoral Elections 
 

 EXECUTIVE SESSION 
None at this time. 
 
INFORMATION ONLY ITEMS  
1. Focused Workweek Update 

 
Additional items may come up between now and Monday night.  City Council will be apprised of any 
changes to the Study Session meeting schedule. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
  



 
 

Staff Report 
 

City Council Study Session Meeting 
January 7, 2013 

 
 
SUBJECT:   2005 COP Refunding (144th Avenue Interchange Projects)  
 

 PREPARED BY:  Tammy Hitchens, Finance Director 
      Robert Byerhof, Senior Financial Analyst 
 

Recommended Board Action 
 
Provide direction to staff regarding refinancing the 2005 144th Avenue Interchange Certificates of 
Participation (COPS) with the intent to reduce interest costs without extending the final maturity date. 
 
Summary Statement 
 
Current financial market conditions provides an opportunity to significantly reduce the City’s future 
debt service costs by refunding the Certificates of Participation (COPS), which were issued in 2005 to 
fund the construction of the east half 144th Avenue Interchange under a lease purchase agreement 
between the City and the Westminster Building Authority.  The proposed refinancing will convert the 
existing agreement into a stand-alone lease-leaseback agreement, which enhances the City’s long-
term financial flexibility.  
 
Expenditure Required: Not to exceed $12,500,000 
 
Source of Funds:  All fees are paid from the proceeds of the refinancing transaction  
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Policy Issue 
   
Should the City refund the Certificates of Participation, Series 2005 (144th Avenue Interchange) in an 
amount not to exceed $12,500,000? 
 
Alternative 
 
1. Do not refund the Certificates of Participation.  This option is not recommended.  The proposed 
refunding will save approximately $463,000 in interest costs without extending the final maturity of 
the original issue.      
 
2. Delay the refunding in hopes that the Federal Reserve Board (Fed) will reduce short-term rates, 
which may lead to further interest expense savings.  This option is not recommended.  While it is 
possible the Fed will reduce short-term rates, the impact would be in the short-term (two years and 
under) market.  The risk to the City is that long-term rates will rise, due to inflation expectations.  In 
this case, the total savings could be less than the anticipated $463,000.   
 
Background Information 
 
The City of Westminster and the City of Thornton entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement to 
construct and finance the 144th Avenue and I-25 interchange.  Construction of this interchange was 
integral to the North Huron Urban Renewal Area (URA) redevelopment project, anchored by the 
Orchard shopping center.  In 2005, Certificates of Participation (COPS) were issued to construct the 
eastern half of the 144th Avenue Interchange under the Master Lease agreement between the City and 
the Westminster Building Authority.   The COPS are an obligation of the City. The City issued the 
COPS to facilitate the construction of the eastern half of the interchange.  The eastern half of the 
interchange is technically in Thornton.  Thornton agreed to reimburse the City for Thornton’s portion 
of the debt service. Their payment is limited to the revenue received through a revenue sharing 
agreement.  If revenues transferred to Thornton per the terms of the IGA are insufficient to cover the 
debt service, Thornton is not obligated to pay for debt service out of any other funding source.  The 
COPS are ultimately the City’s responsibility and were issued under the City’s credit rating.   
 
To date, the tax revenue transferred to Thornton has covered the 2005 COP debt service.  Since the 
agreement was signed, the City has transferred $13,220,153 in sales tax revenues to Thornton per the 
revenue sharing agreement and Thornton has transferred $0.  Thornton has reimbursed the City 
$8,689,841 due on debt service for a net gain of $4,530,312 to Thornton.  Thornton is fully current on 
its debt service repayments to the City and has the option to pay the entire outstanding principal due, 
currently at $13,080,000, at any point in time without a prepayment penalty. 
 
The intergovernmental agreements associated with this revenue sharing area are silent regarding a 
refinancing event of the COPS issued for the construction of the interchange.  Thornton agreed to pay 
the amount per the debt schedule at the time of the original issuance and they have the option to repay 
the entire principal outstanding at their discretion without penalty. Staff believes that any savings 
resulting from a refinancing would benefit the City. Thornton could refinance their obligation to the 
City using whatever methodology they choose.  
 
Staff along with the City’s underwriter, Piper Jaffray, analyzed the financial benefit to refinancing the 
Certificates of Participation, Series 2005 (144th Avenue Interchange).  Given current interest rate 
market conditions, it would be in the City’s best financial interest to refund the 2005 COPS; thereby, 
lowering the overall interest rate, inclusive of all closing fees, and without extending the maturity date 
of the original issue. 
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The projected savings from the refunding is anticipated to reduce future interest costs by about 
$463,000. On a present value basis, the savings equate to $402,000 or 3.77% of the existing principal 
outstanding to be refinanced. The present value savings represents the amount of money saved in 
today’s dollars to refinance the COPS.  National guidelines suggest that to initiate a refunding issue 
the savings should at a minimum be three percent.   Staff will evaluate market conditions prior to 
initiating refunding to assure 3% savings.  Debt issuance costs are taken into consideration when 
calculating savings.  They are paid at closing from the proceeds of the issue; therefore, the City incurs 
no out-of-pocket expenses. 
 
Additionally, the City’s bond counsel proposed a financing structure to remove the principal balance 
of the subject COPS from the existing Master Lease with the Westminster Building Authority.  Under 
the Master Lease, which collateralizes all outstanding COP issues, the City collateralized a number of 
properties totaling over $73,000,000 as security mortgaged until the debt is repaid.  The result of this 
refinancing is a stand-alone lease agreement between the City and debt holders.  The refinancing will 
remove approximately $27,068,000 of the collateral pledged under the Master Lease of which 
approximately $9,815,000 will be transferred to the new lease agreement.  The difference of 
$17,253,000 is unencumbered property for the City and may be available as collateral in the event it 
needed for financing capital improvement projects.   
 
The proceeds of the sale of this new security will be appropriated in a separate City Council action, 
after the closing is held and the sales proceeds are received by the City.  Although subject to change, 
the scheduled sale of the COPS is on January 23, 2013 with a closing on January 29, 2013. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
 



 
 

Staff Report 
 

City Council Study Session Meeting 

January 7, 2013 

 

SUBJECT: Amendment 64 and Legalization of Recreational Marijuana  
 

PREPARED BY: Marty McCullough, City Attorney 
 Hilary Graham, Assistant City Attorney  
 
Recommended City Council Action: 
 
Discuss the local option within Amendment 64 to prohibit by ordinance the retail sale of 
recreational marijuana within the City and provide direction to Staff as to how to proceed.  Also, 
amend the City’s criminal code to recognize the rights conferred by Amendment 64, allowing 
people age 21 and older to use and possess limited amounts of marijuana. 
 
Summary Statement 
 
• Colorado voters approved Amendment 64 in the November 2012 election, creating a limited 

right for adults to possess, grow, and consume recreational marijuana. 
 
• Amendment 64 also contains provisions for the licensing of commercial marijuana businesses, 

which will go into effect in late 2013 and from which the City can choose to opt out. 
 
• If City Council chooses to prohibit retail sales of recreation marijuana within the City, it may do 

so by amending Title V, Chapter 10, of the Westminster Municipal Code (the “Code”), which  
already prohibits medical marijuana dispensaries and cultivation facilities. 

 
• Changes to the Code’s criminal provisions are required to recognize Amendment 64’s right for 

adults to possess, grow, and consume limited amounts of recreational marijuana. 
 
• An emergency ordinance amending the Code’s criminal provisions is currently scheduled for 

Council consideration on January 28, 2013. 
 
• Because of Amendment 64’s conflict with federal law, there is uncertainty as to how statewide 

implementation of the amendment will proceed.  Changes to state controlled substances statutes 
to accommodate the amendment will be forthcoming in the 2013 legislative session.  As such, 
there may be a need for additional Code revisions in the near future. 

 
Expenditure Required: $0 
Source of Funds:  N/A 
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Policy Issues 
 
Should City Council exercise the local option to prohibit retail sale of recreational marijuana by 
adopting an ordinance? 
 
Should City Council amend the criminal Code to recognize the rights conferred on adults by 
Amendment 64, which allow limited personal use of marijuana? 
 
Alternatives 
 
As to retail sales: 
 
• Instead of adopting a prohibition against retail sales by ordinance, City Council could refer the 

question to voters to be decided at the 2014 general election (November). 
 

• City Council could decide to permit retail sales within the City and, to that end, would need to 
adopt an appropriate licensing scheme.  Additional Staff time would be required to analyze the 
impacts of allowing retail sales in the City, regarding both additional law enforcement and other 
Staff resources and potential fee and tax revenue.  Staff believes, based on the experiences of 
other municipalities that permitted the commercialization of medical marijuana within their 
jurisdictions, that the resulting demand on police, code enforcement, legal, accounting and other 
limited resources would be significant.  Notwithstanding the potential revenue, Staff believes 
that the commercialization of marijuana would not be consistent with City Council’s Strategic 
Plan and the City’s commitment to managing a sustainable workforce.  

 
As to personal recreational use of marijuana, it is Staff’s opinion that the Code must be amended to 
allow adults to consume, possess, and grow limited amounts of marijuana as permitted by 
Amendment 64.  There is no acceptable alternative. 
 
Background Information 
 
In November 2012, the voters of the state of Colorado passed Amendment 64, which legalizes the 
possession and use of one ounce or less of marijuana by persons 21 years of age or older, and 
permits the limited growing of marijuana for personal use.  A copy of Amendment 64 is attached 
here for your reference.  Governor Hickenlooper formalized Amendment 64 into law on December 
10, 2012, by executive order.  Until Amendment 64’s retail sales provisions come into play in late 
2013, there is still no legal way to purchase marijuana for personal, non-medical use. However, the 
provisions legalizing limited possession, use and growing of marijuana by adults are mandatory, 
statewide, and are already in effect.    
 
The Amendment also provides for the licensing and operation of marijuana cultivation facilities, 
marijuana product manufacturing facilities, marijuana testing facilities and retail marijuana stores to 
be located throughout the state pursuant to state and/or local regulations that are required to be 
enacted during 2013.  Importantly, Amendment 64 allows local governments to prohibit, by 
ordinance or referendum, marijuana cultivation facilities, marijuana product manufacturing 
facilities, marijuana testing facilities, and retail marijuana stores.   
 
Amendment 64 passed in the City with roughly 57% of votes in favor of the ballot measure.  
Because of how the ballot measure was worded, it is not possible to distinguish between support for  
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the Amendment’s personal right to keep and use marijuana, and support for the Amendment’s 
commercial component. 
 
In 2009, in the wake of the proliferation of the medical marijuana industry, City Council passed an 
ordinance prohibiting medical marijuana dispensaries and cultivation facilities, as otherwise allowed 
by state law.  These provisions are located in Title V, Chapter 10, of the Code.  If there is support 
for a retail ban in the City, an ordinance could be prepared amending that chapter of the Code to 
also prohibit marijuana cultivation facilities, product manufacturing facilities, testing facilities, and 
retail marijuana stores that cultivate, produce, test, and sell marijuana for personal recreational use.  
Staff believes, based on the experiences of other municipalities that permitted the commercialization 
of medical marijuana within their jurisdictions, that the resulting demand on police, code 
enforcement, legal, accounting and other limited resources would be significant.  Notwithstanding 
the potential revenue, Staff believes that the commercialization of marijuana would not be 
consistent with City Council’s Strategic Plan and the City’s commitment to managing a sustainable 
workforce.  Staff is seeking Council’s direction on how to proceed on this front.  Additional Staff 
time would be required to analyze the impacts of allowing retail sales in the City, regarding both 
additional law enforcement and other Staff resources, and potential fee and tax revenue. 
 
Separately, it is Staff’s opinion that the City must recognize the right created by Amendment 64 for 
adults to legally possess, use, and grow limited amounts of marijuana.  To that end, it is necessary to 
amend portions of the Code that are in conflict with Amendment 64.  Appropriate revisions to 
several chapters within Title VI of the Code should be enacted by emergency ordinance to minimize 
the time in which the Code is out of compliance with state law.  Police officers have been briefed on 
the topic and no enforcement action is being taken contrary to state law.  An emergency ordinance 
is currently scheduled for City Council’s consideration on January 28, 2013.   There are a few other 
notable aspects of Amendment 64 and the proposed emergency ordinance, as follows: 
 
- Amendment 64 allows property owners to prohibit possession and use of marijuana on their 

private property.  Violation of a private property owner’s rules against possession and use will 
be a new form of trespass in Title VI, Chapter 3. 

 
- Because it is the property owner who must prohibit possession and use of marijuana on their 

property, the City’s drug-free zones, established in Section 6-12-4 of the Code, will no longer 
be effective.  Instead, the trespass provision discussed above will apply when marijuana is used 
or possessed on private property contrary to the owner’s rules. 

 
- The City as property owner may prohibit possession and use of marijuana on City property.  

The emergency ordinance incorporates such a prohibition as to all City property and creates a 
criminal penalty for its violation.   

 
- Amendment 64 prohibits “open” or “public” consumption of marijuana but does not define 

those terms.  To provide more clarity, the emergency ordinance will amend the Clean Indoor 
Air Act (Title VI, Chapter 13, of the Code) to prohibit marijuana smoking in every place that 
tobacco smoking is currently prohibited.  Other types of open and public marijuana 
consumption will be prohibited by Title VI, Chapter 12. 

 
- The City as an employer can still restrict the on and off duty use of marijuana by employees by 

continuing to enforce its drug testing and personnel policies. 
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The federal government has yet to formally weigh in on Amendment 64.  It is unclear how 
Amendment 64’s conflict with existing federal drug laws, which still treat marijuana as an illegal 
controlled substance, will play out.  President Obama has made comments indicating that it will not 
be a federal priority to enforce federal marijuana prohibitions in states where voters have legalized 
it.  Nonetheless, as a complex and novel issue, this topic will remain at the forefront.  At a 
minimum, additional Code amendments will likely be needed after the General Assembly enacts 
statutory amendments in the next legislative session to implement Amendment 64. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
 
Attachment:  Amendment 64  





















 
 

Staff Report 
 

City Council Study Session Meeting 
January 7, 2013 

 
 
SUBJECT: Draft Ordinances Amending Sections 1-10-1(A) and (C), W.M.C., Concerning 

Mayoral Elections 
 
PREPARED BY: Linda Yeager, City Clerk 
 
Recommended City Council Action 
 
Review two draft ordinances amending Sections 1-10-1(A) and (C), Westminster Municipal Code, 
concerning Mayoral elections and provide direction to staff. 
 
Summary Statement 
 
• Following voter approval of a November 1993 Charter Amendment providing for the direct 

election of the Mayor, legislation was enacted in March of 1995 to establish the term of office, the 
required percentage of votes to be elected Mayor, and “other procedures or requirements for 
electing the Mayor not inconsistent with the City Charter,” as allowed in the November 1993 
ballot question. 

 
• The legislation is reflected in Chapter 10, Title I, Westminster Municipal Code, and requires a 

run-off election between the two highest vote getters be held if a candidate for Mayor does not 
receive at least 40% of the votes cast; a term limit of two consecutive four-year elected terms; and 
that, if a seated City Councillor is elected Mayor, the balance of the Councillor’s unexpired term 
be filled by the candidate for City Councillor receiving the next highest number of votes after all 
other Council positions are filled in the election for the office of Councillor.   

 
• As the November 2013 Biennial Municipal Election approaches, Staff and the Election 

Commission have heightened awareness of the potential for a Mayoral run-off election.  A runoff 
election will need to be conducted by the City because of amendments to election laws enacted by 
the state and federal governments since the provisions for a run-off were adopted locally, which 
will involve substantial expense and effort. 

 
• The attached draft ordinances were prepared at Council’s request.  One removes the need for a 

run-off election and the 40% requirement by providing that the Mayor be elected by a majority of 
votes cast for the office of Mayor.  The other draft deletes the manner by which the remaining 
term of a City Councillor elected to the office of Mayor would be filled and replaces it with 
language contained in Section 1-11-4, which conforms to Section 5.7 of the City Charter.   

 
Expenditure Required:  $0 
 
Source of Funds:  N/A 
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Policy Issues 
 
1. Should the requirement in City Code for electing the Mayor by at least 40 % of the votes cast and 

the corresponding runoff requirements be replaced with a requirement for electing the Mayor by 
the largest percentage of votes cast for the Office of Mayor? 

2. Should the unexpired term of a City Councillor elected to the office of Mayor be filled by 
appointment of a majority of City Council, as prescribed in Section 5.7 of the City Charter and 
Chapter 11 of Title I, rather than by the candidate with the next highest number of votes after all 
Councillor positions are filled in the election for City Councillor positions? 

 
Alternatives 
 
1. A range of alternatives exist with respect to the percentage of votes cast that a candidate for 

Mayor could need in order to be elected to office.  Council could decide to increase, decrease or 
make that number a simple plurality of the votes cast.  If the number is greater than a majority of 
the votes cast, the need for a run-off election should not be deleted from code provisions.   

2. Council could determine no change to the current percentage or run-off election requirement is 
needed, but that the draft ordinance changing the manner to fill the unexpired term of a City 
Councillor elected to the office of Mayor should be considered to remedy the conflicts among 
Section 1-10-1(C), W.M.C., Section 5.7 of the City Charter, and Section 1-11-4, W.M.C. 

 
Background Information 
 
Since voter approval of the November 1993 Charter Amendment providing for direct election of the 
Mayor, there have been five Mayoral elections.  In all but two of those elections, there were contests 
involving two or three candidates on the ballot, and the victor won by a margin in excess of 40% of 
the total votes cast.  While there have been no run-off elections in Westminster’s history, federal and 
state election laws have changed significantly in recent years and the Election Commission has begun 
the process of identifying issues and costs in a proactive approach to develop an election plan that can 
be implemented if a Mayoral run-off election has to be conducted following the November 2013 
election. 
 
The City will have to conduct a run-off election, if needed, as neither Adams County nor Jefferson 
County will conduct the election on our behalf because of equipment security regulations and their 
current inability to conduct special elections for other jurisdictions.  The election will be held by mail 
ballot per Section 7-1-7(A), W.M.C.  At the conclusion of the 2012 Presidential Election, there were 
76,007 registered electors in Westminster.  The cost of postage alone will be approximately $34,000.  
It is estimated the total cost of a run-off election will approach $100,000, as we will need to contract 
for ballot printing, preparation and mailing; counting equipment and programming; legal notices; and 
temporary staffing of election judges to receive, process and prepare returned ballots for counting.  
Detailed costs, the timing of a special election, as well as a mail ballot plan will be developed during 
the first quarter of 2013, knowing that the plan might have to be revised if the 2013 Legislative 
Session results in additional changes to the election law. 
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The second draft ordinance attached provides that if a Councillor with an unexpired term is elected 
Mayor, the unexpired term shall be filled in the manner set forth in Section 1-11-4, W.M.C., by 
appointment of a majority of City Council.  This change would conform with Section 5.7 of the City 
Charter that:  (a) Any vacancy which occurs in the Council shall be filled within thirty (30) days by a 
majority vote of the remaining members of the Council, said appointee to hold office for any balance 
of the unexpired term (Amended 11/7/2002).  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
 
Attachments 



1 

BY AUTHORITY 
 

ORDINANCE NO.   COUNCILLOR'S BILL NO.   
 
SERIES OF 2013  INTRODUCED BY COUNCILLORS 
 
  _______________________________ 

 
A BILL 

FOR AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1-10-1 OF THE WESTMINSTER MUNICIPAL 
CODE CONCERNING ELECTION OF MAYOR 

 
THE CITY OF WESTMINSTER ORDAINS: 
 
 Section 1.  Section 1-10-1, subsection (A), W.M.C., is hereby AMENDED as follows: 
 
1-10-1:  ELECTION AND TERM LIMITATION OF MAYOR:  (2308 3064 3129) 
 
(A) The Mayor shall be elected for a four- (4) year term by a vote of the electorate at a regular City 
election.  To be elected, a candidate must receive the largest percentage at least forty percent (40%) of the 
votes cast for the office of Mayor.  If no candidate receives at least forty percent (40%), the two 
candidates with the highest number of votes for Mayor shall participate in a run-off election, which shall 
be held at the earliest possible date after the regular City election, and subject to the rules and procedures 
for municipal elections adopted by the City, as applicable.  The successful candidate in the run-off 
election shall take office at the first regular Council meeting following the run-off election.  Until the 
newly elected Mayor takes office, the previous Mayor shall continue in office.   
 
 Section 2.  Section 1-10-2, subsection (A), W.M.C., is hereby AMENDED as follows: 
 
1-10-2:  MAYOR PRO TEMPORE:  (1699 2308) 
 
(A) The City Council shall, at its first meeting following each regular City election, or at the first 
regular meeting following a run-off election if applicable, and after the newly elected Mayor and 
Councillors take office, elect one (1) Councillor to serve as Mayor Pro Tempore for a term of two (2) 
years expiring at the first City Council meeting following the next regular City election.  
 
 Section 3.  This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage after second reading.  The title and 
purpose of this ordinance shall be published prior to its consideration on second reading.  The full text of 
this ordinance shall be published within ten (10) days after its enactment after second reading.   

 
 INTRODUCED, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND TITLE AND PURPOSE ORDERED 
PUBLISHED this        day of                     , 2013. 
 
 PASSED, ENACTED ON SECOND READING, AND FULL TEXT ORDERED PUBLISHED 
this             day of                         , 2013. 
 
 
  _______________________________ 
ATTEST:  Mayor 
 
__________________________ 
City Clerk  APPROVED AS TO LEGAL FORM: 
 
  _______________________________ 
  City Attorney’s Office 



1 

BY AUTHORITY 
 

ORDINANCE NO.   COUNCILLOR'S BILL NO.   
 
SERIES OF 2013  INTRODUCED BY COUNCILLORS 
 
  _______________________________ 

 
A BILL 

FOR AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1-10-1 OF THE WESTMINSTER MUNICIPAL 
CODE CONCERNING FILLING A COUNCIL VACANCY UPON MAYORAL ELECTION 

 
THE CITY OF WESTMINSTER ORDAINS: 
 
 Section 1.  Section 1-10-1, subsection (C) W.M.C, is hereby AMENDED as follows: 
 
1-10-1:  ELECTION AND TERM LIMITATION OF MAYOR:  (2308 3064 3129) 
. . .  
 
(C) Any Councillor may be a candidate for the office of Mayor, but no person may run for the office of 
Mayor and Councillor at the same election.  If a Councillor with an unexpired term is elected Mayor, the 
unexpired term shall be filled in the manner prescribed by Section 1-11-4, W.M.C.served by the candidate 
for Councillor who receives the next highest number of votes after all other Councillor positions are filled 
in the election for Councillor positions. 
. . . 
 
 Section 2.  This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage after second reading.  The title and 
purpose of this ordinance shall be published prior to its consideration on second reading.  The full text of 
this ordinance shall be published within ten (10) days after its enactment after second reading.   

 
 

 INTRODUCED, PASSED ON FIRST READING, AND TITLE AND PURPOSE ORDERED 
PUBLISHED this        day of                     , 2013. 
 
 PASSED, ENACTED ON SECOND READING, AND FULL TEXT ORDERED PUBLISHED 
this             day of                         ,  2013. 
 
 
  _______________________________ 
  Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________ 
City Clerk  APPROVED AS TO LEGAL FORM: 
 
  _______________________________ 
  City Attorney’s Office 
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Information Only Staff Report 
January 7, 2013 

 
 

 SUBJECT:  Focused Workweek Update 
 
PREPARED BY: Aric Otzelberger, Assistant to the City Manager 
 
 
Summary Statement 
 
This report is for City Council information only and no action is required by City Council. 
 
August 2, 2012 marked the second anniversary of the City of Westminster’s Focused Workweek 
schedule for several operations and facilities.  When City Council approved moving to this schedule 
on a permanent basis in 2011, City Council requested an update assessing how the schedule 
functioned during 2012.  This report is intended to fulfill this request.  
 
From an operational perspective, it appears that the Focused Workweek is working well and, for the 
most part, adjustments have been made where appropriate.  The City has realized several benefits 
from the Focused Workweek, including enhancements to customer service, reduced environmental 
impact for City operations, modest cost savings, productivity gains in certain areas and enhanced 
employee recruitment and retention ability.  Staff continues to explore ways to make the Focused 
Workweek better for citizens, business and employees. 
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Background Information 
 
On August 2, 2010, the City initiated a Focused Workweek trial for several operations and facilities.  
Under this schedule, business hours run from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm, Monday through Thursday with 
Friday closures.  On May 16, 2011, Staff returned to City Council with a nine-month assessment of 
the Focused Workweek trial.  As part of this assessment, Staff conducted surveys of citizens, 
contractors, City Council and Staff.  Staff also looked at actual customer activity during the revised 
hours.  Finally, Staff looked at impacts of the Focused Workweek schedule on energy usage, 
employee leave usage and other items.  Based on the assessment, the City realized several benefits 
from the Focused Workweek trial, including enhancements to customer service, reduced 
environmental impact for City operations, modest cost savings, productivity gains in certain areas and 
enhanced employee recruitment and retention ability.   
 
On May 23, 2011, City Council adopted a resolution to move business hours for City Hall, Municipal 
Court and several administrative offices to the Focused Workweek schedule on a permanent basis.  
The Focused Workweek change applied to 306 or 34% of City employees.  Approximately 60% of 
City employees already worked a “focused” schedule before the Focused Workweek change.  This 
included Staff in Police, Fire, Utilities Operations, Park Services, Utility Plants, and Fleet.  Currently, 
approximately 94% of City employees work a “focused schedule.”   
 
During review of the nine month assessment, City Council requested that Staff provide an update in 
the future after roughly another year of experience as to how the Focused Workweek schedule is 
working.  To this end, Staff conducted a focus group meeting in fall of 2012 following the two year 
anniversary of the Focused Workweek schedule.  The focus group consisted of division managers and 
supervisors across a wide variety of City operations.  The purpose of this meeting was to have an open 
and honest discussion about the Focused Workweek with an eye towards making it better both 
externally and internally.  A variety of experiences, successes, challenges and ideas were shared by 
focus group members.   
 
From an operational perspective, it appears that the Focused Workweek is working well and, for the 
most part, adjustments have been made where appropriate.  Many managers talked about improved 
efficiency and effectiveness due to the better alignment of staff schedules under the Focused 
Workweek (meeting scheduling, “knowing where everyone is,” predictability, consistency, etc.).  
However, there were concerns expressed in certain areas regarding the schedule’s “compression” 
factor and its impact on certain processes.  To this end, there appears to be some opportunity for 
adjustments to these impacted processes.  Staff agreed to examine their operations to see if there are 
opportunities to revise certain business processes to improve effectiveness and efficiency under the 
Focused Workweek.  This will be an ongoing effort and Staff will communicate with City Council if 
process adjustments are proposed in the future. 
 
Another primary discussion item consisted of schedule flexibility with employees.  As was the case 
before the Focused Workweek, schedule flexibility varies by department, division and workgroup.  
There was a good discussion at the focus group meeting regarding parameters for flexibility and under 
what circumstances a regular “flex” might be appropriate.  Of course, with an organization of this 
size, it is difficult and not the best management practice to institute a “one size fits all” approach to 
“flex” scheduling with employees.  With this in mind, the City will continue its administrative policy 
where Department Heads and Division Managers will have the responsibility and discretion to work 
with employees on flexible work schedules based on operational needs.  An employee’s job functions, 
responsibilities, work group impact  and overall performance will be factored into decisions on regular 
flexible work schedules.  The guiding light for consideration of “flex” schedule requests will be “does 
this help meet operational needs without having a negative impact on customer service and 
productivity?”    
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The Focused Workweek schedule supports the City’s Strategic Plan Goals of “Financially Sustainable 
City Government Providing Exceptional Services” and “Beautiful and Environmentally Sensitive 
City.”  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
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