HEARING OFFICER, CAREER SERVICE BOARD
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, COLORADO
Appeal No. 18-15

DECISION AFFIRMING DISCIPLINARY REDUCTION IN PAY

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF:
KENNETH ARCHULETA, Appellant.
vs.
DENVER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, AIRPORT INFRASTRUCTURE MANAGEMENT DIVISION,
and the City and County of Denver, a municipal corporation. Agency.

I. INTRODUCTION
The Appellant. Kenneth Archuleta. appeals the disciplinary reduction In pay
imposed on him by his employer. the Facilltles Management Division of the Denver
International Airport, for alleged violations of specified Career Service rules. A hearing
concerning this appeal was conducted by Bruce A Plotkin, Hearing Officer, on June 15,
2015. The Agency was represented by Jessica Allen. Assistant City Attorney, whlle the
Appellant appeared pro se. Agency exhibits 1 through 4, 5-2, 5-4. 5-8. 6 through 12, 29,
30, 37 and 38 were admitted. Appellant presented no additional exhibits. The Agency
called Ron Savage and Mark Baker during its case in chief. and Appellant testified on
his own behalf.

II. ISSUES
The following issues were presented for appeal:

A whether the Appellant violated any of the following Career Service Rules: 16-60 A.;
B.; J.; or K.:
B. if the Appellant violated any of the aforementioned Career Service Rules, whether
the Agency's decision to reduce his pay temporarily conformed to the purposes of
discipline under CSR 16-20;

111. FINDINGS
Appellant, Kenneth Archuleta, is a Master Trades Worker a t Denver International
Airport ("the Agency" or "DIA") where he has worked for 14 years. His principal duties
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are the maintenance and monitoring of the airport's heat and air conditioning systems
at the Central Utility Plant (CUP) on DIA property. With his training and experience he
is expected to be able to address issues with the air conditioning and other systems at
the CUP. As an incumbent of a position in the Career SeNice, he is subject to the
disciplinary rules of the Career Service Board.
Critical airport operations such as the control tower and airport security
communications depend on air conditioning chillers at the CUP to cool their computers.
If cooled air does not reach those computers, they would shut down, and essential
operations would cease. including the cancellation of all flights in and out of DIA
(Baker testimony). Consequently. the report of an unintended shut-down of the CUP
chiller's triggers can trigger a critical incident, to which top-level personnel are required
to respond immediately. (Baker testimony). Because of the importance of the chillers,
plant operators are required to conduct rounds of all plant equipment every 3 hours to
check equipment function and measures. (Savage testimony).
Since the chillers are critical to airport operations, the Agency uses three.
overlapping, round-the-clock shifts at the plant with the first shift hours from 6:00 o.m. to
4:00 p.m .• the second shift from 12:00 noon to 10:00 p .m. and the third shift from 9:00
p.m. to 7:00 a.m. the following morning. (Savage testimony). That overlap ensures the
operator on duty has time to update the next shift operator on systems status and any
problems in the plant.
For 20 years. the chillers ran only by manual operation, (Savage testimony). Then,
in 2013. an automated control system. METASYS. was installed by Johnson Controls. The
new control system ran both the old York chillers and new Trone chillers. Archuleta was
well-familiar with the manual system before the 2013 updates. He even taught other
operators how to conduct manual operations. but he did not familiarize himself with
METASYS, despite having attended multiple trainings, meetings, and one-on-one
observations specific to that purpose. In addition, Johnson Controls personnel
remained under contract to respond to issues and questions about the updated
system. but Archuleta did not avail himself of that resource. Although Aruchuleta is the
most senior of seven operators, he is the only one to have significant issues operating
METASYS controls. (See Exhibit 6-1; Savage testimony) .
Before describing the problems that arose on January 27, 2015, a primer on the
CUP cooling system is useful. If the outside air is sufficiently cold. the CUP operator
switches from chiller-produced cold air to a heat exchanger which tokes in outside air.
This is also known as "free cooling. " and is obviously a much less expensive means to
produce air conditioning than condenser/chiller produced cool air.
When the outside temperature worms up, the operator must switch the system
from free cooling to condenser/chiller produced air (aka "mechanical cooling") in
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order to maintain sufficient 68 degree cooled air for ultimate destinations such as for
the cooling of rooms and computers, as well as returning warm air from those sources.
Since the system water temperature rises with the outside air temperature, transitioning
to and from free and mechanical cooling is a normal duty for plant operators who must
be vigilant to monitor water and air temperatures, along with other measures.
Before 2013, the transition between free and mechanical cooling was entirely
manual. Archuleta was proficient at that process. (Savage testimony; Exhibits 8, 9, l 0).
The 2013 METASYS installation partially automated that process with an eye toward
optimal performance. However, operators still must understand the process in order to
intervene if there is a problem or to override the system based on the operator's
analysis of those factors mentioned above, plus water pressure, flow, and other factors.
On January 27, 2015, Archuleta was the plant operator for the CUP on his shift
which began at 4:00 p.m. As is customary, the plant operator from the day shift,
Anthony Curtis, informed Archuleta of the status regarding the CUP. Curtis advised him
chiller pumps were running manually while the rest of the system was in automatic.
Archuleta would hove known from the update and from having conducted his first
round what equipment was running and in which mode.
The situation just described resulted when Curtis began a transition from free
cooling to mechanlcal cooling, a process which was still under way when Archuleta
began his shift. Partial transitioning is a normal occurrence between shifts because a
sump, containing a reservoir of 250,000 gallons of water which circulates through the
system, requires time to cool down once the transition begins. The process must be
continually monitored. However. Archuleta would have known that status both from
Curtis' explanation at the shift change and his own rounds of the plant. When Curtis left
at 4:00 p.m., the system was running normally, (Savage testimony). but needed to be
monitored. 1
The evidence establishes it is more likely than not that, shortly ofter 4:00 p.m., rising
water temperature triggered a safety shutdown of the chillers. At that point. the
operator must assess the situation. Clicking on the METASYS screen to open a valve
does not instantly open the valve due to the size of the valves and reaction of the
actuators to the electric command. A valve may require 5 minutes or more to open
fully. If the operator is not patient and, seeing no response to his command. continues
clicking commands on screen, the system will lock. (Savage testimony) . Archuleta.
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who acknowledged his poor understanding of the system, likely continued to press
commands on the METASYS screen.2
Normally, If the system locks, it may be rebooted, but if it has been locked for a
long period, it will not reboot. as likely happened In this case.3 At that point alarms are
triggered. (Savage testimony). Even though the METASYS/Trane system is locked at
that point. the older York chillers could be engaged manually, however Archuleta did
not do that. (Savage testimony). While the status at that point was a plant failure, it was
not deemed a catastrophic failure which would require notifying upper airport
management. (ldJ.
At 4:23 p.m., Instead of contacting Savage or Johnson Controls, Archuleta called
the Maintenance Control Center, the airport equivalent of 911, to ask for help. If
Maintenance Control understands there Is a catastrophic failure, upper management.
including the Chief Executive Officer of DIA Kim Day, and the upper management
team inteNenes to decide what course of action to take, since critical operations or
lives are at risk. Maintenance Control made that contact.
At 4:58 Archuleta told Maintenance Control the plant had a control system Issue,
that he was trying to reboot the system, and if that did not work, he would switch to
manual mode to restart the system. Four minutes later, Archuleta called "now In a
panic," and his third-level supeNisor was informed. At 5:29, Archuleta reported to the
Maintenance Control Center that the chillers were no longer running ("the central plant
Is down"). Maintenance Control immediately contacted Archuleta's Immediate
supeNisor, Ron Savage, who drove immediately from his off-duty location to DIA
(Exhibit 4-1) .
When Savage arrived, he was able to restart the plant In manual mode, showed
Archuleta each step, and advised Maintenance Control that the system was back
online. Up to that time, Savage never had a situation where upper management had
been contacted over a CUP Issue. The entire sequence, above, could have been
avoided by carefully monitoring the system and, even if allowed to go down, by
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restarting it manually. (Savage testimony). Savage memorialized the events to his
supervisor at her request three days later. (Exhibit 74).
The Agency served Archuleta with a letter in contemplation of discipline on March
5, 2015, followed by a pre-disciplinary meeting, held on Morch 17, 2015. The Agency
issued a notice of disclpllne March 31, 2015, and the Appellant perfected this appeal
tlmely on April 13, 2015.
IV. ANALYSIS

A Jurisdiction and Review
Jurisdiction is proper under CSR § 19-lOA.1.o .. as a direct appeal of a temporary
reduction In pay. I am required to conduct a de novo review, meaning to consider all
the evidence as though no previous action had been taken. Turner v. Rossmiller, 532
P.2d 751 (Colo. App. 1975).
B. Burden and Standard of Proof
The Agency retains the burden of persuasion, throughout the case, to prove that
Archuleta violated one or more cited sections of the Career Service Rules, and to prove
its decision to reduce his pay for 13 pay periods complied with CSR 16-20. The standard
by which the Agency must prove its claims is a preponderance of the evidence.

1. CSR 16-60 A. Neglect of Duty.
To sustain a violation under CSR 16-60 A, the Agency must establish Archuleta
failed to perform a job duty known to him. In re Romero, CSA 01-12, 7 (4/17 /12), citing
In re Compos, et al, CSA 56-08, 7 (4/17 /12). (CSB 6/18/09).
The Agency alleged Archuleta had a duty, but neglected, to inform himself or
otherwise to ask for help, how to address the kind of issues with the CUP chillers that
resulted In their shutdown on January 27, 2015. Archuleta did not dispute It was his duty
to respond appropriately to issues regarding the CUP chillers. Instead, Archuleta replied
(1) The Agency failed to train him to operate the new chiller properly, (Archuleta
testimony), (2) his co-worker, Anthony Curtis, failed to teach him how to operate the
new chiller. (Id.) and (3) other plant operators allowed "catastrophic failures" in CUP
operation, but their Immediate supervisor. Ron Savage, failed to discipline them while
assessing discipline against him (Archuleta) for ·any little incident that's come up," as a
"personal vendetta being played out by Ron and supported by the management
team .... " (Archuleta opening statement).
The Agency claimed the following evidence proved Archuleta knew or should
have known how to restart the plant manually on January 27.
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1. Savage testified Archuleta was familiar with the manual restart standard
operating procedure. (Exhibit 37; Savage testimony). Appellant responded he was not
famlllar with the manual restart as It applied to the new Trane chlllers. (Archuleta
testimony). Whlle Archuleta's response may well be true, that he was not familiar with
the restart procedure, the question remains whether he had a duty to know it and
apply it. As more fully described below, under the discussion for CSR 16-60 K., his
position required him to be sufficiently knowledgeable to operate the plant safely and
efficiently.
2. Archuleta was familiar with the written Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
for the York chiller, includlng how to restart it manually. (Exhibit 29-1; Exhibit 30; Exhibit
37). Archuleta responded the primary chillers are the new Trane chillers, not the old
York chlllers, and the SOPs weren't updated. (Archuleta testimony). Despite his
categorization of the Trane chillers as "new," he had worked with them for two years.
and there was no significant evidence that any other operator had an Issue operating
them. While Archuleta alleged that other operators caused unpunished catastrophic
failures, he provided no specific instance, operator, witness, or document to support his
bald assertion.
3. A test given to all 7 plant operators in February 2015 included a question what
steps to take to restore the chlllers in manual mode if they shut down. Only two
operators answered correctly. Archuleta was one of them. (Exhibit 38 @ # 13) .
Appellant responded that, while he passed the test, It covered the old manual restart
for the York chillers. (Archuleta testimony). Even if true, for reasons stated immediately
above, Archuleta should have known how to restart the plant manually, and should not
have allowed the plant to go down in the first place.
4. SOPs which provide step-by-step Instructions how to conduct a manual restart
were on site at the time of the Incident, (Exhibits 30, 37), and Archuleta was well-aware
of them. He responded that the SOPs fall to address how to manually restart the
primary Trane chillers. (Archuleta testimony). Savage testified convincingly that the
Trane restart procedure is substantially the same as for the York chillers. Also Archuleta
falled to avail himself of video and one-on-one training to learn any differences In
restart procedures under METASYS.
5. Archuleta attended several training sessions on the METASYS system, including
manual re-starts, from December 21-22, 2014, and likely again shortly before the
incident from January 13-17,2015.s (Exhibit 29-1; Exhibit 11; Savage testimony) . He was
on vacation for half of the four-day Trane chlller training but had access to complete
video recording of the training, documents from that training, worked with the new
system for nearly two years before the January 27, 2015 incident had immediate
access to the SOPs governing its use and had access to anyone who could answer
questions, from co-workers and supervisors to Johnson Controls personnel. Instead he
called Maintenance Control, resulting in the emergency notifications described above.
5

Sa,age did not n:call or have rccnrJs specitically indicating whether Archuleta al\em.lcd this spccitic training. hut the trnining
log. Exhihit 29. in<lica1es ··all staff· rccl.'i\cd thl.' tr:iining. and Archuh:ta did not l!l.'ny that hi.' w.is present for ii. inercly th.it he
couldn't remember hcing 1hcrl.'.

6

Appellant responded that he couldn't recall if he attended the training, he didn't
belleve he was there, and that he couldn't recall being trained on the manual restart
process for the Trane chillers. (Archuleta testimony) .
Archuleta's decrying of the Agency's failure to train him assumes the Agency
must spoon-feed Its plant operators the knowledge how to assess and respond to each
variant of Issues that may arise. While the Agency's SOPs accompllsh that task to some
degree (e.g. see Exhibit# 30 - 37), the position requires operators to be able to diagnose
and respond appropriately to the myriad possible problems that might arise from a
complex system (Exhibit 8 - 10). It is apparent that not every possible issue can be
anticipated and placed Into an SOP; thus operators tend to be somewhat self-taught
and become astute In learning tricks of the trade. (Archuleta testimony; Curtis
testimony; Savage testimony). Moreover, Archuleta proudly proclaimed his expertise in
having learned how to deal with such contingencies before the new system was
Installed In 2013. (Archuleta testimony).
In addition, it appears ample training was provided. (Exhibits 11; 12; 29; 38).
Further, multiple resources were at Aruchletta's disposition to flll any training gaps:
Johnson was retained. no doubt at considerable cost. as a round-the-clock resource for
issues and emergencies related to the 2013 installation; video-toped training sessions
are retained and are available for viewing anytime during work hours; Archuleta's coworkers and boss were available and wllling to share their knowledge.
Archuleta claimed he was not provided guidance from Savage or co-worker
Anthony Curtis how to use the new control system. But the preponderance of the
credible evidence indicates Archuleto's demeaning attacks, poor attitude, and failure
to llsten to guidance or to ask questions was the root cause of his failure to acquire the
information he needed from others. (Savage testimony; Exhibits. 1-5; 1-6).
Irrespective of Agency-provided training, it is Archuleta's duty, particularly as the
most senior of the Moster Trodes Workers, to take it upon himself to learn how to
operate the equipment he controls, including assessing and resolving Issues as they
arise. At the time of the Incident on January 27, 2015, he had not sufficiently informed
himself of the protocols to prevent, or to resolve the issues as they arose.
The issues arising on January 27, 2015 were within Archuleta's capacity as a
Senior Trades Worker, and he had sufficient experience, training, and knowledge to
resolve them. Consequently, Archuleta was neglectful of his duty to insure the safe and
efficient operation of CUP systems. (Exhibit 10-2).
In addition, Archuleta's failure to understand Curtis' assessment at the shift
change on January 27, 2015, and failure to ask questions which could hove avoided
the subsequent plant shutdown, was a neglect of his duty to insure the proper
exchange of information at the beginning of his shift. (Exhibit 10-1).
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2. CSR 16-60 B. Carelessness in the performance of duties and responsibilities

CSR 16-60 A and CSR 16-60 B share slmllar elements of proof. They are
distinguished in that. under 16-60 B., it is the Appellant's acts (performance), rather than
his omissions (neglect), which are reviewed. See In re Slmpleman, CSA 31-06, 4-5
(10/20/06). Thus, a violation under this rule occurs for performing poorly, rather than
neglecting to perform. an important duty.
Archuleta's training included diagnosing and preventing the chiller shut-down on
January 27, 2015. Similarly, once the chiller shut down, he should have known how to
restart it manually. His failed attempt at restarting the plant, as described above, was a
careless performance of his duty to operate the CUP safely and efficiently.
3. CSR 16-60 J. Failing to do assigned work which the employee is capable of
performing.

This rule contains two discrete violations: failure to comply with an order and
failure to perform assigned work, whether or not under direct order. In re Clayton, CSA
111-09, 7 (4/16/10). A violation of the second part of this rule Is established by (1) proof
of an assigned duty (2) which the employee is capable of performing, but (3) which the
employee falls to perform. In re Mounllm, CSA 87-07, 7 (7 /10/08). The Agency pursued
only this latter portion of CSR 16-60 J. against Archuleta, his failure to perform assigned
work. (pre-hearing statement by counsel for the Agency) .
Savage testified that Archuleta has sufficient experience, training, and
knowledge to have operated the CUP so as to have avoided the shutdown on January
27, 2015. and once it did shut down, to have been able to restart service. Archuleta
replied the Agency provided insufficient training and that Curtis failed to communicate
meaningfully with him.
Neither response mitigates Archuleta's responsibility. He had ample experience
and training to operate CUP systems as presently installed, including knowing how to
resolve operational issues. It was his duty as a Master Trades Worker with 14 years
experience to resolve the kind of Issues that arose on January 27, 2015. His failure to
assess and resolve those issues effectively violated 16-60 J.
Moreover, Savage testified credibly that the same manual start procedure, (Exhibit
37), still applies after the 2013 automated updates, and that copies of the standard
operating procedures for that training was provided both to Archuleta. and available
on site. (Savage testimony; exhibit 29). Also, Archuleta received training on the manual
start procedures for the updated control system. (Savage testimony; Exhibit 29).
Archuleta replied he was on vacation and not present for the training on
December 21-24, 2014 training. That is partially correct. Archuleta attended the first 2
days of the 4-day training before leaving on a pre-approved vacation for the last two
days of that training; however, It should have been obvious to Archuleta that, for the
portion he attended, the training was video-recorded. and that the video was
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avallable to view any time. Moreover, as a Moster Trades Worker, Archuleta Is charged
with taking proactive steps to ensure his knowledge remains current for the equipment
he is charged with operating. (See Exhibit l 0-3; Savage testimony).
Next. even If Archuleta had a personality clash with Curtis, it does not absolve
Archuleta of his responsibility either to attempt learn from Curtis or to find a different
way to learn the two-year old "new" system:
Finally, Archuleta's claim that the system Is new and he is still learning It Is not
persuasive. The other operators, all of whom have less experience than Archuleta.
have learned the system.
4. CSR 16-60 K. Failing to meet established standards of performance, as it
relates to:

Moster Trodes Worker 2014 Performance Enhancement Pion Report (PEPR)
Plant Operations Outcome - Operate and maintain oil mechanical
systems in the Central Utility Plant and Pre-Conditioned air plants to
ensure safe and efficient operations.

This rule covers performance deficiencies that may be measured by qualitative or
quantitative standards, such as those one would find in a performance evaluatlon
(PEP). In re Castaneda, CSA 79-03, 12 (12/ 18/02). In order to prove an employee
violated this rule, the agency must prove (1) it established a standard; (2) it clearly
communicated the standards: and (3) the employee failed to meet that standard. In
re Rodriguez. CSA 12-10, 9 (10/22/10), citing In re Mounjim, CSA 87-07, 8 (7 /10/08). The
Agency alleged Archuleta failed to meet the above-stated standard from his annual
work expectations.
This standard was not in dispute, nor did Archuleta dispute he was aware of that
PEPR standard. The Agency, for reasons stated above, established that Archuleta
failed to operate the CUP In a safe and efficient manner on January 27, 2015 when the
plant shut down due to his neglect of established protocols, and careless operation to
avoid It. He also vlolated this standard by his failure to reboot the system manually,
although it was within his capability, experience and training.

V. DEGREE OF DISCIPLINE
The purpose of discipline is to correct inappropriate behavior if possible. In that
regard. Appointing authorities are directed by CSR 16-20 to consider the severity of the
offense, an employee's past record, and the penalty most likely to achieve
compllance with the rules. CSR§ 16-20.
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A. Seriousness of the violations.

Archuleta's violations resulting from his fallure to learn how to operate METASYS,
could well have shut down DIA at enormous cost to the City. The top-most levels of
airport management were alerted to a near-crisis that was entirely avoidable by the
performance of normal duties. The duty of a CUP operator Is to avoid precisely those
outcomes.
8. Past Record
The Agency listed only one prior violation for Archuleta, a written reprimand.
Under other circumstances, a single written reprimand would not be an aggravating
factor. Under the circumstances of this case, listed immediately below, his written
reprimand Is concerning and carries additional significance.
1. The reprimand was assessed only two weeks before the current incident. 2. The
previous Incident involved many of the same issues of attitude leading to the current
discipline. 3, Two of the violations In the reprimand were CSR 16-60 M., and 0 ., which
are, respectively, "(t)hreatenlng, fighting with, intimidating, or abusing employees..."
and his" (f)allure to maintain satisfactory relationships with co-workers .... " Both violations
were based, in large measure, on Archuleta's unrepentant "negativity, offensive
language, and hostile attitude at work. " Archuleta did not grieve that reprimand.
It is noteworthy that both disciplinary actions occurred after the installation of new
chlllers and METASYS control system In 2013, lending credlbllity to the Inference,
described below, that Archuleta's prior self-confidence and high work reviews under
the old, manual system, turned to insecurity and anger after the more complex system
was installed.
C. Likelihood of Reform
It appears from the evidence that Archuleta had difficulty adapting to and
understanding the 2013 CUP updates. (Compare, e.g. 8-2 and 9-2 with 10-2 at the top;
Savage testimony) . Instead of asking for help and admitting his need for explanation, it
appears he masked his insecurity by becoming angry with and demeaning to those
who could best help him. That response reverses the role of DIA employment, to serve
the travelling public, and to serve co-workers since they shore the same mission.
Even if. as alleged by Archuleta, his co-workers and bosses were against him - and
the evidence does not support this claim - it Is evident that one of the most important
attributes of a Master Trades Worker at the CUP is the willingness to use all resources
avallable to maintain critical operations of the airport served by those Trades Workers.
(See, e.g. Exhibits 8-1; 8-2; 10-2). At DIA. that responsibility requires employees to rise
above personal conflicts in service of the traveling public. Archuleta's resentment
could well have shut down an international airport.
It appears Archuleta has the capacity to regain the leadership role he enjoyed
before the changes to the CUP in 2013. (See, e.g. Exhibit 8- comments). However, it
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remained unclear at the end of hearing whether Archuleta has accepted his role in the
near-debacle of shutting down DIA; nor is it evident he has assumed the responsibility to
learn how to operate the chlller system as It Is now installed. by all means avallable to
him, Including the wllllngness to ask questions and learn from co-workers regardless of
his feelings toward them. Given that the llkellhood of Archuleta's reform was not
establlshed, It would have been within the Agency's discretion to dismiss him.
VI. ORDER
The Agency's decision to assess Appellant a 4.55% reduction in pay for 13-pay periods Is
AFFIRMED.
DONE July 30, 2015.
Bruce A Plotkin
Career Service Hearing Officer

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO FILE PETITION FOR REVIEW
You may petition the Career Service Board for review of this decision, in
accordance with the requirements of CSR § 19-60 et seq.. within fifteen calendar
days after the date of mailing of the Hearing Officer's decision, as stated In the
decision's certificate of delivery. The Career Service Rules are available as a link
at www.denvergov.org/csa.
All petitions for review must be filed with the following:
Career Service Board
c/o OHR Executive Director's Office
201 W. Colfax Avenue, Dept. 412. 4th Floor
Denver, CO 80202
FAX: 720-913-5720
EMAIL: CareerServiceBoardAppeals@denvergov.org

AND
Career Service Hearing Office
201 W. Colfax, l st Floor
Denver. CO 80202
FAX: 720-913-5995
EMAIL: CSAHearings@denvergov.org.
AND
Opposing parties or their representatives, if any.
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