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A. Background and Scope of Investigation 

 

Colorado Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) retained ILG Legal Services Division d/b/a 

Investigations Law Group LLC (“ILG”) to investigate an incident that took place during a 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (“CPW” or “the Agency”) event in Vail, Colorado on April 19, 2022.  

DNR has several divisions under its purview, one of which is CPW.   

 

At the 2022 Colorado Parks and Wildlife Partners in the Outdoors Conference, CPW Director 

Daniel Prenzlow made a statement directed at CPW employee Alease “Aloe” Lee. This statement 

is at the heart of this investigation.  Ms. Lee serves as the Statewide Partnership Coordinator for 

CPW and was an instrumental part of the team that put the conference in Vail together.   

 

At an awards ceremony on the last night of the conference, which was attended by more than 600 

participants, Mr. Prenzlow deviated from his prepared closing remarks and attempted to thank Ms. 

Lee for her hard work at the conference.  In looking around the large room to locate Ms. Lee, 

Director Prenzlow found her near the rear and stated, “Oh there’s Aloe, in the back of the bus.”  

This statement is not contested.  Ms. Lee is Black and Director Prenzlow is white. 

 

During and after the conference, Ms. Lee responded to this statement and other events related to 

the Conference.  She used State resources for some of these responses, including a Conference 

App, her email and her department title and signature block. These communications contained 

accusations of racism, expletives and a racial slur directed to Director Prenzlow and a non-

employee partner who was present at the conference.  These remarks by Ms. Lee were the subject 

of their own separate investigation.  

 

Ms. Lee was a new employee of CPW at the time of the conference, having only been hired in 

January 2022.  Her work on the conference covered many areas, from planning the framework of 

the conference, to audio visual needs, to hosting the event in person.  

 

Director Prenzlow has worked for CPW 37 years.  He has worked his way up through the ranks to 

the topmost position in the Agency.  In his position, Director Prenzlow plans, organizes, directs, 

and manages the operation of CPW.  His other duties include interpreting and implementing 

statues, policies, and directives from DNR as well as managing a sound budget and financial 

management.  Director Prenzlow attended the conference in Vail as the senior leader of the 

Agency. 

 

DNR retained us to investigate the following specific scope:   

 

• Provide the Agency with a written report outlining process to investigate 

allegations of racial discrimination and/or harassment at a public event or by a 

Director and the actions and events following.    
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o Conduct confidential interviews with witnesses, the complainant(s) and 

the accused to document and determine if the statements constituted 

discrimination and/or harassment. This may include interviewing past 

and current coworkers, supervisors, and subordinates. 

o Summarize interviews.  

o Prepare a presentation to leadership on the process, summary of 

interviews, summary of any real or perceived violations to process, rule 

or law, including any existing State policies, as well as DNR internal 

policies or the code of conduct. 

o Maintain confidentiality. 

• The investigation should help DNR determine whether the comments made by 

its employees should be considered a violation of policy, rule, or law. The report 

should shed light on whether there is a pattern of such behavior by the Director 

of CPW. This report should also inquire if his career and tenure created a 

healthy workplace, and if he has been an effective leader in the past, particularly 

at addressing equity. To do this work, his personnel file may be relevant.  The 

investigation should also inquire into whether or not the Director is able to be 

an effective leader moving forward. 

 

We broke this scope down into three essential categories: First, did the statement at issue likely 

violate State or Agency policy?1 Second, is there a pattern of such behavior by the Director?  Third, 

has Director Prenzlow created a healthy workplace around issues of equity in the workplace, and 

can he be an effective leader moving forward? 

 

B. Independence, Standard of Review and Work Product Protection 

 

Consistent with our role as impartial third-party investigators, we determined the list of witnesses, 

the documents, and any other data required to investigate this matter.  No one at DNR attempted 

to, or in fact did, influence or steer the fact-finding or preparation of this report. DNR agreed to 

pay for the investigation regardless of its outcome.  We conducted this investigation and I reached 

my findings independent of any outside influence.  

In this report, we present the scope of the investigation, our methodology, a summary of facts on 

both sides of each issue, and my findings.  This report does not contain any recommendations for 

personnel action. In reaching findings, we used a preponderance of the evidence standard.  This 

means that an allegation is substantiated, or answered in the affirmative, if it is more likely than 

not to be so.  Conversely, an allegation is not substantiated, or answered in the negative, if it is less 

likely than so to be the case. 

 
1 Although the written scope asks us to make findings whether there was “discrimination and/or harassment” and 

whether there were real or perceived “violations … of law,” my findings are specifically limited to policy violation 

and factual findings.  We make no legal findings in this report. 
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prepare this report, and we did so, completing it on the date above. Given the breadth of the field 

work and seriousness of the matter at hand, we completed this project in a timely manner under 

relevant industry standards. 

 

E. Summary of Material Evidence and Findings 

 

(1) Material Evidence on issue whether the remark likely violates State or Agency policy  

 

The Colorado Parks and Wildlife Partners in the Outdoors Conference ran from April 18-20, 2022.  

The Awards Ceremony was on April 19, 2022.  The statement from Director Prenzlow, directed 

at Ms. Lee and including the phrase “back of the bus,” occurred that night. 

 

There is no dispute that this statement was made, and Director Prenzlow acknowledged it.  That 

said, there is evidence on both sides as to whether this remark implicates State and Agency policy. 

That evidence follows. 

 

a.  State and Agency policies that apply 

 

The following State and Agency policies likely apply to this situation:  

 
Universal State Personnel System Policy – Anti-Harassment: Colorado State 

Government . . . prohibits discriminatory practices. Such practices include harassment or 

retaliation based on a person’s race . . . Harassment, whether verbal, physical, or 
environmental, is unacceptable and will not be tolerated in the workplace itself or in other 

work-related settings such as . . .  conferences . . .  

 
Definitions:  Harassment:  any offensive conduct, verbal or physical, based on a person’s . 

. .  race . . . if such conduct adversely affects that person’s work performance or 

employment status, or otherwise creates an intimidating, hostile or offensive work 

environment.   
 

Colorado Universal Policy Non-Discrimination: . . . The State is committed to providing 

a workplace free of unlawful discrimination, harassment, or unwelcome behavior based on 
. . . race . . .  

 

Universal Policy: Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion in State Employment: The State of 

Colorado is most successful in serving our residents when our workforce reflects the 
diversity of our communities.  . . .  a diverse and inclusive state workforce is crucial to 

ensure we are effective in serving Coloradans.  . . . as an employer, we are committed to 

creating a workplace where all individuals feel comfortable bringing their full selves to 
work.  

 

IV. Duties and Responsibilities: . . . All Leaders/Hiring Managers/Supervisors: Lead by 
example. Establish a sense of belonging for everyone. Create and sustain a positive 
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workplace culture that clearly conveys the value of an equitable, diverse, and inclusive 

organization. . . . 
 

DNR Public Service Code of Ethics 

4. Strengthen equity, diversity, and inclusion. Promote an equitable, diverse, and inclusive 

workplace where all employees, community partners, and customers feel valued and 
respected.  

6. To  adhere to the highest standards of conduct to inspire public confidence and trust in 

DNR. 
 

DNR Employee & Supervisor Code of Conduct 

We will: 

• Be professional, respectful, truthful, and courteous to coworkers, customers, 
clients, partners, and contractors at all times 

• Serve as a positive role model to others and contribute as part of a team 

• Promote an equitable, diverse, and inclusive work environment 

• Treat everyone fairly and demonstrate respect for all people and their ideas 

 

In addition to the Employee Code of Conduct, supervisors are also expected to meet the 

following standards: All supervisors will exhibit the following behaviors:  . . .  Inclusion. 
Promote the free exchange of ideas and information, and value individual differences and 

unique strengths of those on your team. Listen to team members to enhance decision-

making and innovation and to improve workplace culture. 

 

We have provided these policies, in full, at Exhibit A.   

 

b. Data that tends to support that Director Prenzlow’s remark constitutes a policy 

violation 

 

On the one hand, there is data that could support a finding that Director Prenzlow’s remark was 

serious enough to rise to the level of a policy violation.  This includes: (1) Director Prenzlow’s 

statement was racially pejorative; (2) the remark has likely impacted Ms. Lee’s work performance, 

employee status and work environment in a manner that implicates policy; and (3) most witnesses 

said the remark was so serious that Director Prenzlow cannot successfully continue in his role. 

 

(1) Director Prenzlow’s statement was a pejorative statement based on race on its face 

 

The phrase, “back of the bus,” comes from Jim Crow-era segregationist laws, which required Black 

and Brown people to sit in the back of public buses while white passengers were allowed to sit in 

the front.  In one of the most famous episodes in the American Civil Rights movement, Rosa Parks 

refused to move from her seat in the middle of a bus to allow a white man to take it.6  Her actions 

set in motion a chain of events, including the Montgomery Bus Boycott, which was led by young 

 
6 The Henry Ford, I Don’t Move to the Back of the Bus?, available here. 
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Martin Luther King, Jr.  The Boycott lasted a year and ended only when the United States Supreme 

Court ruled that bus segregation was unconstitutional on November 13, 1956.7   

 

Director Prenzlow said he did not initially understand the significance of his remark, until a few 

moments after he exited the stage.  After making this remark, he stepped down  initially feeling 

“elated” about the success of the conference.  It was only after an attendee came up to him and 

asked him, “Do you understand ‘the back of the bus’ and Rosa Parks?”8 that he understood the 

“historical perspective,” as he put it, of what he had just said. 

 

In our interview, we asked Director Prenzlow for his viewpoint about the statement and what 

happened afterwards.9  He said he regrets his statement, but emphasized that he has tried to 

apologize and make things right:  
 

I wasn’t even aware I had misspoken.  . . .  A very nice woman came up and grabbed both 
of my hands and said, “Do you realize you said something insensitive?”  I said, “No, I 

didn’t know I said anything insensitive.”  She said, “The back of the bus … Aloe is in the 

back of the room a little upset,” and I said, “Thank you, excuse me I am going to go solve 
that.”  I walked briskly to the back . . . I knocked on the door [of the room where Ms. Lee 

was], and I went in.  Aloe  had her head down – she never looked up, never acknowledged 

me.  I said, “I am so sorry.”  . . .  I said, “Aloe, I just want to apologize, I didn’t realize I 

said something incorrectly.”  Her friend, the other woman there said, “Well she is pretty 
upset.  Do you understand the back of the bus and Rosa Parks?” I said, “Yes, now.  I do 

understand that historical perspective.”   

 

Director Prenzlow described his remark as insensitive. He said it was not a conscious statement 

and that he misspoke.  Director Prenzlow noted that when he was growing up, “the popular kids 

were in the back of the bus.”  He said that he had: 

 
No racist intent whatsoever, and no history, no complaints, no tic marks in 37 years, so in 

that regard I can’t change what people want to think but I have no track record in racist 

comments and again I was giving Aloe – a new employee – a shout out publicly.   . . .   I 

can’t answer from other people’s perspective.  I can say there was no intent, I tried to rectify 
it immediately.  There is part of me, I get it and that hurts and that was wrong but let’s 

move on. Better than what is happening here, which is character assassination – the damage 

to my reputation – I have a zero track record.  . . .  I believe I hurt Aloe  unintentionally 
and I apologized, I tried to in less than a minute or two.  She would not pick her head up to 

acknowledge that I was in the room.  I sent an email, I apologized publicly and I sent her a 

private email as well.   . . .    I feel terrible personally.  I tried to solve it.  I believe if she 
picked her head up and accepted my apology this would have been a different outcome. 

 

 
7 Browder v. Gayle, 352 US 903 (1956). 
8 Text in quotations is excerpted from notes taken during interviews.  While the notes are not a verbatim transcript, 

they are materially accurate records of what was said. 
9 Ms. McCord and Ms. Rita jointly conducted this interview. 
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Many individuals who were in the room when the remark was made immediately recognized its 

harmful impact.  Six employee witnesses, from positions of leadership to front line employees, 

described their own reactions to the remark, which ranged from shock, to being “taken aback,” to 

anger, to heartbreak.  One person, who was standing near Ms. Lee when the statement was made 

said, “Immediately after, Aloe turned to me and said, ‘Did I just hear him right?’ I could tell she 

was upset, and I asked her if she wanted to step out and gather herself. She started to cry.” 
 

In addition, nine witnesses described audible reactions from the room as a whole. Seven witnesses 

said that they heard a “gasp” in the audience following Director Prenzlow’s statement. Another 

witness said that he heard a groan. A ninth witness said that she heard an “audible breath in – an 

audible reaction in the room.” 

 

DNR received 28 letters from non-employee/partners expressing their disappointment in Director 

Prenzlow’s statement towards Ms. Lee.  One employee,  

said that she has received complaints from various partners who 

attended the conference, including one public apology that an organization posted on its newsletter. 

 

Moreover, DNR and CPW received 13 complaints from employees and volunteers about Director 

Prenzlow’s remark at the awards ceremony.10  

 

(2) The remark has likely negatively impacted Ms. Lee’s work performance, employee 

status, and work environment 

 

There is evidence to suggest that this incident has impacted Ms. Lee in a manner that likely 

implicates State and Agency policy.  

 

First, this statement was made publicly and in front of constituents whom Ms. Lee will have to 

work with successfully in her role as Statewide Partnership Coordinator. Director Prenzlow made 

this remark at a plenary session of the Conference where awards were being given out.  Those 

present estimated that 600+ people were in the room.  These people were fellow employees and 

representatives of the various organizations that make up the “partners” of CPW.  This was the 

first time Ms. Lee was meeting most of her stakeholders.   

 

Additionally, Ms. Lee does not have the same depth of relationships and goodwill within the 

Agency as does Director Prenzlow.  Many of the employees and partners who were present at the 

conference have worked with Director Prenzlow for years, if not decades.  He has relationships 

within the Agency and has garnered respect and accolades over the years.  There are individuals 

who expressed support for Director Prenzlow, or their belief that this situation is being overblown.  

Conversely, few employees know Ms. Lee well and most of them were meeting her for the first 

time at the conference.  As a new employee, she does not have the same depth of a constituency 

 
10 Ms. Lee’s letter to Governor Polis was counted as one of the 13 complaints about this event. 
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and goodwill as does Director Prenzlow, an employee of 37 years tenure.   

 

Moreover, unlike a traditional workplace complaint scenario, the complainant here is known 

publicly.  It is possible that Ms. Lee will remain well-known as the person at the center of the 

debate over Director Prenzlow’s remarks.  She reports being referred to as “back of the bus Aloe” 

on her social media.  Moreover, there were no witnesses we interviewed who were unable to 

identify her, as the complainant, by name.   

 

Finally, Ms. Lee reports feeling subjectively traumatized by this remark: 

 
People turned and looked at me, some people were gasping. I immediately started getting 

flooded with emails and texts.  It was instant.  People were just sitting there staring.   
.... 

 

I love Colorado.  It had always been a safe haven for me up to this point.  A fresh start for 

me.  I have been working in outdoor education and conservation my whole career.  It felt 
right to work in a state where I can zone in on my skills and learn about new ecosystems.  

I usually work in nonprofit sectors but working for [a] state agency was something I had 

always strived to do.  This was my dream job.  I could bring to life all my ideas.  That is 
kind of what it was. 

 

. . . Before this I was not a google-able person, this gives me a lot of anxiety to be in this 
space and just to feel unsafe.  I am not going to any state park, and I don’t see myself 

enjoying nature here, because my job is behind all the nature here.  I have just spent a lot 

of time indoors and tried not to talk to people. My life is a lot quieter.  I don’t talk about 

nature anymore.  I don’t go outside anymore.  . . . 
 

This is impacting my whole family.  . . . If I had known I would be treated like this, I never 

would have taken this job. I have been in conservation for ten years.  I worked my way up.  
I am 27 years old . . . I can do so much good, I have a voice, there is no one else like me 

this far up.  . . . What about me? I am “Back of the bus Aloe” – what am I supposed to do? 

I love state parks. I don’t know if I could go back to work with the State.  I have anxiety.  
It is humiliating.   

 

Ms. Lee described these impacts in her statements to us, to the media, and to other witnesses. 

 

(3) A majority of the witnesses we met with said that Director Prenzlow cannot 

successfully continue in his role because of these events  

 

In terms of assessing the seriousness of the remark, a majority of the witnesses we interviewed 

said that this statement has been so damaging to the Agency and to Director Prenzlow that he 

cannot successfully continue in his role.  Out of the twenty-two witnesses who were asked the 

question, “Do you think Director Prenzlow can be an effective leader moving forward?” thirteen 

witnesses said “no,” and four witnesses said that they were “not sure.” Individual feedback 
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included that, “for the good of the Agency, he needs to resign,” and he “is crippled.” One employee 

said, “we are in a situation where [keeping Director Prenzlow] could move us backwards” which 

this person said, “pains me.”  A third person said, “I don’t know how Dan comes back from this.”   

 

Several of the witnesses quoted above had otherwise positive things to say about Director 

Prenzlow, and most of them have known and worked with him for years.  As one person noted, it 

“pain[ed] them” to give this feedback that he cannot successfully continue in his role.11 The feeling 

expressed was that while Director Prenzlow has done many great things for the Agency, this 

situation is too serious for him to overcome. 

 

c. Data that tends not to support that Director Prenzlow’s remark rises to the level of a 

policy violation  

 

On the other side of the analysis, there is data that tends not to support that Director Prenzlow’s 

remark should be assessed as serious enough to rise to the level of a policy violation.  It includes: 

(1) that Director Prenzlow likely had no actual malice when making the statement to Ms. Lee; (2) 

some witnesses believe Director Prenzlow’s apologies have been sincere and heartfelt;  (3) there 

is no history of prior remarks from Director Prenzlow to Ms. Lee that implicate race or any other 

protected class; and (4) some of the negative impact on Ms. Lee flows from the remarks she made 

herself in response to Director Prenzlow’s statement. 

 

(1) Director Prenzlow is unlikely to have made this remark with intentional racial 

malice 

 

Director Prenzlow said that he did not realize, in the moment, that what he said might have a 

negative impact on a person of color.  As mentioned above, he said that he was “not even aware I 

had misspoken.”  

 

The sincerity of this statement was corroborated by seven witnesses, who said it was evident that 

Director Prenzlow had no idea of the impact of what he said as he left the stage. Many witnesses 

said that they did not believe Director Prenzlow’s intent was to harm Ms. Lee.  One witness, who 

spoke to Director Prenzlow directly after his statement at the awards ceremony, said that Director 

Prenzlow “was heartbroken at what came out of his mouth . . . .  He was so upset that he hurt her 

and offended her.  He does not have an ounce of malice in him.” Another witness said: “His 

comments were ill-advised and hurtful. It was a terrible mistake.  [But] [t]here was no intent behind 

it.”  

 

 

 
11 Two witnesses reported to us that they have heard Director Prenzlow make race-based statements in the past.  These 

remarks, if they were established as credible evidence, would be relevant here.  However, we could not corroborate 

the statements, and in one case there were at least four other individuals present, and none of them heard the alleged 

remark. 
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(2) Four witnesses thought Director Prenzlow’s apologies have been sincere and 

heartfelt  

 

Moreover, four witnesses said that they felt Director Prenzlow’s public apology was sincere and 

came from a place of true regret. One witness said, “I thought it showed integrity. I thought he got 

up and did something really hard. He hadn’t slept. He beat himself up. He knew it created a schism 

in the organization that he cared deeply about.”  Another noted that “in these situations it’s hard 

to know what the perfect words are. There is trepidation about how they were received by others. 

It was him being humble in a way that I don’t typically see him.” A third person said that Director 

Prenzlow was “distraught” about this situation. 

 

Director Prenzlow described his efforts to apologize as heartfelt.  He said he has made at least four 

apologies to Ms. Lee – two publicly and two privately. 

 

This belief that Director Prenzlow is a well-intentioned person who made a terrible mistake is also 

reflected in the letters of support DNR has received on behalf of Director Prenzlow.  DNR received 

seven letters of support from employees and 22 letters of support from partners and other 

stakeholders.  These letters urge the Governor to conclude that this was an unfortunate one-time 

misstep, and to treat it accordingly.  These letters make clear that this is not a situation where there 

is universal condemnation of Director Prenzlow for these events. 
 

(3) Director Prenzlow has not made any racial or otherwise offensive remarks to Ms. 

Lee previously  

 

I found no evidence that Director Prenzlow made race-based remarks or engaged in any other kind 

of race-based mistreatment toward Ms. Lee previous to these events.  In fact, Director Prenzlow 

has had little interaction with Ms. Lee prior to the conference.  This was the only time he made 

any remark to her of this sort. 

 

There is no record of any discipline, performance plan, complaint, or investigation of any other 

race-based misconduct by Director Prenzlow over his 37-year career.  I requested his personnel 

file, and it does not contain any evidence of prior reported problems of race-based mistreatment of 

anyone, during his career. 
 

(4) Ms. Lee’s communications in response to the statement are likely partially 

responsible for the negative impact on Ms. Lee 

 

Finally, an analysis of this evidence must consider that some of the impact on Ms. Lee is likely 

attributed to her own comments.  As briefly described above, and as treated with more specificity 

in the separate investigation on her commentary, Ms. Lee responded to this situation with public 

accusations of racism, expletives and (in one instance) referring to a person using the “N word.”  
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She said that Director Prenzlow and a non-employee partner of CPW are racist, and she used 

profanity in her statements. She also compared the family of the non-employee partner to rats and 

roaches. 

 

A number of CPW employees and partners took issue with the way Ms. Lee responded to this 

situation.  While also saying, in many cases, that they understood her anger, ten individuals we 

met with described her remarks as, variously, “wildly inappropriate,” “racist,” and shocking.  One 

person said he would have “fired Aloe immediately” based on what she said publicly after these 

events.  These individuals included members of leadership in CPW, front line coworkers, and 

Agency partners. 

 

Ms. Lee explained that her responses to the statement were impacted by the trauma she was 

undergoing when she made them.  She said, “My comments are a response to trauma and racism.”  

She does not apologize for the things she said in these public comments. 

 

d. Analysis and findings 

 

The several policies excerpted above make it clear that Director Prenzlow’s statement should be 

assessed against the following obligations:  

 

• To create a work environment where employees are treated with dignity and 

respect, where employees feel free to raise concerns, and confidence that concerns 

will be addressed (Anti-Harassment). 

• To demonstrate that the state values individual diversity and to create an 
environment that is inclusive, respectful and equitable (Non-Discrimination). 

• To not engage in any “any offensive conduct” based on race, which has adversely 

affected Ms. Lee’s work performance or employment status, or otherwise created 

an intimidating, hostile or offensive work environment for her (Anti-Harassment). 

• To not engage in any “unwelcome behavior based on race” (Non-Discrimination). 

• To create an environment where all employees feel comfortable bringing their full 
selves to work (EDI). 

• To lead by example (EDI). 

• To establish a sense of belonging for everyone (EDI). 

• To promote an equitable, diverse and inclusive work environment where all 

employees feel valued and respected; to  adhere to the highest standards of conduct 

to inspire public confidence and trust in DNR (DNR Public Service Code of 

Ethics). 

• To be professional, respectful and courteous to coworkers at all times (DNR 
Employee & Supervisor Code of Conduct). 

• Within the context of a system that accepts that mistakes will be made, 

acknowledged, and learned from, and that this cycle is necessary for growth. 
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For the following reasons, I find that Director Prenzlow’s statement was likely in violation of the 

policies excerpted above: 

 

• Anti-Harassment Policy 

 

To analyze these facts under the Anti-Harassment Policy, I am asked to assess whether this 

statement was offensive conduct based on race.  I am also required to assess whether the statement 

adversely affected Ms. Lee’s work performance or employment status, or has otherwise created an 

intimidating, hostile or offensive work environment for her.  Typically, we look for a pattern of 

behavior as required to rise to the level of a policy violation for Anti-Harassment.  However, in 

some instances a single episode of conduct can be enough to satisfy the standard if it is particularly 

egregious.   

 

On the one hand, I seriously weighed  all of the evidence that tends not to support a policy violation. 

The weightiest pieces of evidence on this side are that Director Prenzlow likely did not intend to 

make any derogatory remark, and there is no evidence that he has otherwise mistreated Ms. Lee 

on the basis of race.  Director Prenzlow regretted his remarks and acknowledged that he made a 

terrible mistake, but is adamant that he did not intend to make a statement based on race, and did 

not intend to hurt Ms. Lee.  This is supported by many who saw him exit the stage, who said he 

was apparently unaware of the import of what he had just said.  It is uncontested that he made the 

statement while he was trying to thank Ms. Lee. It would have been illogical for him to have 

intentionally humiliated a person he was trying to thank. On balance, the evidence credibly 

suggests that Director Prenzlow had no conscious intention to harm Ms. Lee. 

 

Moreover, there is no pattern of Director Prenzlow mistreating Ms. Lee, because of her race or 

otherwise.  This statement was a one-off statement, and that is also uncontested. 

 

I also considered the facts that Director Prenzlow tried to apologize a number of times, and his 

apologies were likely sincerely meant.  I found no evidence to support the idea that his apologies 

were anything other than heartfelt.  I considered this evidence, together with the Agency policy 

that recognizes that “mistakes will be made” in the EDI space, as data that would tend to argue 

against a policy violation finding. There are a large number of individuals inside and outside the 

Agency who believe that Director Prenzlow deserves grace and a second chance after 37 years of 

service to the Agency. 

 

However, on balance, I find that the policy was likely violated here whether Director Prenzlow 

intended to make a race-based statement in the moment or not.  I find this is so despite the absence 

of a pattern of behavior, and despite his attempts to apologize.   

 

The evidence that was most persuasive on the other side included, foremost, the impossibility of 

divorcing the statement “back of the bus” from race, where the statement was made by a white 

person to a Black individual. The Jim Crow context of “back of the bus” is ubiquitous and well 
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understood, and a part of the racial history of our country.  It is too well known for the statement 

to be interpreted as anything other than a reference to segregation when used by a white person 

toward a Black person. The statement was a dehumanizing statement tied to race, based on a 

context that cannot be ignored, whatever Director Prenzlow’s conscious intention might have been. 

 

Second, the public context of the statement renders it an even more egregious event where Ms. 

Lee is concerned.  This statement was made in front of hundreds of new coworkers and newly met 

stakeholders, by the topmost leader of the Agency.  Hundreds of people turned and looked at Ms. 

Lee after its utterance. These are people whose respect and relationships Ms. Lee must rely on to 

do her job.  Ms. Lee described herself as frozen and humiliated as people looked at her.  Other 

coworkers recognized this impact immediately. They reflected their views on its seriousness in the 

broadly stated beliefs that the remark was so damaging to CPW and Director Prenzlow that he 

cannot likely continue on as leader of the Agency. 

 

Third, I weighed the impact on Ms. Lee as relevant in a decision whether this remark has impacted 

her work performance, employment status or workplace.  Ms. Lee describes herself as racially 

traumatized, and does not know how she can come back to work at the Agency under the media 

attention, scrutiny and emotional trauma that has occurred.  She does not feel comfortable even 

leaving her home and does not know if she can visit a State park in the future.  Ms. Lee is a young 

person at the start of a career in an industry she loves.  She is now faced with the prospect of a 

career change and starting over.  She describes this event as profoundly derailing her life. 

 

Moreover, Ms. Lee is worried that her actions, in being the publicly identified complainant against 

the highest-ranking officer in the Agency, will subject her to retaliation.  This is not an 

unreasonable fear where she is a new employee, and Director Prenzlow has been part of the agency 

for 37 years.  There is a wide disparity in their foundations at work, the goodwill in the organization 

that they possess, and the power differential of their positions. 

 

Finally, while Ms. Lee’s public response likely has contributed to the negative impact on her 

workplace and career prospects, I weighed this contribution as less significant than Director 

Prenzlow’s statement.  If it were not for Director Prenzlow’s statement, there would have been no 

response.  Moreover, Ms. Lee’s statements do not change the race-based, public nature of the 

remark the Director of the Agency made to her.  Her role as a new front line employee vis-à-vis 

his role as tenured leader of the organization must be considered when the impacts of her actions 

are assessed, versus the impact of his actions. Both sets of statements stand as they were made, 

and must ultimately be assessed individually under Agency policy.   

 

On balance, the material evidence supporting a policy violation outweighs the data on the other 

side of the scale. Director Prenzlow’s remorse, and the attempted apologies he made, do not cancel 

out the statement he made.  The issue of regret is separate from the issue of consequences.  The 

fact that the Department’s policies acknowledge that mistakes will be made does not mean that a 

mistake cannot also constitute a policy violation.  Here, the policy does not insulate a person from 
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the consequences of a mistake, if it is otherwise a policy violation.  As one witness put it in 

describing a conversation he had directly with the Director about his desire for forgiveness, “There 

is grace, but there are also consequences.” 

 

A harassment policy can be violated by an action that may not have been intended as offensive, 

but that is experienced as such.  Racial harassment involves, at its core, unwelcome and racially 

offensive conduct in the workplace. Ultimately, that is what this statement was.  For this reason, 

and those stated above, I find that the statement likely violated DNR’s Anti-Harassment Policy. 

 

• Non-Discrimination Policy 

 

The Agency’s Non-Discrimination policy provides that “the State is committed to providing a 

workplace free of unlawful discrimination, harassment, or unwelcome behavior based on . . . race.”  

In this sense the policy prohibits conduct that is broader than just “unlawful discrimination” or 

“harassment,” but also forbids “unwelcome behavior based on race.”  To assess these facts under 

this policy, I am asked to apply this language to the evidence. 

 

The analysis here is simpler than that for the Anti-Harassment policy.  Here, the question is 

whether the behavior described could be considered “unwelcome behavior” based on race. 

 

For the reasons set forth above, I find it likely that the statement at issue constitutes a violation of 

this Policy, as it is stated.  The remark rises to the level of unwelcome conduct because of race.  

Ms. Lee identifies it as such, as do many other witnesses.   

 

Moreover, on its face, the remark failed to meet the obligation under the Non-Discrimination 

policy that Director Prenzlow demonstrate the state values individual diversity and  creates an 

environment that is inclusive, respectful, and equitable.  For the reasons described previously, the 

remark undermined these imperatives. 

 

Accordingly, for these and the above-stated reasons, I find that Director Prenzlow’s statement 

likely violates the Non-Discrimination policy.  

 

• Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion in State Employment 

 

Under the Agency’s EDI policy, Director Prenzlow is required to create a work environment where 

Ms. Lee, and all employees, feel comfortable bringing their full selves to work, and where all 

employees have a sense of belonging.  As the highest-ranking member of the Agency, Director 

Prenzlow has an obligation to lead by example.  These imperatives inform my analysis under this 

policy. 

 

Based on their interviews, Ms. Lee (and others) do not feel comfortable bringing their full selves 

to work, and do not feel a sense of belonging as a result of this remark.  Ms. Lee described feeling 
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marginalized, othered, targeted, diminished, and humiliated.  Under these circumstances, this was 

not an instance of Director Prenzlow leading by example. 

 

For these and the above-stated reasons, Director Prenzlow’s statement likely violates EDI policy. 

 

• Ethics policy 

 

Under the DNR code of Ethics policy, Director Prenzlow is directed to promote an equitable, diverse 

and inclusive work environment where all employees feel valued and respected and to  adhere to 

the highest standards of conduct to inspire public confidence and trust in DNR.  

 

Without repeating the evidence that has been previously discussed, it is sufficient to note that the 

statement works against these imperatives.  It contradicts these obligations for the reasons 

identified by witnesses and described above.   

 

Moreover, the volume of negative press on this issue, the 44 complaint letters from employees, 

volunteers, partners and members of the public, the upheaval this event has caused for the agency, 

and the impact on Ms. Lee all work to the detriment of these obligations.  The remark and the 

fallout have degraded public confidence and trust in the Agency.  Director Prenzlow’s remark 

resulted in the opposite of meeting those obligations. 

 

Accordingly, for these and the above-stated reasons, I find that Director Prenzlow’s remark likely 

violates the DNR Ethics policy cited above. 

 

• DNR Employee & Supervisor Code of Conduct 

 

Finally, the DNR Employee and Supervisor Code of Conduct requires that all employees of the 

Agency display professionalism, respect and courteousness to coworkers.  Director Prenzlow’s 

statement to Ms. Lee objectively failed to meet these Code of Conduct requirements.   

 

For this and the above-stated reasons, I find that Director Prenzlow’s statement likely violates the 

DNR Employee & Supervisor Code of Conduct. 

 

The allegation that Director Prenzlow’s statement constituted a violation of Agency policy is 

accordingly Substantiated. 
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(2) Material evidence on whether there is a pattern of “such behavior” by the Director 

 

Our scope includes an inquiry concerning Director Prenzlow’s past behavior in the workplace.  

ILG investigated whether Director Prenzlow has exhibited a pattern prior race-based or other 

behavior that implicates equity in the workplace. On balance, while I find no credible pattern of 

race-based behavior, I did find evidence of conduct that implicates equity in the workplace.  Data 

on these instances follows. 

 

a.   Data that tends to support there is a pattern of “such behavior” by the Director  

 

On the one hand, there is data that could support this contention of a pattern of behavior that 

implicates equity in the workplace.  It includes: (1) a belief among some that Director Prenzlow 

as fostered a “good ole boy” or “cowboy” culture, which has been inequitable for women; (2) that 

he pushed back on one conference presentation title that was intended to provide a diverse and 

underrepresented perspective; and (3) that he has made some remarks that demonstrate blind spots 

or resistance to some aspects of equity in the workplace.12 

 

(1) Belief among some that Director Prenzlow has fostered a “good ole boy” / cowboy 

culture 

 

Six witnesses we interviewed (two men and four women) said that CPW has a “good ole boy” or 

“cowboy” culture under Director Prenzlow. These witnesses included some individuals in 

positions of leadership in the organization. 

 

Four women reported their observations that the CPW workplace under Director Prenzlow is a 

“cowboy culture.”  One woman witness reported feeling “uncomfortable” even walking into the 

building because of the “feeling of testosterone in those spaces.”  Another woman said, “There is 

 
12 We also received allegations on four additional areas we looked into, but for the following reasons, did not rely on 

in reaching these findings.  First, we were told that Director Prenzlow has hugged women employees. We investigated 

this and determined that this behavior was prior to his role as Director, and was not described as unwelcome by all the 

women we interviewed on this point. Second, we were told that Director Prenzlow promoted four new Regional 

Managers, and they were all white men and personal friends.  We investigated this and determined that Director 

Prenzlow promoted three, and not four, Regional Managers.  While all three are white men, we also learned that 

Director Prenzlow made his selections from final candidates proposed to him from hiring boards.  In this sense, his 

choices were limited by factors other than his own preference.  Ultimately, we did not receive enough information to 
assess these hires fairly, which would have required information on all the hires he has made, all of the candidates for 

those jobs, who the finalists were, who interviewed them, what questions were asked, what the panelists thought of 

the candidates, and the candidates’ qualifications for the positions.  Third, we were told that Director Prenzlow has 

been hesitant to use gender-appropriate terminology such as “Sportspersons” and “Chairperson.”  There were 

witnesses on both sides of this allegation, with some individuals reporting that Director Prenzlow appropriately uses 

pronouns and some saying he does not.  The evidence on this point was not conclusive.  Finally, we were told that a 

person on Director Prenzlow’s team pushed back on Black History Month postings on the agency’s social media 

campaign and asked that a particular posting be held.  This was not something Director Prenzlow participated in, and 

accordingly we did not weigh it in this assessment of his behavior. 
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a family culture— that can be really good or actually really bad. You get things done by calling 

people ahead of time who you trust rather than having open discussions in meetings. But people 

are afraid to challenge a leader for fear of retaliation, not being promoted, [or] not getting good 

assignments.” A third woman witness said that the good ole boy culture felt “relentless” and was 

“layers and layers deep.” A fourth woman said that when Director Prenzlow was a Regional 

Manager, he held yearly retreats for park employees to bond and to get to know them. She said 

that at one such event, he hosted pizza, beer, and poker in someone’s hotel room at the retreat.  

This woman said, “it was very frat boyish” and she left.  

 

Two men expressed similar sentiments.  One male witness said, “I have heard some sexist things 

come out of his mouth – good ole boys wildlife officer thing[s] in him. There are some throwback 

things in him.”  A second male witness said he has felt tension within CPW stemming from the 

merger of the wildlife and parks, which traditionally “have very different cultures.”  He went on 

to say, “Wildlife [where Director Prenzlow worked coming up through the ranks] tends to be more 

like a cowboy culture, kind of honor based, not as accepting of new ideas as parks folks . . . wildlife 

folks are a lot more isolated a lot more rural areas. Parks folks are working in parks interacting 

with people from all over the world—a very different cut of the same conservation fabric.” 

 

Five other witnesses described this divide as stemming from the different cultures of wildlife and 

parks, which were merged into one department in 2011.  These observations include that there are 

very different perceived cultures in the two organizations, which have not successfully merged 

over the 11 years since the groups were brought together:   

 
A lot of the wildlife side was built on long tenured experience – they may not be as 

welcome to new thought. 

 

** 
 

I am not alone in thinking that many parks folks felt like we were absorbed into wildlife. 

A lot of parks processes etc. were taken for granted. At the time, and even still, most of the 
leadership comes from the wildlife side. Wildlife and parks traditionally have pretty 

different cultures.  Maybe I am being a little too stereotypical here.  On the wildlife side it 

tends to be more like a cowboy culture, kind of honor based, not as accepting of new ideas 
as parks folks.  Maybe rightfully so – wildlife folks are a lot more isolated in a lot more 

rural areas.  Parks folks are working in parks interacting with people from all over the 

world.  A very different cut of the same conservation fabric.  The wildlife side comes up 

in a very hunting and fishing context which is a very different culture than the hiking, 
backpacking culture. 

 

** 
 

I would say we are still dealing with culture issues with parks side versus the wildlife side.  

When I first started people said there were the “the white shirts” versus  “the brown shirts” 

– wildlife field staff versus the parks side and researchers. Someone described it to me as 
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big egos on both sides. The brown shirts, law enforcement and big guns side. The white 

shirts with the big educational attainment.  . . . There were culture differences and then 
there was the merger.  . . .  [All the leadership] comes from the wildlife side.  The parks 

people are dying to have new leaders from parks who they can go to.  They don’t feel like 

their voices are being heard enough. . . . It is a proud culture within CPW in general. 

 
** 

 

The culture has changed a lot. I’d be making up stories if I said it didn’t happen a while 
back. It’s been addressed. It was a lot of white males. Of course, I’m a parks person, so this 

might sound biased because it was always a lot of males on the wildlife side.  But there is 

more diversity in game wardens since 2000. 
 

** 

 

There was the merger of parks and wildlife.  Parks was the red-headed stepchild. The 
wildlife culture is bully-ish, pounding fists, raising voices. Wildlife officers get so 

impassioned that they cry and yell. They work so much alone out in the field. Parks people 

are on teams, and are more collaborative and team oriented. 

 

When asked about whether he believes there is a cowboy culture at CPW, Director Prenzlow 

replied, “I am not sure I know what cowboy culture is.” 

 

(2) Director Prenzlow pushed back on a conference session title because it contained 

the word “de-colonization” 

 

Second, Director Prenzlow reportedly pushed back on the 2022 Conference planning committee 

regarding a presentation that was slated to be entitled, “Decolonizing Colorado Land Through 

Community Partnerships.”  This program was an effort to include a countercultural viewpoint and 

give voice to a diverse perspective.13   

 

Director Prenzlow and at least one member of his team objected to the term “decolonization,” and 

attempted to get the name of the session changed.  Director Prenzlow remembers this: 

 
I do remember that conversation. I asked what decolonization meant or was – she went 

back and conferred with  and they looked at the topic and thought the 

 
13 We were also told about two other aspects of conference planning that witnesses believe demonstrated a resistance 

to EDI concepts from Director Prenzlow.  One involved the planners’ request to open the conference with a Native 

American blessing, which a member of Director Prenzlow’s team denied.  The second involved the planners’ request 

to host an “Affinity space” at the conference for participants of color, which was also denied by the same member of 

Director Prenzlow’s team (the conference team hosted such a space despite the denial). We do not consider those 

episodes here because the requests were never brought to Director Prenzlow himself.  While there is some reason to 

attribute the actions of an executive team member to the leader who ultimately heads up the team, here Director 

Prenzlow had no actual knowledge of these requests (or the denials). 
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title was awkward – but the content was fine, so I said okay.   

 
Had you expressed objection to that title? I asked what decolonization meant – it sounds 

negative to me.  Negative – getting rid of.  This conference is about conservation and 

recreation, but I wanted to make sure I understood what that is.   

 

A member of  explained her own, and Director Prenzlow’s, resistance to 

the title:  

 
It was the word “decolonizing” and really understanding it is a buzz word right now.  It 
evokes a lot of different thoughts, feelings, emotions.   

 

 
 

What was the worry about it? It makes many white people shut down, and my goal, the 

goal of the conference is to get people to engage in the conversion.  So, we talked about 
how can we do this so people won’t shut down because of a politicized word, and be willing 

to hear the content. 

 

The Director offered to contact the presenters himself, but  said 
she was comfortable doing that. She came back two weeks later and said she wasn’t 

comfortable, she felt it was censorship.  She and Aloe didn’t feel it was a good tactic.  She 

was advocating that we keep as it was.   
 

 

The Director was traveling – I didn’t have any chance to talk to him, when he got back it 

was the end of that next week before I was able to speak with him.  I  
 

 

  At the conference he had nothing but 
incredible things to say about the session tracks.  

 

 

Ultimately the program went on, as originally entitled.  At no point were there objections to the 

contents of the presentation.  The discussion was solely focused on the title of the presentation. 

 

(3) Director Prenzlow made some prior remarks that could indicate blind spots, or 

resistance to, some issues of equity in the workplace  

 

Witnesses identified a few other instances that could demonstrate blind spots or resistance to 

aspects of equity in the workplace.  First, Director Prenzlow reportedly asked an employee 

questions about new hires containing sex stereotyping.  A witness  

 said: 

 
Not sure if this was ill – intended.  I have hired a lot of people, including women. Usually 
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when I am talking to Dan, he will talk about their personality. If we are talking about a 

woman, he will ask, “Is she bubbly?”  To me this denotes cuteness. I don’t think he has 
ever asked if she is attractive. But he has never asked if a man was bubbly. What he is 

intending there, I don’t know.  

 

Dan characterizes some of the out-of-touch mentality. He hasn’t moved away from that.  I 
would characterize those as innocent behaviors that are not malicious. They might be 

somewhat obtuse. 

 

Second, Director Prenzlow asked a person  about training on non-binary employees, 

questioning why that topic is appropriate for the workplace:  

 
[Director Prenzlow] said, “It's not appropriate to have more than two genders.” I said, 
“There are a lot of people and state employees who identify as non-binary. The reason you 

may not know about it is because they may be afraid to talk about it." He said, “Why does 

this belong in the workplace? This type of learning has no place in the workplace.” We had 
a good discussion about why it belonged in state training. 

 

Additionally, ten witnesses said that, in their view, Director Prenzlow does not demonstrate that 

he is committed to EDI in the workplace. As examples, they said that he does not speak about EDI 

in his written or video outreach to employees.14  Instead, they view him as doing EDI “because he 

has to.” At least two people in leadership share this perspective about his level of commitment.15 

 

b. Data that tends not to support that there is a pattern of “such behavior” by the 

Director 

 

On the other side of the analysis, there is data that tends not to support this contention of a pattern 

of “such behavior.”  It includes that: (1) twenty-two witnesses said they have not heard Director 

Prenzlow make any statements based on race prior to the “back of the bus” statement, and a number 

of people have positive assessments of his racial views; (2) five witnesses believe that Director 

Prenzlow effectively promotes EDI at CPW; (3) a former employee of color worked very well 

with Director Prenzlow, thinks highly of him, and thinks he creates a good environment; and (4) 

Director Prenzlow has completed EDI training at CPW and has done more than other Directors to 

participate in this Agency initiative. 

 
14 We asked for Director Prenzlow’s newsletter and video communications and did not see substantive discussions 
of EDI in those materials we were provided. 
15 In addition, we were told that  changed the phrasing of the Agency’s Strategic and 

Operational Plan to  

 

 

 

  Director Prenzlow said he was not aware of this change, and one of his 

team members said she did not remember the conversation she had about this occurrence. We were not able to establish 

who made this change. 
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(1) Twenty-two witnesses have not heard Director Prenzlow make statements based on 

race and a number of witnesses have supportive things to say about Director 

Prenzlow’s racial views  

 

Only two of twenty-four witnesses we interviewed said that they have ever heard Director 

Prenzlow make any statements based on race,16 until his statement to Ms. Lee at the conference. 

Even a witness who has questioned Director Prenzlow’s continuing viability as the leader of the 

organization noted this: 

 
He was asking that night, “Is there no grace?”  He was so upset he had hurt her and offended 

her.  He does not have an ounce of malice in him.  No malice intended.  I said,  
 

  

  He was on a loop, and he still is because he is being 

portrayed as a monster.  That is not Dan.  He said something wrong, and he is going to 
suffer the consequences, but he is not a raging, frothing at the mouth malicious racist.  It 

has been very upsetting but here we are.   . . .  He is not an angel or saint, but he is not a 

racist.   I have never heard a thing.  I am so sad that he did this.  I have never detected an 
ounce of malice against her or people of color. 

   

Several witnesses said that Director Prenzlow would not make statements based on race because 

of his personal relationships. One witness said that Director Prenzlow has “friends who are people 

of color” and “his wife is Japanese.” This witness said, “It’s difficult to say that [Director 

Prenzlow] has racist tendencies when he is married to someone of a different race.”  He said that 

he has not heard Director Prenzlow “differentiate by race.”  Another witness said that Director 

Prenzlow is “married to an Asian American.” The witness said that he has never heard Director 

Prenzlow “utter a racist remark.”  He said, “I don’t see him as a racist.  Inartful at times, but not 

racist.”  Another witness said that he has talked “a lot” about his own family with Director 

Prenzlow.  The witness said that he  [Director 

Prenzlow has] always been supportive of . . . [his] family.” 

 

(2) Five witnesses, as well as Director Prenzlow, believe that Director Prenzlow 

effectively promotes EDI at CPW  

 

Director Prenzlow believes he has been effective at promoting EDI: 

 
On my own accord, I sat in on the DEI work group that DNR and I put together.  We were 

the main components to that.  I sat on it personally because it was important to me.  I 

supported and interviewed people on the equity board.  I have participated in events that 

support EDI.  This is not only a thing I do, it is important to the Agency and historically 
the Agency was mostly white and mostly white men.  We have made huge progress in 

 
16 We looked into both of these allegations, and the remarks could not be substantiated. 
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Modules 1-4. These materials contain training on (among many other topics) bias, 

microaggressions, and stereotyping.  There is a particular emphasis on racial bias in Module 4 of 

the DNR EDI training, where it discusses implicit bias, as well as institutional and structural 

racism. 

 

 stated his perspective that Director Prenzlow had been doing 

everything required of him, regarding EDI, up until the Conference incident: 

 
Up to conference he did everything the other Directors did and I would say he did a little 

bit more.  He was a participant in external EDI work groups.   a couple Division 
Directors who have not participated.  

 

This individual stated that Director Prenzlow was doing an effective job leading the 

department, and leading EDI, until the conference incident occurred, noting, “He was doing 

everything he was supposed to be doing.” 

 

c. Analysis and findings 

 

On balance, there is not credible evidence of any pattern of race-based misconduct by Director 

Prenzlow.  However, the evidence above suggests some prior behavior implicating other aspects 

of equity in the workplace.  

 

Importantly, the investigation found no credible evidence of a pattern of race-based statements by 

Director Prenzlow.  While two examples were raised during the investigation, these examples were 

not substantiated.  In one case, the remark alleged was not corroborated by four other individuals 

who would have been in a position to hear the remarks.  Additionally, no one else provided 

examples of any prior race-based behavior.  On the contrary, the evidence that was received was 

generally positive about Director Prenzlow and his views on race. For that reason, I do not find it 

likely that Director Prenzlow has exhibited a pattern of prior race-based statements. 

 

However, I did find evidence of some statements that could belie blind spots or some resistance to 

aspects of equity in the workplace.  The remark reportedly made by Director Prenzlow that “it is 

not appropriate to have more than two genders,” is one such example.  That was reported by a 

credible witness , and who otherwise made some supportive statements about 

Director Prenzlow.  The questions about female job candidates, and whether they are “bubbly” 

evince gender-based stereotyping that is not appropriate, coming from the senior-most executive 

in the branch.  This was credible coming, as it did, from  

. Finally, Director Prenzlow’s resistance to have a conference session 

containing the word “de-colonization” in the title suggests he may have blind spots or resistance 

to some aspects of equity for some diverse perspectives. 
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If Director Prenzlow had not received eight training sessions in EDI, and if he were not the topmost 

leader in the branch, these statements might be reasonably construed as him learning and “getting 

there” by asking questions and trying to improve.  However, he has received training, and he has 

a lengthy career history, including many years in management.  The concepts of prevention of 

harmful gender stereotyping and acknowledging gender identity diversity, for example, are not 

brand new concepts.  They have been part of the discussion of EEO in the workplace for years. 

Director Prenzlow’s statements and question suggest a lack of focus, an inability to retain certain 

EDI concepts and/or some resistance to aspects of equity in the workplace.  

 

Finally, Director Prenzlow expresses that he is unaware of the cowboy / good ole’ boys’ culture 

that some employees, importantly several women, describe.  This lack of knowledge was either 

not credible, or reflects a significant disconnect in terms of equity in the workplace. While the 

reasons for this perceived culture may be the merger of Parks and Wildlife, gender bias, or 

something else, it was too widely described to find his lack of knowledge credible. If he sincerely 

does not know that employees experience the work culture at CPW as “good ole boy / cowboy 

culture,” after more than three decades in the organization, this suggests additional blinders in his 

ability to see and build an inclusive and equitable workplace.    

 

In closing, I note that I did not weigh the evidence, suggested by some witnesses, that Director 

Prenzlow cannot be biased because he is married to a woman of Japanese descent.  A person can 

have diverse spouses, friends, and coworkers, and still hold unacceptable views about diversity in 

the workplace.  This kind of evidence is not relevant. 

 

For these reasons, I find that there is no past pattern of behavior concerning race-based misconduct, 

but there is a past pattern of behaviors implicating equity in the workplace.  

 

(3) These data suggest an unhealthy workplace with respect to equity under Director 

Prenzlow’s leadership, and doubts about whether he can successfully continue to lead 

the Agency 

 

The finding on the various components of this final scope item arises from the first two scope 

areas.  In addition to the data already described above, there are a few additional pieces of evidence 

that are relevant on this issue.  On the positive side, there is evidence that some witnesses believe 

that Director Prenzlow has been a good mentor and leader to women in the workplace.  On the 

other side, there is significant fear of retaliation stated by some witnesses that does not reflect a 

healthy workplace around raising concerns about of equity.18  Moreover, the actions the Agency 

took immediately after Director Prenzlow’s statement gave an impression of tone-deafness in how 

the Agency perceives racial bias and equity in the workplace. 

 

 
18 We were also told of instances where Director Prenzlow has prayed at Department events.  We examined this 

allegation and found that the instances pre-dated his tenure at Director and have not continued into this role. 
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a.   Material evidence on both sides 

 

(1) Four witnesses believe that Director Prenzlow respects and mentors women 

 

Four witnesses we met with said that Director Prenzlow has treated women well during his tenure, 

including promoting women into positions of leadership and being a good mentor. Two women 

said that Director Prenzlow is an effective leader who listens to their issues. One witness said that 

she had a “really great working relationship” with Director Prenzlow and that she “never felt” that 

Director Prenzlow treated her “differently because of race or gender.” This witnesses also said that 

Director Prenzlow was a mentor to her during her tenure at CPW.  She said that Director Prenzlow 

has also served as a “great mentor to women in the Agency” in general. 

 

Another witness said that she appreciated Director Prenzlow’s “straight shooter” nature and that 

he was “one of the better bosses” she has had. This witness said that Director Prenzlow “always 

let [her] know” that he supported her and called her frequently to check in on her work. She said 

that she and Director Prenzlow trusted each other when he was her direct supervisor and she felt 

like she could “speak her truth” around him.  

 

(2) Employees fear retaliation in the current climate 

 

In contrast, some employees expressed that they are afraid of retaliation as a result of this 

investigation.  Five employees, including one in a position of leadership and four front-line 

employees, stated a fear of being retaliated against because they came forward and shared their 

experiences at CPW.  

 

For example, one witness expressed reluctance to participate because he did “not want to be 

retaliated against.” Another employee said that he was “concerned about what is going to happen 

to [him]” because he chose to participate in the investigation. A third employee said that “there is 

a strong culture of fear in speaking up, and a fear of retaliation” within the Agency. A fourth 

employee said:  

 
When I call someone in leadership to relay an issue, the first question they ask is, “Who 

was it?” I tell them, “It doesn’t matter. Employees are allowed to speak up.” . . . People are 

afraid to challenge a leader for fear of retaliation, not being promoted, not getting good 
assignments [etc.]. 

 

A fifth witness said:  

 
Every time an officer talks about issues, they immediately get transferred to a park that is 
far away from where they live. It is a super conservative organization. They retaliate in 

smart ways – people are terrified.  
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In addition to these data, the evidence discussed in the above sections informs my finding on this 

third scope issue. 

 

(3) The Agency’s handling of the statement Director Prenzlow made, the day after, 

gave an impression of tone-deafness in understanding issues of equity 

 

The negative impact of Director Prenzlow’s statement was worsened for Ms. Lee and others we 

interviewed by events the following day, which witnesses characterized as demonstrating a “tone 

deaf” response from the Agency.  While Director Prenzlow did not participate in all of these 

decisions, the impact of his Agency’s response is provided as reflective of his leadership on issues 

of equity. 

 

The morning after the statement, Director Prenzlow gave a public apology in person. While there 

is no evidence to suggest that Director Prenzlow was not sincere in apologizing, there were three 

things that happened that exacerbated this situation in Ms. Lee’s and other witnesses’ opinions.  

 

First, before Director Prenzlow spoke, two Native American conference attendees gave a Native 

American blessing.  This blessing was planned last minute and was put together by a member of 

Director Prenzlow’s team and one of the CPW partners who was present (not Director Prenzlow).  

Three witnesses said that the decision to open the breakfast with a prayer by Native American 

conference attendees appeared contrived to them. Two employees said it was hypocritical, given 

that the request from the planners to open the conference with a Native American land 

acknowledgement was denied by a member of Director Prenzlow’s office. “It felt tokenizing . . .  

because the idea had previously been rejected.”  A third employee witness said, “It felt weird 

having the Indigenous folks give the blessing or land acknowledgment before the apology. [It] 

didn’t feel like it was an appropriate time for it.  It felt like a show.” 

 

Second, in the apology, Director Prenzlow decided to quote Maya Angelou:  “I acknowledge that 

I may make mistakes along the way and in the words of Maya Angelou: ‘We do the best we can 

with what we know, and when we know better, we do better.’”  Three witnesses said that Director 

Prenzlow’s use of a Maya Angelou quote in his apology gave the impression that he was 

appropriating Black culture for the purpose of trying to ease tensions. One witness said:  

 
I told him he had to own this, and he agreed and I said, “It has to come from your heart.”  

. . .   he read a Maya Angelou quote and that was the worst. He should not have read a 
Maya Angelou quote. That was not authentic, not heartful, and was spoon-fed.  It did more 

damage. I could see it in the room.  

 

Another witness who was present for the apology said:  

 
His apology was not taken very well. It was given without emotion. The quoting of Maya 

Angelou felt like another poke in the eye as well—it wasn’t really a sincere thing.    . . . 
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The apology didn’t feel genuine. I was there to hear him out. It didn’t feel like he was 
remorseful and ready to step up and take the blame. It felt like it was something he needed 

to do. It did sound like he was nervous about losing his position.   

 

Finally, after the apology, a CPW partner stood up and offered commentary that went on at some 

length. This partner acknowledged Director Prenzlow for his “courage, bravery, and humility.”  

She also stated that it had been two years since the group had come together, adding, “I don’t know 

about you, but it’s a little uncomfortable in some ways. Our muscle memory is sort of coming back 

to being together, and that comes with some awkwardness, it comes with not feeling entirely 

comfortable, and it means that we reengage in a different way.”  She referenced that “it takes 

forgiveness and grace,” and “We’re gonna move forward and we’re going to have bumps in the 

road that are going to take us backwards, and I hope that we can all move forward this morning.”  

These remarks were also composed at the last moment, and were not something Director Prenzlow 

participated in drafting. 

 

Five witnesses said that the CPR partner’s decision to share some final words after Director 

Prenzlow’s apology made things worse, given what she said.  One person said they thought the 

remarks “undid any good that was done.”  They added that “she blamed it on COVID . . . that we 

no longer know how to talk . . . she was wrong and sent the wrong message.”  They ended, “there 

should have been no apologizing other than Dan apologizing for saying it—no explaining or 

excusing. It was unacceptable. I thought it was tone deaf and it was received that way.” Another 

witness remarked that, “When you have done something wrong – used a racially unacceptable 

term—to have someone follow up and essentially say we ought to respect Prenzlow for the bravery 

it took to stand up there and say that – when it was something that he should have done . . .  It was 

not bravery.  It was a responsibility.” 

 

According to witnesses we interviewed, these actions caused some employees in the audience to 

lose faith in Director Prenzlow’s, and the Agency’s, ability to understand the import of what had 

just happened.   
 

b.   Relevant policies and guidelines 

 

With respect to this scope item, the most relevant obligations that Director Prenzlow has in creating 

the appropriate work environment are:19 

 

• To create a work environment where employees are treated with dignity and respect, 

where employees feel free to raise concerns, and confidence that concerns will be 

addressed (Anti-Harassment). 

• To demonstrate that the state values individual diversity and to create an environment 

 
19 The obligation to refrain from behaviors that are harassing and discriminatory are important.  However, in this 

section I am focusing on the most directly relevant policy language. 
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that is inclusive, respectful, and equitable (Non-Discrimination). 

• To create an environment where all employees feel comfortable bringing their full 

selves to work (EDI). 

• To support the creation of employee affinity and learning groups (EDI). 

• To lead by example (EDI). 

• To establish a sense of belonging for everyone (EDI). 

• To adhere to the highest standards of conduct to inspire public confidence and 

trust in DNR (DNR Public Service Code of Ethics). 

• To be professional, respectful, and courteous to coworkers at all times (DNR Employee 
& Supervisor Code of Conduct). 

• Within the context of a system that accepts that mistakes will be made, acknowledged, 

and learned from, and that this cycle is necessary for growth. 

 

c. Analysis and findings 

 

As an initial matter, it is important to note that we were not asked to reach a finding about whether 

Director Prenzlow has been an effective leader of the Agency when it comes to its operational and 

tactical objectives.  We were not asked if he is an effective manager of our State’s resources, or if 

he is effective at implementing complicated initiatives, such as the Wolf Reintroduction Program.  

We make no findings on these aspects of Director Prenzlow’s performance. 

 

Instead, we were asked to assess, essentially, whether the workplace he has cultivated through his 

leadership is healthy with respect to equity. For the reasons set forth in sections 1(d) and 2(c) 

above, and the further evidence set forth above, I find that Director Prenzlow has not likely created 

a healthy workplace with respect to equity.  Moreover, the evidence suggests that it is unlikely he 

can be an effective leader moving forward. 

 

While some men and women praise Director Prenzlow for the atmosphere he has created at CPW, 

more than half of the individuals we interviewed describe problems around issues of equity. They 

describe characteristics in the workplace that undermine inclusion and a welcoming environment 

for everyone. They describe a “good ole boy” atmosphere; remarks that reflect a poor 

understanding of gender identity and sex stereotyping; a general lack of commitment and gravity 

around EDI from Director Prenzlow; fears of retaliation for speaking up; a tone deaf response to a 

serious episode of race-based commentary; and rivalries between parks and wildlife teams who 

remain separate and factionalized. It is significant that half of the employees we interviewed 

identified problems around equity is significant.  This suggests that problems are not centered 

around small pockets of individuals, departments, or levels of employees.  It suggests, instead, that 

there are significant deficiencies in the Agency’s approach to equity.  

 

By policy, Director Prenzlow is required to create a workplace where “employees are treated with 

dignity and respect, where employees feel free to raise concerns,” and where they feel 

“comfortable bringing their full selves to work.”  His actions must demonstrate that the Agency 

“values individual diversity” and he must create an environment that is “inclusive, respectful and 
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equitable.” He must “establish a sense of belonging,” and “lead by example.” 

 

From the witness evidence in this investigation, it appears that Director Prenzlow has challenges 

in the area of accomplishing these imperatives and leading the Agency on equity issues.  While he 

has done what is required of him for EDI, and has done more than other Directors, the evidence 

suggests that this has not been enough to create a healthy workplace with respect to equity.   

 

Finally, as already discussed above, 17 of 22 witnesses we interviewed told us that they are unsure 

if Director Prenzlow can continue on in his role, and be successful.  This comes from their 

perspective of the seriousness of the statement he made, and (for some) broader concerns about 

equity in the workplace.  This is a significant vote of no confidence, particularly when considering 

that many of these witnesses stated support for Director Prenzlow as a person and said good things 

about his leadership before this situation.  

 

For these reasons and those stated above, I find that Director Prenzlow has not likely created a 

healthy workplace around issues of equity, and I find that it is unlikely that he can be an effective 

leader moving forward. 
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Exhibit A 
 

Universal State Personnel System Policy – Anti-Harassment Policy: 

 

Generally: Colorado State Government is proud of its tradition of maintaining a work environment 

where all persons are treated with dignity and respect. Each individual shall be provided with the 

opportunity to work in a professional atmosphere which promotes equal opportunities and 

prohibits discriminatory practices. Such practices include harassment or retaliation based on a 

person’s disability, race, creed, color, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin, or 

ancestry, or in retaliation for participation in a protected activity that includes filing a 

discrimination charge, testifying, or participating in any way in an investigation or other 

proceeding. Harassment, whether verbal, physical, or environmental, is unacceptable and will not 

be tolerated in the workplace itself or in other work-related settings such as business trips, 

conferences, or social events.  

 

Definitions:  

 

Harassment: any offensive conduct, verbal or physical, based on a person’s disability, race, creed, 

color, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin, or ancestry if such conduct adversely 

affects that person’s work performance or employment status, or otherwise creates an intimidating, 

hostile or offensive work environment. Examples of prohibited conduct may include derogatory 

comments, remarks, gestures, or jokes relating to a person’s race, national origin, gender, age, 

sexual orientation, religion, or disability; racial or ethnic slurs; negative epithets; physical assaults 

or threats; intimidation; ridicule or mockery; insults or put-downs; or offensive objects or pictures.  

 

Retaliation: action(s) against an employee because he or she has opposed an unlawful employment 

practices or made a charge, testified, assisted or participated in an investigation, proceeding or 

hearing.  

 

Prohibitions:  

 

Colorado State Government will not tolerate, condone or allow harassment based on disability, 

race, creed, color, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin, or ancestry, or in retaliation 

for participation in a protected activity. This prohibition covers harassment by anyone in the 

workplace – supervisors, co- workers, or non-employees. 

 

Prevention is the best tool to eliminate harassment in the workplace. Managers and supervisors 

must take appropriate steps to prevent and correct unlawful harassment. They shall clearly 

communicate to employees that unwelcome harassing conduct will not be tolerated. Each 

Department/Agency must establish an effective complaint process, provide anti-harassment 

training to their staff and employees, and take immediate and appropriate action when an employee 
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complains. Managers and supervisors are responsible for creating an environment in which 

employees feel free to raise concerns and are confident that those concerns will be addressed.  

 

Managers and supervisors shall make clear that adverse treatment of employees because they 

report harassment or provide information related to such complaints will not be tolerated. 

Management shall undertake whatever measures are necessary to ensure that retaliation does not 

occur. For example, when management investigates a complaint of harassment, the official who 

interviews the parties and witnesses should remind these individuals about the prohibition against 

retaliation. Management must also scrutinize employment decisions affecting the complainant and 

witnesses during and after the investigation to ensure that such decisions are not based on 

retaliatory motives.  

 

Employees are encouraged to inform the alleged harasser directly that the conduct is unwelcome 

and must stop. Employees should also report harassment to management at an early stage to 

prevent its escalation.  

 

Managers and supervisors shall assure employees who make complaints of harassment or provide 

information related to such complaints that: 

 

• they will be protected against retaliation;  

• there is a clearly described complaint process that provides accessible avenues to lodge 

a complaint and that provides a prompt, thorough, and impartial investigation; 

• the employee’s confidentiality will be protected to the extent possible; and  

• the appointing authority or delegated management official will take immediate and 

appropriate corrective action when he/she determines that harassment has occurred.  

 

Notice to Employee:  

 

Upon the filing of a complaint, employees shall be advised that the deadline for filing an EEOC 

charge is 300 days after the last date of alleged harassment. This deadline is not extended because 

an internal investigation of the complaint is pending.  

 

LAWS: The right of employees to be free from harassment is protected under federal and state 

law. Including:  

 

C.R.S. 24-34-402, Discriminatory or Unfair Employment Practices which specifies those practices 

which are discriminatory or unfair including harassment.  

 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination based on race, sex, color, religion, 

and national origin.  
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Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 prohibits discrimination against employees and 

applicants who are over 40 years of age.  

 

The Civil Rights Act of 1991 expands the scope of relevant civil rights statutes to provide adequate 

protection to victims of discrimination, and provides appropriate remedies for intentional 

discrimination and unlawful harassment in the workplace.  

 

 

Contact your HR office for information on this policy. 
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Colorado Universal Policy Non-Discrimination:  

 

I. Statement of Policy  

 

The State values the individual diversity of all employees, applicants, volunteers, and citizens. 

Differences in age, ancestry, color, marital status, disability, national origin, race, religion, 

veteran status, or sexual orientation or any number of other distinguishing factors provide 

experiences, viewpoints, and ideas that can strengthen and enrich our work environment. Our 

goal is to create an environment that is inclusive, respectful, and equitable, and to employ the 

talents of people with different backgrounds, experiences, and perspectives to accomplish the 

various missions of State government.  

 

The State is committed to providing equal employment opportunities to all applicants and 

employees. The State does not discriminate on the basis of disability, race, creed, color, sex, 

sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin or ancestry. The State is committed to 

providing a workplace free of unlawful discrimination, harassment, or unwelcome behavior 

based on disability, race, creed, color, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin or 

ancestry.  

 

This policy applies in all areas of employment including recruitment, hiring, training, 

promotion, compensation, and benefits. The State does not tolerate unlawful discrimination or 

harassment of any kind of any of its personnel. Through the procedures set forth in this policy, 

the State strives to prevent, correct and where appropriate, take swift and appropriate action 

against any behavior that violates this policy and existing law.  

 

This policy covers all employees in the State personnel system and anyone conducting business 

and otherwise having occasion to enter a state facility or participating in a state sponsored 

event. Persons other than classified employees may be covered by the individual non-

discrimination policies of state agencies or higher education institutions and should refer to 

those policies for instructions on reporting suspected discrimination.  

 

All State employees must be informed of and are expected to comply with the State’s policies 

and procedures. (Refer to State Personnel Board Rule 1-12 which states that an employee is 

required to know and adhere to personnel rules, laws, and executive orders governing their 

employment.)  

 

II. Definitions  

 

EEO Function: the equal employment opportunity function of a state department. Not all 

departments will have dedicated employees performing EEO functions. If a department does 

not have a dedicated staff person assigned to perform the EEO responsibilities, the human 

resources director or his/her designee shall be responsible for carrying out this Policy.  
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III. Prohibitions  

 

It is a violation of this policy to discriminate in employment opportunities, benefits or 

privileges, or to create discriminatory work conditions or use discriminatory work conditions 

or evaluative standards if the basis of the discrimination is the employee’s disability, race, 

creed, color, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, national origin or ancestry.  

 

Retaliation: An employee who reports alleged discrimination, harassment and/or retaliation 

under this policy and/or existing law shall not suffer any retaliation, including the loss of 

benefits, demotion, discipline or adverse impact on the terms and conditions or employment 

for filing or responding to a complaint of discrimination or harassment, appearing as a witness 

in an investigation of a complaint of discrimination or harassment, or threatening to file a 

complaint of discrimination or harassment.  

 

IV. Laws / Statutes / Executive Order 

 

Discrimination as defined in this Policy may also violate federal, state, and local laws, 

including but not limited to: 

 

• Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

• The Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 

• The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

• Vietnam Era Veteran’s Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974 

• The Americans with Disabilities Act As Amended Universal Policy 

• The Civil Rights Act of 1991 

• The Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act of 1994 

• Executive Order D0043 87, Equal Employment Opportunity in State Government; 

August 7, 1987  

 

V. Disclaimer  

 

Every attempt is made to keep universal policy information updated. For additional 

information, refer to the 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 801-1, State Personnel Board 

Rules and Director’s Administrative Procedures or contact your department’s DPA/DHR 

Ambassador.  

 

Subsequent revisions to rule or law could cause conflicts in this information. In such a 

situation, the law and rule are the official source upon which to base a ruling or interpretation. 

This document is a guide, not a contract or legal advice 
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Universal Policy: Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion in State Employment 

 

I. Statement of Purpose  

 

This Universal Policy sets forth expectations regarding equity, diversity, and inclusion for all 

classified employees within the state personnel system and non-classified employees in Executive 

Branch departments. This does not include non-classified employees in institutions of higher 

education and those reporting to elected officials other than the Governor and Lieutenant 

Governor. Institutions of higher education and elected officials may opt to implement and follow 

this Universal Policy, at their discretion.  

 

II. Statement of Policy  

 

The State of Colorado is most successful in serving our residents when our workforce reflects the 

diversity of our communities. Discrimination in the United States has caused a legacy of inequities 

in health, education, housing, employment, income, wealth, and other areas that impact 

achievement and quality of life. Research shows that diverse groups tend to make more accurate 

decisions, have more comprehensive problem-solving skills, are more innovative, and deal more 

effectively with complex challenges. Therefore, a diverse and inclusive state workforce is crucial 

to ensure we are effective in serving Coloradans. The State of Colorado is an equal opportunity 

employer that celebrates equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI). In all aspects of the employment 

process, qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment without regard to race, 

color, religion, sex, disability, age, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, pregnancy 

and medical condition related to pregnancy, creed, ancestry, national origin, marital status, genetic 

information, or military status (with preference given to military veterans).  

 

Beyond ensuring that people with diverse backgrounds are hired at state agencies, as an employer, 

we are committed to creating a workplace where all individuals feel comfortable bringing their 

full selves to work. The State of Colorado values belonging because of its potential to increase 

employee engagement, and our employees are our greatest asset. Employees who do not feel 

welcome at state agencies may soon leave and add to high turnover rates from historically 

marginalized communities. They may also suggest to their community groups, friends, and family 

members that the State of Colorado is not an inclusive employer, resulting in greater difficulty 

recruiting from traditionally marginalized communities. When people face barriers to achieving 

their full potential at work, the loss of talent, creativity, energy, and productivity is a burden not 

only for those impacted by historic disparities and inequities, but for communities, businesses, 

governments, and the economy as a whole.  

 

It is critical that all State of Colorado employees feel a sense of belonging at work; otherwise, 

hiring a diverse workforce will not accomplish our goals. There is a collective responsibility to 

make the State of Colorado an employer of choice for people with all identities and abilities - 

including leadership at all levels. This includes examining policies, practices, and procedures in 
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state government today which may result in disparate impacts on people of color and people with 

other marginalized identities. Further, the state should provide training and guidance to work 

against an individual’s unconscious biases which are reinforced by daily messages - both subtly 

and overtly - and influence how we perform our work serving the community, as well as guidance 

for fostering equity, diversity, and inclusion in all state agencies.  

 

This policy applies in all areas of employment including recruitment, hiring, retention, training, 

promotion, compensation, benefits, performance management, and organizational culture. It 

outlines the actions the Department of Personnel and Administration (DPA) will take with regard 

to EDI initiatives, and the responsibilities of department heads, agency leaders, and all employees 

with regard to the State’s effort to become an equitable, diverse, and inclusive employer.  

 

III. Definitions  

 

Equity: When everyone, regardless of who they are or where they come from, has the opportunity 

to thrive. Equity recognizes that some individuals have an advantage because of their identity, 

while others face barriers. Unlike equality, which suggests giving the same thing to everyone, 

equity works to provide opportunities to those facing barriers by providing additional resources to 

those who do not have these advantages. This requires eliminating barriers like poverty and 

repairing systemic injustices.  

 

Diversity: A description of differences usually based on identities such as race, gender, sexual 

orientation, class, or ability, etc. Diversity does not equal equity and does not always occur 

intentionally.  

 

 

Inclusion: What an organization does with diversity to ensure individuals have the opportunity to 

fully participate. Inclusion intentionally promotes a sense of belonging where people’s inherent 

worth and dignity are recognized and their abilities, qualities, and perspectives are leveraged for 

the collective good. 

 

Inequity: When policies and processes create fewer opportunities for historically marginalized 

groups that are systemic, avoidable, and unjust.  

 

Underutilization or Underrepresented: Employment of members of a race, ethnicity, gender, or 

other group at a rate below their availability (representation in the labor market). 

 

IV. Duties and Responsibilities  

 

State Personnel Director, Department of Personnel & Administration: The Director has the 

ultimate responsibility for statewide EDI initiatives subject to Executive Order D2020-175, Equity, 

Diversity, and Inclusion in State Government. This includes:  
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• Integrate EDI into all parts of personnel and program management;  

• Develop and review policies and procedures to guide and direct state agencies in 

creating inclusive workplace cultures and implementing equitable hiring and retention 

practices; and  

• Ensure compliance with relevant federal and state constitutions, statutes, and 

regulations.  

 

Statewide Chief Human Resources Officer (CHRO): The CHRO, as directed by the State 

Personnel Director, has day-to-day responsibility for the implementation of an EDI program for 

those employed by the state. This may include:  

 

• Fulfill delegated responsibilities from the State Personnel Director; 

• Develop and monitor the state's universal written policies with regard to EDI; 

• Communicate and implement the state EDI program internally and externally; 

• Develop EDI metrics for use by the principal departments; and 

• Partner with the Colorado Equity Alliance and other appropriate EDI resources, to 

collaborate with agency/department Human Resources Directors and identify, create, 

and recommend related training programs, develop tools and technology solutions, and 

assist with the creation and implementation of EDI initiatives.  

 

Department Heads 

 

• In accordance with Executive Order D2020-175, report annually overall EDI efforts 

and specifically for those groups that have been identified as underutilized or 

underrepresented. Develop department dashboard measures to monitor the success of 

EDI efforts. 

• Ensure agency representation on the Colorado Equity Alliance, and utilize their 

resources, tools, and guidance to advance equitable and inclusive outcomes for state 

employees and applicants. 

• Lead by example and hold all agency employees accountable for ensuring equity, 

diversity, and inclusion throughout the recruitment process when any employment 

opportunity exists, particularly in leadership and promotional positions; additionally, 

ensure implementation of EDI hiring and retention practices as outlined in “All 

Supervisors/Hiring Managers/Leaders” and “Human Resources” responsibilities 

below.  

• With regard to employees with physical and mental impairments, ensure accessibility 

to all agency buildings, systems, vital documents, community meetings, and other 

resources available as outlined in DPA standards, and support progressive facilities and 

environment planning to create a welcoming, inclusive and most of all, accessible 

workplace for all staff and customers. 
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• Provide training and education opportunities related to supporting and promoting EDI 

and foster a culture of dignity, empowerment, and inclusion. Support the creation of 

employee affinity and learning groups to enable grassroots learning and growth; use 

feedback from these groups to inform agency policy, procedure, and community 

engagement. 

• Build trusting, long-term relationships with community partners by engaging 

communities in building and developing department priorities that affect them, and by 

supporting community priorities. 

• Course correct as necessary to support and promote EDI. 

 

Human Resources  

 

• Design recruitment strategies to actively engage the community and attract a diverse 

pool of candidates, especially where underutilization exists. Annually assess those 

recruitment strategies. 

• Ensure that recruitment strategies, at a minimum: 

o Advertise employment opportunities to the largest practicable number of persons 

necessary to ensure that all members of Colorado’s population have an equal 

opportunity to compete for entry into the state personnel system. Focus additional 

resources on reaching out to groups and organizations who represent traditionally 

underrepresented communities, such as communities of color, LGBTQ+ 

membership organizations, and disability rights coalitions, among others. 

o Ensure any recruitment literature, printed and electronic, is relevant and accessible 

to all 

o Implement periodic reviews and monitoring procedures to ensure that no 

discriminatory practices exist and to determine whether the regular flow of 

applicants is diverse and reflective of our community. 

o Ensure minimum qualifications and special requirements necessary to perform any 

job satisfactorily are fair, equitable, and do not unlawfully or unintentionally 

exclude individuals on the basis of a protected class. Specifically, agencies should 

examine drivers license, degree, and experience requirements to ensure they are 

truly necessary to perform the position. If they are not necessary to perform the 

position and if they may prevent applicants from diverse backgrounds from 

applying, the requirements should be eliminated. Substitutions for minimum 

qualifications should be re-examined frequently to attract the broadest possible 

group of applicants who can meet minimum qualifications. 

o Ensure that every job announcement uses DPA’s recommended language 

addressing the agency's commitment to equity, diversity, and inclusion and includes 

specific information (name, phone number, and email) for the agency Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADAAA) coordinator. 

• Develop a system for being more intentional and conscious of bias during the hiring, 

promoting, and/or evaluation process in order to minimize potential for inequity or 



I L G  
Legal Services Division 
 

 -41-  

 CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 

 WORK PRODUCT PROTECTED 

underutilization. Train hiring teams on equitable practices, including, but not limited 

to, setting a salary and/or hiring range for all public job descriptions, considering and 

listing all relevant substitutions for minimum qualifications (including lived 

experience), redacting identifying information on resumes, not seeking prospective 

employees’ wage rate histories, and not relying on salary/wage rate histories to 

determine salary/wage rates for prospective employees. Offer DPA-provided resources 

to employees for identifying individual personal bias through objective testing.  

• Track data within the agency on how current strategies shift diversity at each stage of 

the hiring process to understand if a barrier exists at any stage. If data is available, 

request and review aggregate applicant pool data for demographics and use the data to 

establish target goals for improving EDI.  

• Provide guidance and training to agency supervisors to ensure they understand their 

responsibility to foster equity and inclusivity in all aspects of the employee life cycle 

post-hire, specifically, in development opportunities, compensation, and in 

performance management.  

• Establish target goals, reporting, and accountability systems that support and promote 

EDI (e.g., increase in engagement scores around collaborative and inclusive 

workspaces, fair and equitable advancement opportunities, and feeling recognized, 

safe, and respected in the workplace). 

• Ensure the agency has (1) a reasonable accommodation policy that is reviewed on an 

annual basis, (2) a dedicated ADAAA coordinator, with formal training on providing 

accommodations to agency employees as specified by DPA, and (3) training for agency 

supervisors to ensure they are adequately trained on the appropriate process for 

accommodating those with disabilities. Additionally, the agency must be in compliance 

with the Americans with Disabilities Act as Amended (ADAAA) Universal Policy. 

• Ensure all onboarding materials are available in accessible formats and recruiting 

personnel are formally trained on disability employment needs and the agency’s 

accommodation practices 

 

All Leaders/Hiring Managers/Supervisors  

 

• Lead by example. Establish a sense of belonging for everyone. Create and sustain a 

positive workplace culture that clearly conveys the value of an equitable, diverse, and 

inclusive organization. 

•  Identify and address the barriers that intentionally or unintentionally create and 

maintain institutional discrimination, inequity, or exclusion. 

• Consider equity, diversity, and inclusion in every step of the hiring process, employee 

development, and employment cycle. 

• Work with Human Resources consultants/partners to develop, maintain, and 

continually reach out to sources for recruitment in underrepresented populations (e.g., 

schools, community and professional organizations, stakeholders, etc.). This strategy 
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should be examined with each vacancy; applicant pool demographic information from 

the last recruitment may indicate if the strategy has been effective in the past. 

• In partnership with Human Resources, examine internal data (turnover and promotion 

rates by demographic group) to identify any disparities in hiring and retention, and to 

foster an inclusive workplace. 

•  List only those minimum qualifications and special requirements (e.g. driver’s license) 

truly necessary for an open position. Wherever possible, other comparable experience 

should be considered in lieu of education requirements, including lived experience 

directly relevant to the essential functions of the position (e.g. being a member of the 

community receiving specific services, or having experience as a recipient of a specific 

state benefit). 

• Complete required training regarding EDI, and ensure direct reports do the same. 

Encourage additional learning and reflection related to these topics and model these 

actions. Allow employees reasonable work time to participate in employee affinity or 

learning groups 

• Explore potential underlying, unquestioned assumptions that interfere with equity, 

diversity and inclusiveness; courageously and respectfully bring to light areas of 

opportunities to improve, both individually and systemically.  

• Offer equitable and inclusive access to growth and leadership development, education 

and training opportunities, mentoring opportunities, and other resources.  

• Take swift and appropriate action(s) to stop any and all discrimination and/or 

harassment when it is discovered, consulting Human Resources as appropriate.  

• Ensure that all personnel practices and procedures, including training, hiring, 

promotion, and individual development/competency plans are applied equitably and in 

compliance with Colorado State Personnel Rules and State Personnel System Universal 

Policies.  

 

All Employees  

 

• Co-create with your colleagues a welcoming, supporting, safe, affirming, and 

respectful work environment; courageously and respectfully bring to light areas of 

opportunities to improve, both individually and systemically.  

• Participate in training regarding EDI with an open mind, and a willingness to work 

toward self-awareness and reflection. Participate in continuous learning, development, 

and training, both internally and externally, regarding EDI.  

• Recognize that we all carry with us conscious and unconscious bias toward others, and 

through awareness, strive to remove any influence of that bias on your work for the 

state and your relationships with colleagues.  

• Engage in and support respectful dialogue and courageous conversations (even when 

uncomfortable) about racism, privilege, dominant culture, oppression, and historical 

trauma. 
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• Accept that mistakes will be made, acknowledged, and learned from, and that this cycle 

is necessary for growth.  

• Offer support and encouragement by honoring each individual's values, beliefs, 

principles, and lived experiences.  

 

V. Laws / Statutes / Executive Order  

 

Executive Order D2020-175 

 

VI. Disclaimer  

 

This universal policy is to assist in standardizing DPA/Division of Human Resources processes 

and policies. Every attempt is made to keep information updated. For additional information, refer 

to the Executive Order D2020-175.  

 

Subsequent revisions to rule or law could cause conflicts in this information. If a rule or law 

conflicts with the information, the law and rules are the official source upon which to base a ruling 

or interpretation. This document is a guide, not a contract or legal advice. If you need advice or 

further interpretation, contact your agency’s HR unit. 
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DNR Public Service Code of Ethics 

 

Our Mission: We manage and conserve Colorado’s natural resources for the benefit of people 

today - and tomorrow.  

 

1. Advance the public interest. Promote the interests of the public and put service to the 

public above service to oneself. 

 

2. Uphold the Constitution and the law. Respect and support statutes, rules, regulations 

and policies, while seeking to improve them to promote the public good. 

 

3. Promote public participation and partnerships. Inform the public about who we are and 

what we do, and encourage active engagement in governance. Be open, transparent and 

responsive, and respect and assist all persons in their dealings with DNR.  

 

4. Strengthen equity, diversity and inclusion. Promote an equitable, diverse and inclusive 

workplace where all employees, community partners, and customers feel valued and 

respected. Respect and value individual strengths to ensure DNR is innovative and 

resilient into the future. 

 

5. Empower adaptive leadership. Empower all DNR employees to anticipate and 

articulate DNR’s future needs to build shared understanding and purpose; encourage 

free exchange of ideas and information; adapt actions through continuous learning; and 

demonstrate accountability through transparent decision-making. 

 

6. Demonstrate personal integrity. Adhere to the highest standards of conduct to inspire 

public confidence and trust in DNR. Abide by the DNR Employee and Supervisor Code 

of Conduct. 

 

7. Promote ethical actions. Promote healthy accountability by empowering all DNR 

employees to attain the highest standards of ethics, stewardship, and public service 

within their individual work and within their teams.  

 

8. Advance professional excellence: Strengthen personal capabilities to act competently 

and ethically and encourage the professional development of others.  

 

We Are DNR – Purpose 

 

Successfully adhering to our code of ethics will enable us to effectively achieve our mission to 

manage and conserve Colorado’s natural resources for the benefit of people today - and tomorrow.  
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DNR’s code of ethics promotes ethical standards, transparency, accountability and excellence in 

achieving our mission by describing specific expectations and behaviors. Our work products, 

public statements, meetings, actions and written communications are often highly scrutinized and 

subject to hundreds of Colorado Open Records Act (CORA) requests per year. Staff in all 

Divisions interact with the public and media daily, and each interaction with each person matters. 

All DNR employees from our frontline workers, field staff, managers and Directors should 

consistently strive to meet and exceed our code of ethics. In doing so, we ensure the work of our 

Department is well represented, we provide an inclusive & positive workplace for all employees, 

and we are better able to meet the mission of DNR to better serve all Coloradans 
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DNR Employee & Supervisor Code of Conduct 

 

Our Mission: We manage and conserve Colorado’s natural resources for the benefit of people 

today - and tomorrow.  

 

The Department of Natural Resources is committed to providing a work environment in which 

employees feel valued and can bring unique strengths to the workplace to fulfill the mission of the 

Department. We are ambassadors of the State of Colorado and DNR, and we are expected to 

conduct our duties with the highest standards of integrity and professionalism. Employees must 

use reasonable judgment and refrain from conduct which reflects unfavorably on the Department 

and State of Colorado.  

 

We will: 

• Be professional, respectful, truthful, and courteous to coworkers, customers, clients, 

partners and contractors at all times 

• Practice self-management and take ownership of personal behaviors, actions and well-

being 

• Ensure all written communications and work products reflect the values of the 

Department and remember that all are subject to open records requests 

• Perform job tasks promptly and effectively and always strive to perform at the highest 

level possible 

• Serve as a positive role model to others and contribute as part of a team 

• Promote an equitable, diverse and inclusive work environment 

• Be responsive to client and coworker requests and needs 

• Accept responsibility for our own work, behavior, and actions 

• Communicate in a professional and respectful manner 

• Resolve conflicts in an appropriate, respectful, timely, and courteous manner 

• Embrace forward-looking innovation and solutions and welcome constructive criticism 

• Treat everyone fairly and demonstrate respect for all people and their ideas 

• Listen actively and share information in an open, truthful, and appropriate manner 

• Avoid conflicts of interest that may harm the reputation of our clients, business 

partners, the Department, and the State of Colorado 

• Practice excellent stewardship of public trust and public resources; adhere to DNR’s 

Public Service Code of Ethics 

• Adhere to all Federal and State laws, State Personnel Rules and policies, and 

Department policies and procedures  

 

Supervisors play a critical role in fostering a work environment where employees feel valued and 

can contribute meaningfully to DNR’s mission. In addition to the Employee Code of Conduct, 

supervisors are also expected to meet the following standards.  



I L G  
Legal Services Division 
 

 -47-  

 CONFIDENTIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 

 WORK PRODUCT PROTECTED 

 

All supervisors will exhibit the following behaviors:  

• Trust. Communicate openly and honestly with others. Interact with others in a way that 

gives them confidence in one’s intentions and those of the organization. 

• Integrity and Ethics. Behave in an honest, fair and ethical manner while demonstrating 

a sense of responsibility and willingness to admit mistakes. Model the way to create a 

culture of accountability to DNR’s Public Service Code of Ethics. 

• Self Management and Emotional Intelligence. Use self-awareness to take ownership 

and responsibility for behavior, well-being, and professional conduct. Practice empathy 

and build excellent working relationships with others. 

• Culture of Safety and Wellness. Ensure employees have access and are free to use 

safety equipment, safety training, benefits, leave and wellness programs. 

• Inclusion. Promote the free exchange of ideas and information, and value individual 

differences and unique strengths of those on your team. Listen to team members to 

enhance decision-making and innovation and to improve workplace culture. 

• Teamwork. Contribute to shared purpose and goals by creating a culture of teamwork 

within work units, Divisions and the Department. Reach across organizational 

boundaries to share information and to leverage expertise and resources. 

• Performance Management. Communicate clear expectations for employee 

performance and discuss performance expectations early and often with team members 

to ensure accountability. Adhere to DNR’s Performance Management Program.  

• Leadership. Coach and develop others to empower adaptive leadership at all levels of 

the organization. Create, articulate, and drive a vision for how teams can support the 

overall mission. 

• Change Management. Help employees embrace and adopt changes in their day-to-day 

work to achieve mission-critical outcomes. 

• Process Improvement. Eliminate or reduce waste, strengthen processes, and empower 

employees with the tools they need to cultivate continuous process improvement. 
 
 

 

 

 

 




