
 

305 Interlocken Parkway 

Broomfield, CO  80021 

(303) 869-9000 

 
 

Delivery Method:  USPS and email 

 

March 4, 2026 

 

Rich Guggenheim 

 

 

 

Re:​ Notice of Rule 6-10 Meeting 

​  

Dear Rich: 

 

I have received information about your performance or conduct that concerns me, 

and I am considering taking disciplinary action. I am scheduling a meeting with you 

pursuant to State Personnel Board Rule 6-10, to be held on Thursday, March 12, 2026 

at 9 am in the Big Thompson meeting room, 305 Interlocken Parkway, Broomfield, 

Colorado. At that meeting, we will discuss the information that causes me to believe 

that disciplinary action may be appropriate, which includes, but is not limited to, the 

following:  

 

Allegations that: 

●​ During a manager’s meeting on November 6, 2025, you engaged in a 

back-and-forth argument with your division director about DEI being illegal and 

about being silenced, disrupting the meeting for about five minutes. 

●​ During a January 7, 2026, meeting, you refused to stop discussing the 

investigation being conducted into your behavior and implied legal action 

against investigation participants, and after  left the meeting, you 

saying  is part of a “coverup,” and stated, “[ ] will seek any 

opportunity she can to throw her co-workers under the bus.” 

●​ You provided information for an online article that contained a screenshot of a 

draft report containing Aja Bos’s name and work contact information, and 

 
   



misrepresented the draft report as a final report as evidence that CDA is using 

USDA funds for DEI programs. 

The reason for this meeting is to gather all relevant information and to provide you 

with an opportunity to present any information and mitigating circumstances you 

would like me to consider before I make a decision. You have the right to present 

information at this meeting and to have a representative of your choice accompany 

you to the meeting. You may also bring any documents that you want me to review 

prior to making my decision. You will be allowed seven (7) days after the meeting to 

provide me with any additional information relating to the issues we will discuss. 

You also have the right to review any available documentation and evidence that will 

be discussed in the Rule 6-10 meeting, unless prohibited by law, at least two business 

days in advance of the Rule 6-10 meeting. The documents that will be discussed at 

the 6-10 meeting are included with this letter. 

Please contact me before the meeting at jordan.beezley@state.co.us if you have 

questions.  

 

Sincerely, 

Jordan Beezley   
 

Jordan Beezley 

Deputy Commissioner of External Affairs 

Appointing Authority 

 

Enc: 

 

CC: Personnel File 
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Allegation 1: It is alleged that during a manager’s meeting on November 6, 2025, Rich 
Guggenheim put a message in the chat, “DEI on Steroids,” stated to 

  that he “didn’t care” when  told Guggenheim that 
his message was inappropriate, and then engaged in a back-and-forth 
argument with  about DEI and about being silenced, disrupting the 
meeting for about five minutes.   

 
 
Analysis: 

 version of events is largely undisputed by Guggenheim. Witnesses also generally 
corroborate these events, although most witnesses do not recall anyone’s exact words. There is 
no recording of the entire meeting. One witness recorded the last one minute of this interaction, 
capturing the end of Guggenheim’s remarks about DEI.  can be heard saying, in a calm, 
measured voice, “Can you now mute yourself, and then can I proceed?” Guggenheim remarks, 
“You can go ahead and proceed but I’m just going to be honest with everybody so that they 
know what this is—they need to know.” The meeting then proceeds. (Attachment 37) 
 

 says the entire interaction lasted about five minutes, while Guggenheim insists it was less 
than one minute.  confirms that the meeting continued afterward and concluded as 
scheduled. Considering that the meeting recording captures only one minute of the conversation, 

 estimate that the interaction lasted around five minutes seems most plausible. 
 

 explains that the November 6, 2025, meeting was a regular manager’s meeting in which 
they discussed agenda items and provided updates.  provides the meeting agenda, which 
includes an update from   indicating that spots are available in the upcoming 
“Inclusive Leadership” cohort.  
 
According to  around 30 minutes into the meeting, as  began informing the group 
about the Inclusive Leadership cohort and encouraged new employees to sign up, Guggenheim 
wrote a message in the Google Meet chat, visible to all participants, “DEI on Steroids.”  
recalls that after Guggenheim’s chat message, he immediately told Guggenheim, who was 
initially muted and off camera, “That’s inappropriate to bring this to the meeting.”  recalls 
that in response to his statement, Guggenheim stated, “I don’t care,” and then continued to talk 
about DEI being part of a “woke agenda.”  recalls telling Guggenheim at that point 
something like, “This is not appropriate for the meeting, and you are talking about this on record 
with all attendees at the meeting.”  recalls asking Guggenheim to mute himself, and that 
Guggenheim then “attacked” and “blamed” him for not allowing him to continue speaking, and 
said, “I am not welcoming of differing opinions.”  
 

 says he reported Guggenheim’s conduct to  later that day, after Guggenheim 
sent him a complaint he had purportedly sent to Pam Bondi, the US Attorney General.  
says he felt the issue was “beyond his scope” at that point. When asked about what law or policy 
Guggenheim may have violated via this interaction,  states, “I believe Rich violated the 
policy regarding professional conduct because there is a pattern of complaints about making 
unwelcome political statements that offend his colleagues and are disruptive when made in the 
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trainings.  says she used the same report training her predecessor had used for 2025, simply 
changing the date and leaving all the remaining information the same.  explains that this 
screenshot shows the potential training programs the grant manager could be eligible for, which 
were included in the 2024 draft report template before Trump’s 2025 executive order on DEI. 

 says that a USDA colleague who reviewed the draft report in September 2025 reached out 
and informed her that she would now need to remove all references to EDI/DEI, which she did. 

 says that no grant funding was actually used for any DEI trainings after Trump’s 2025 
executive order.  says that Guggenheim “put her job in jeopardy” by identifying this grant to 
argue that CDA is engaging in DEI practices in violation of an executive order, and that 
Guggenheim is “misconstruing the actual situation.” She primarily objects to Guggenheim, her 
supervisor, “actively working to make my job harder.” She states, “I can’t understand why 
someone so inconsiderate would be employed here. There are no consequences, which is very, 
very frustrating.”  frustration appears aggravated by the fact that, had Guggenheim inquired 
of his subordinate, he could have learned that a USDA colleague intervened to correct the draft. 

 also points out that Guggenheim should have reviewed the draft report she uploaded to the 
USDA and could have also identified this issue before she transmitted the report, demonstrating 
his inadequate supervision. 
 
Guggenheim refused to answer questions outside the scope of the November 6, 2025 meeting, 
despite repeated instructions that scope determinations were not for him to make, but his 
employer’s purview. Still, Guggenheim demanded a second meeting after the conclusion of the 
investigation into the November 6, 2025 meeting events. After consulting with CDA, it was 
determined that the investigator could rely on the available information, including the transcript 
supplied by Guggenheim, without his further participation. Thus, this investigator did not hear 
Guggenheim’s side of the story on this or the preceding allegation. Regardless, the information 
provided by  indicating that this report template is being misrepresented as proof that CDA 
is using Federal money for DEI, appears credible. The screenshot includes  name, work 
email, and work phone number, leaving her open to public criticism and questions. However, her 
information would likely be accessible to the public or to the DOJ if they wanted to contact her 
about this grant, so that inclusion is not particularly concerning. In any case,  upset about 
potentially being implicated in a DOJ investigation also appears reasonable.  
 
Finding:  This investigator finds it more likely than not that Guggenheim provided information 

for an online article that contained a screenshot of a draft report containing   
name and work contact information, and misrepresented the report as evidence that 
CDA is using USDA funds for DEI programs. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
Based on the foregoing, it is more likely than not that Rich Guggenheim has engaged in a pattern 
of confrontational and sometimes inflammatory behavior that has disrupted meetings briefly, 
undermined supervisory authority, negatively impacted workplace trust, and demonstrated a lack 
of professionalism. His November 6, 2025 conduct showed poor judgment and further disregard 
for his supervisor’s direction. His actions at the January 7, 2026 meeting—including continued 
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discussion of the investigation despite confidentiality expectations and disparaging remarks 
about a subordinate in front of co‑workers—exhibits unprofessional leadership and created 
unnecessary risk for CDA. Additionally, his apparent role in providing information for an online 
article that mischaracterized a federal grant report and exposed a subordinate employee to 
unwanted public scrutiny reflects a willingness to advance his personal political and legal 
narrative at the expense of organizational interests and team cohesion. In his defense, 
Guggenheim advances a host of legal conclusions about his First Amendment rights and 
unpersuasive assertions of “retaliation.” 

 
 

Final Analysis 
 
Ultimately, decision-makers for CDA are responsible for assessing whether the facts of this 
matter support the allegations presented here or otherwise establish unacceptable conduct. This 
investigation report is intended to be a primary tool for that analysis by identifying the relevant 
allegations, providing analysis, and offering a finding under a preponderance of evidence 
standard. It is important to recognize that another person, such as a judge, a juror, or a decision 
maker for CDA might reach conclusions different than those made by this investigator based on 
the same or additional information. 
 
END REPORT 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
__________________ 
Suzanne L. Pariser, J.D. 
Employment Matters LLC 
Flynn Investigations Group 
 

 




