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This matter @ sefore the Caresr Service Board (Board™) on the Agency
m% for Beview, The Boord has reviewed and constdered the Rull record wa,ﬁw i and
IME in Wumﬁ wmwﬁ RBES in part, and MODIFIES the Hearing Officer’s
5 dated October 16, 2007, on the grounds outlined below,

FINDINGS

Appeliant was terminated by the Ageney on July 16, 2007, for acces m.u%m
pornography.on 2 Cliy-owned computer and showing at least one pornagraphic image 1o
a 17 year old male infern. At the time of his termination, Appellant held the position of
A mu,“wﬁwww Giolf Professional and had been employed by the Agency for 18 vears, The
Hearing Officer modified Appeliant’s teemination to a 30 day suspersion,

g

Withowut guestion, Appellant engaged in inappropriate workplace activity that
directly violated the City's internet usage policy and reluted Carcer Service Rules (CSR)
m 82, 1660 [ and 16-60 Y. However, the issues Wfsﬁw ed in this %m%m are whether
wx,. MM o violated (

SEOG-60 0 and 1680 7 and whetlnr his
th the career serviee principles of diseipline.

Mﬁzmm W m,we:mw%v m%w.
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vice rale provides that a City eraploves may be wwnﬁmmm

tisfactory working relatonships with co-workers, olher Uity
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Mw that the intern was
m 1 pernogeaphy
e of my wj s would ever &
Mwww ctough about the incident to
o MX could g ,;ﬁ spetlant's supervi
ﬁ mN: had accessed. BExhibit 2, pp. 7175 While the Board sg
cer thut CSR 164600 mgma not be used as a bludgeon sgainst 2
| bug staius as
?K M w ,Wm wﬁﬁ ﬁ &@ Giolf Divigion, and hisy
g kil i
¢ mmm nEtret,
aleo sctan e %«Mm ? fora %Wﬁ i the workplace, We find &kvv
the chroumsiances, the Ages &mﬁ ﬁw iy %Mﬁw of g :r : thut @%&wmﬁ £ %& i
maintain a &%@%2 working relationship within the meaning of USR 1660 0,
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inferacuens in the w@mg% nevertheless, the young man's 4

sehood ften »@&sm @rmﬁm
s the mwy:wa are

relationship,

s

1660 7., a City employee may be disciplined for

W? s w@mﬁ? andd effectivencss of the departinan? or ag Qwﬁl

Ema on O compromises the integrity &. the Foeusing on the first

mmm Officer concladed that o vielation would ¢ Awm\a prool of
agency’s effectiveness, Le. mm ability 1o cany ot § @ﬁw@w@w o

M_xim M,m ?@&m& that wes pre; udivial 1o a0 agency’s good order, Le., the internal structure

st means by which Mm sclieves its mission. Tn essenc wm;ﬁ Hearing Officer determaned

that & vislation, at least as to the first part of the rule, would require proof of some kind of
injury. ,
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However, as the Agency points out In its beief, there 15 0
ws v condust fhat Ww

{ois disrepute on or compromises mmx mitegrity of the City,
ﬁ?zm& (rifice mc ot specifically address this portion of
th

e M,%ﬁ%mw that o vielathon would requin

v 1 the Clty's éx&%ﬁ o insegrity, To find otherwise would
e shr-all” provision oftering Ulty emp wm : ;
their conduct wall be &w while atlowis

i subjective views of potential ww:w.xw

Ubviously, the g
¢ deetded v g case W@
s Brought dise

wsary to %mwﬁ a violation of CSR 1660 2. will
owever, the Agency argues that
v Because the intern’s parents were angr

have o b




3, wCt mw apriate behavior or performance 1}
whenever practicable, discipline shall be
mwﬁmmﬁww. as the Hea W 2 Officer recogm
wiste for a single @‘X,mwi event that resulty

ﬁmw Hes et of an 3 ssion, bul where possible and
wﬁ Actics ww._ﬁ e ipline under the ¢ areer service rules is intended to |
corrective rathe That being said, finding the appropriate leve]

corvective discipline is not always an easy task,

er considersd @ vardety of factors (Le., the nature of the ofle
t'g 18 vears of servies, his %Agw %%,W%mmﬁ? revord eons ﬁmﬁw

gritien ¢ ‘&m rimand, bis admission of some wrongdoing, sad his apology @t

sciplingry mectingd in concluding tha &wmﬁ%m&m would be able W cormect, and

@mﬁ Q% mim mistakes, and m&%i:wﬁaa@& srmretiv ose of digcipline under CSR
Haa20 was ot il The mﬁx,mmﬁ, audified e discipling 1o 2 30

5

day suspension; r:xé& this modificaton was bag {, o wmig%mm Offiwer's
finding that Appeliant had violsted only those carcer service ndes related 10 the City's
internet policy. While the Board agrevs thin dus mw?ﬁm x maw %&%ﬁ@% in this case, the
Board has alse found that %wm&xﬁm viphaed CER 16 %m based o hig prior
written veprimand, this s Appellant’s second %mﬁwm s for fadlure to maiotan
satisfactory working rels Mw,ﬁ hips. mw ven am ww ves presented 1 this case. the
Bourd fnds tha the appropriate iov suspension,
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IS THERFORE ORDERED that the Hearing € m;ﬁ s Drecision
16, 2007, s REVERSED ag o CSR 1660 O, AFFIRMED m CER 1660 N .
MODIFIED g 90 day suspension, consistent with the Board's :ﬁm nigs herei
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¢ Hoard on Febraary 2
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