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Anthony Crane appea ls the a t tached decision  of the former  Division  of Sta te 

and Loca l Opera t ions (SLO)
1
, which  found tha t  the appoin t ing author ity had 

presented a  sufficien t  basis to remove the appellan t ’s name from the Pract ica l 

Nurse (Specia l Reemployment  List ), Department  of Human Services, eligible list  on 

the basis of fa ilure to appear  for  the in terview. 

 

The appellan t ’s name appeared on  the September  17, 2012 cer t ifica t ion 

(PS121054) from the specia l reemployment  list  for  Pract ica l Nurse, Trenton  

Psychia t r ic Hospita l.
2
  The appoin t ing auth or ity contacted the appellan t  for  an  

in terview.  The appoin t ing author ity informed the appellan t  tha t  the only sh ift  

available for  the subject  posit ion  was the 3 p.m. to 11 p.m. sh ift .  The appellan t  

indica ted tha t  he was only in terested in  a  7 a .m. to 3 p.m. sh ift .  Fur ther , he not ified 

the appoin t ing author ity tha t  he was not  in terested in  the 3 p.m. to 11 p.m. sh ift  

and he would prefer  to remain  working a t  the Hunterdon Developmenta l Center  a s 

a  Pract ica l Nurse.  Thus, the appoin t ing author ity removed th e appellan t ’s name 

from the specia l reemployment  list .  It  is noted tha t  the appellan t  is current ly 

serving as a  Pract ica l Nurse a t  the Hunterdon Developmenta l Center  and he is 

a ssigned to work from 6:45 a .m. to 3:15 p.m.    

 

On appea l to SLO, the appellan t  a sser ted, among other  th ings, tha t  he was 

not  scheduled for  an  in terview and he is st ill in terested in  the subject  posit ion .  SLO 

determined tha t  the appoin t ing author ity had presented a  sufficien t  basis to remove 

the appellan t ’s name from the specia l reemployment  list .   

 

On appea l, the appellan t  a sser t s, among other  th ings, tha t  the appoin t ing 

author ity did not  in terview him for  the subject  posit ion  and he main ta ins an 

in terest  in  the posit ion .             

 

In  response, the appoin t ing author ity sta tes t ha t  an  in terview was set  up 

over  the telephone and the appellan t  fa iled to appear  for  the in t erview.  Moreover , 

the appellan t  declined the posit ion  a t  the t ime he was offered an  in terview.                

 

 

                                            
1
 Now kn own as th e Division  of Cla ssifica t ion  and Personn el Management . 

2
 The appellan t  was placed on  the PS121054 specia l reemployment  list  a s a  resu lt  of a  layoff from h is 

posit ion  a t  Hagedorn  Psych ia t r ic Hospita l in  J un e 2012.  Pr ior  to the layoff, the appellan t  was 

assigned to work from 6:45 a .m. to 3:15 p.m.  Th e appellan t  was not  previou sly assign ed to work a t  

Tren ton  Psych ia t r ic Hospita l.     



CONCLUSION  

 

N .J .A.C. 4A:8-2.3(c)3 sta tes tha t  remova l of names from a  specia l 

reemployment  list  sha ll be made in  accordance with  applicable ru les.  N .J .A.C. 

4A:4-6.3(b), in  conjunct ion  with  N .J .A.C. 4A:4-4.7(d), provides tha t  the appellan t  

has the burden  of proof to show by a  preponderance of the evidence tha t  an 

appoin t ing author ity’s decision  to remove h is or  her  name from an  eligible list  was 

in  er ror .  N .J .A.C. 4A:4-4.7(a )3 provides tha t  an  eligible may be removed from the 

list  for  inability, unava ilability, or  refusa l of the eligible to accept  appoin tm ent .  

N .J .A.C. 4A:8-2.3(e)1 provides tha t  employees who decline reemployment  because 

the posit ion  is in  a  different  sh ift  from the posit ion  from which  they were displaced, 

or  because the posit ion  is fu ll t ime when the posit ion  from which  displaced was 

pa r t -t ime (or  vice versa ) sha ll remain  on  the specia l reemployment  list .    

 

 In  the instan t  mat ter , the appellan t  a rgues tha t  h is name was improper ly 

removed from the PS121054 specia l reemployment  list  for  Pract ica l Nurse.  The 

appoin t ing author ity a rgues tha t  it  not ified the appellan t  tha t  the only available 

sh ift  for  the subject  posit ion  was from 3 p.m. to 11 p.m., and he declined to 

in terview for  the posit ion .  Therefore, h is name was proper ly removed from the 

eligible list .  On appea l, the appellan t  does not  dispute tha t  he was not  in terested in  

working the 3 p.m. to 11 p.m. sh ift  or  tha t  he declined to in terview for  the subject  

posit ion .  However , the record reflect s tha t , pr ior  to h is layoff in  J une 2012, the 

appellan t  was assigned to work the 6:45 a .m. to 3:15 p.m. sh ift  a t  Hagedorn  

Psychia t r ic Hospita l.  The record a lso reflect s tha t  he cont inued to work the same 

sh ift  a fter  h is reassignment  to Hunterdon Developmenta l Center .  Based on  the 

circumstances presen ted in  th is mat ter , it  is clea r  tha t  the appel lan t ’s sh ift  a t  

Hagedorn  Psychia t r ic Hospita l was different  from the sh ift  tha t  was available for  

the subject  posit ion .  It  is a lso clea r  tha t  the appellan t  declined to in terview for  the 

subject  posit ion  due to the different  sh ift .  Since the appellan t  declined to in terview 

for  the subject  posit ion  based on  those reasons, the appellan t  is en t it led to have h is 

name restored to the specia l reemployment  list .  S ee N .J .A.C. 4A:8-2.3(e)1. 

   

Accordingly, based on  the tota lity of circumstances presented in  th is m at ter , 

the appellan t  is en t it led to have h is name restored to the PS121054 specia l 

reemployment  list  for  Pract ica l Nurse, Depar tment  of Human Services.          

 

ORDER  

 

Therefore, it  is ordered tha t  th is appea l be granted, and the appellan t ’s name 

should be restored to the specia l reemployment  list  for  Pract ica l Nurse, Depar tment  

of Human Services. 

 

 This is the fina l administ ra t ive determinat ion  in  th is mat ter .  Any fur ther  

review should be pursued in  a  judicia l forum. 


