
  B-018 

  

DPF-439 * Revised 7/95 

 

  

 

 

 

In the Matter of Lisa Brown, Family 

Service Specialist 1 (PS2267K), 

Department of Children and Families  

  

CSC Docket No. 2018-1507 

 

 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 

ACTION 

OF THE 

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

 

 

Request for Reconsideration 

 

ISSUED:  APRIL 23, 2018 (CSM)             

 

Lisa Brown, a Family Service Specialist 2 with the Department of Children 

and Families (DCF), represented by Manuel B. Oasin, Esq., requests 

reconsideration of the attached decision rendered on October 4, 2017, which upheld 

the removal of her name from the eligible list for Family Service Specialist 2 

(PS2267K), on the basis of an unsatisfactory employment record.    

 

By way of background, in disposing of the September 22, 2016 certification, 

DCF removed the appellant’s name from the list due to an unsatisfactory 

employment record.  Specifically, it indicated that the appellant had received a 10-

day suspension on charges of incompetency, inefficiency, conduct unbecoming a 

public employee, neglect of duty and other sufficient cause.  The appellant appealed 

the matter to the Civil Service Commission (Commission), which found that since 

the appellant received major discipline on March 18, 2014, which was within a 

relatively recent timeframe from the issuance of the list, it was appropriate for the 

appointing authority to consider it when reviewing the appellant’s employment 

history.  Therefore, the Commission found that her adverse employment history 

consisted sufficient cause to remove her name from the subject list.  

 

On reconsideration, the appellant states the appointing authority indicated it 

removed her name from the list based on a long standing administrative policy 

concerning an eligible who receive major discipline within three years of the 

establishment of the list.  However, as this was not the reason stated at the time 

her name was removed from the list, the appellant argues that “she could not 

defend against it.”  Additionally, the appellant presents that “long standing 
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administrative policy” is not one of the enumerated reasons in N.J.A.C. 4A:4-4.7 as 

a basis to remove an eligible’s name from the list. 

 

Although provided the opportunity, the appointing authority did not submit 

any additional information or argument for the Commission to review.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

N.J.A.C. 4A:2-1.6(b) sets forth the standards by which a prior decision may 

be reconsidered.  This rule provides that a party must show that a clear material 

error has occurred or present new evidence or additional information not presented 

at the original proceeding which would change the outcome of the case and the 

reasons that such evidence was not presented at the original proceeding.   

 

N.J.A.C. 4A:4-6.1(a)7 states that an eligible may be removed from the list 

who has a prior employment history which relates adversely to the title.  N.J.A.C. 

4A:4-6.3(b), in conjunction with N.J.A.C. 4A:4-4.7(d), provides that the appellant 

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

appointing authority’s decision to remove his or her name from an eligible list was 

in error. 

 

In the present matter, the appellant has not met the standard for 

reconsideration.  Although the appellant argues that N.J.A.C. 4A:4-4.7 does not 

state that “long standing administrative policy” is not one of the enumerated 

reasons to support a list removal, N.J.A.C. 4A:4-4.7(a)1 clearly states that an 

eligible may be removed from the list based on the causes for disqualification listed 

in N.J.A.C. 4A:4-6.1.  As noted above, N.J.A.C. 4A:4-6.1(a)7 states that a person 

may be denied appointment who has a prior employment history which relates 

adversely to the title.  Although she claims that she was not apprised at the time of 

her removal from the list it was based on a “long standing administrative policy” in 

order for her to provide a defense, the appointing authority’s policy of removing 

individuals based on a major disciplinary sanction is clearly prior employment 

history that can relate adversely to the title. Since the appellant acknowledged in 

her initial appeal that she was contesting the removal of her name “solely due to an 

unsatisfactory employment record,” she was clearly aware of the basis the 

appointing authority was utilizing to support its request.  Accordingly, the 

appointing authority presented sufficient cause to remove the appellant’s name 

from the subject list.  

 

ORDER 

 

Therefore, it is ordered that this request for reconsideration be denied. 
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This is the final administrative determination in this matter.  Any further 

review should be pursued in a judicial forum. 

 

DECISION RENDERED BY THE 

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION ON THE 

18TH DAY OF APRIL, 2018 

 
____________________ 

Deirdre L. Webster Cobb 

Chairperson 

Civil Service Commission  
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