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By letter dated September 23,2005, the Appellant filed an eleven-page Motion for 

Reconsideration of the Board's August 24,2005 decision denying the above-titled 

appeal. The Appellant, Robenson Baguidy, was appealing his October 13,2004 

termination from employment as a Corrections Officer Trainee for falsifying his 

application for employment by failing to disclose why he left employment with the 

Hillsborough County Department of Corrections, and by omitting the fact that he had 

been investigated by the Manchester Police Department and the Hillsborough County 

Department of Corrections as a result of allegations of sexual misconduct brought against 

him by a female inmate while he was employed with the Hillsborough County 

Department of Corrections. 

In his Motion for Reconsideration, the Attorney Reynolds raised several grounds in 

support of his request. Specifically, he argued that: 

1. "The Board's analysis of Mr. Baguidy7s employment status on the date of 

termination by NH Department of Corrections (NHDOC) is erroneous, or at least, 

inadequate to determine the standard that the Board actually applied to Mr. 

Baguidy." 

2. "The Board's decision lacks sufficient factual findings to determine its reasoning 

or even what standards it is applying." 
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3. "There are no findings on Mr. Baguidy's state of mind at any time." "Mr. 

Baguidy provided extensive rebuttal and explanation. The Board's decision 

addresses none of that evidence presented by Mr. Baguidy. Even the findings of 

fact that the Board states are essentially too conclusory to determine just what 

supporting facts led to Board to those conclusions." 

4. "The warden, the appointing authority, has admitted he did not provide to Mr. 

Baguidy or his representative all the evidence that at the time of termination the 

warden believed supported the decision to terminate." 

The Appellant then restated most of the evidence and argument offered at the hearing on 

the merits of the appeal and in his closing arguments. He then argued that, "The 

appointing authority engaged in no progressive discipline whatsoever in this case. See 

Per. 1001-1008. Even if NHDOC would like applicants in Mr. Baguidy's position to 

spell out everything about their prior lives, this case was not willful falsification, and 

certainly does not rise to the level of an immediate termination offense." 

/--\ 
I 

\ ,I With respect to the Appellant's employment status, the Board continues to find that the 

Appellant was serving his initial probationary period. That finding, however, is not 

dispositive of the appeal, as the appointing authority was authorized to dismiss the 

Appellant without warning regardless of his employment status. As stated in the Board's 

decision, and as evidenced by the Appellant's October 13,2004 notice of termination, the 

rule upon which the agency relied in dismissing the. appellant was Per 1001.08 (a). That 

rule applies to all full-time employee and provides for the immediate dismissal of any 

employee who willfully falsifies agency records, including applications for employment. 

In terms of the Board's factual findings, in its August 24,2005 decision, the Board found 

the following: 

"On his State of New Hampshire Application for Employment and related pre- 

employment documents, the appellant indicated that he had left his employment 

with the Hillsborough County Department of Corrections for personal reasons and 
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to pursue more advantageous employment opportunities. He also indicated in his 

NH Department of Corrections self-reported background statement that he had 

never been the subject of an investigation by a law enforcement agency, and that 

there was no information about him that could later cause embarrassment to the 

Department." (Factual Finding #8.) 

"The appellant's signed statement indicating that he had never been the subject of 

an investigation by a law enforcement agency, and that he left his employment 

with Hillsborough County for "personal reasons" or to pursue a "more 

advantageous position," constitutes a willful misrepresentation of relevant 

information on his application for employment, and a violation of Per 401.02 (0) 

of the NH Code of Administrative Rules." (Ruling of Law C.) 

The Appellant's assertion that he did not think he had been the subject of an investigation , 

by a law enforcement agency when he was questioned by the Manchester Police 

Department is simply not credible. As the Board's August 24,2005 decision states in 

Findings #4 through #8: 

4. The Manchester Police Department investigated the alleged assault, and provided 

their report to Hillsborough County Corrections Captain David Dionne of the 

Hillsborough County Department of Corrections. The appellant was aware of the 

seriousness of the allegations, as even consensual sex under the circumstances 

described in the allegation could be prosecuted as a felony. 

5. The appellant denied the allegations and later, through his attorney, refused a 

request for a second interview. 

6. The appellant was shown evidence of the alleged offenses, and was questioned by 

a polygraph examiner. He received written notice that the Hillsborough County 

Department of Corrections had scheduled him to appear for a disciplinary hearing 

on July 1,2002. 
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7. The appellant had an opportunity to review the evidence and consult with his 

union representative before the hearing. After conferring, he tendered his 

immediate resignation. 

The Board believes its decision concerning the Appellant's state of mind was sufficiently 

clear, having found that the Appellant had willfully misrepresented and omitted relevant 

information on his application for employment and self-reported background. 

Attorney Reynolds argued that although some document were given to the Appellant at 

the pre-disciplinary meeting, the Appellant "..raised some important questions and 

challenged the conclusions about his NHDOC application." Mr. Reynolds then argued 

that the warden and investigator "decided to obtain more evidence," but failed to apprise 

the appellant about information obtained from Manchester Police Detective Brennan 

during an interview that occurred after the suspension meeting. Mr. Reynolds points to I. 

the first two pages of State's Exhibit 4 as proof that the Appellant did not have access to 

all the evidence supporting his dismissal. 
, 

Investigator Wefers provided the Appellant access to the investigative documents in 

State's Exhibit 3. Prior to the termination, in compliance with Per 1001.08 (c), the 

appointing authority met with the Appellant and provided the evidence supporting the 

decision to dismiss him, and with the assistance of counsel, was allowed the opportunity 

to refute that evidence. The additional evidence to which Attorney Reynolds refers is 

contained in State's Exhibit 4, which was withdrawn as an exhibit at the hearing because 

Warden Cattell testified that he had not received the report or read it prior to the date of 

the Appellant's termination. 

While the Board agrees that the Department of Corrections engaged in no progressive 

discipline before dismissing the Appellant, the Board notes that progressive discipline is 

not required in all cases. Per 1001.08 (a) specifically provides for imrnedate dismissal 

without prior warning for falsification of agency records, including applications for 

\-< / 
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employment. The Appellant signed the certification on the application which states, in 
' -) pertinent part: 

"I certify that the information provided in or attached to this application is 

complete, accurate and up-to-date on the date specified below.. . I further certify 

that there are no willful misrepresentations of the above statements and answers to 

questions herein and that I have made no omissions of material fact with respect 

to any of my answers to the questions presented. I understand that if an 

investigation should disclose such misrepresentations or omissions, my 

application may be rejected. Finally, I understand that if I should be employed at 

the time of such investigation and disclosure, my services may be immediately 

terminated." 

Having concluded that the Appellant misrepresented and omitted relevant information i n ,  

his application for employment and self-reported background, the Department of 

Corrections exercised its authority to dismiss the Appellant for willful falsification of 

'\ agency records. 

According to Per-A 208.03 (e) of the NH Code of Administrative rules: 

"A motion for rehearing in a case subject to appeal under RSA 541 shall 

be granted if it demonstrates that the board's decision is unlawful, unjust 

or unreasonable." 

Having considered the Appellant's arguments in conjunction with the Board's August,24, 

2005 decision, the pleadings, and the documentary evidence admitted into the record of 

the hearing, the Board was not persuaded that its decision was unlawful, unjust or 

unreasonable. Accordingly, the Board voted unanimously to DENY the Motion for 

Reconsideration and AFFIRM its decision denying Mr. Baguidy's appeal. 
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The New Hampshire Persoiuiel Appeals Board (Bonafide, Jolulson and Reagan) met in 

p~~bl ic  session on Wed~iesday, June 15, 2005, ~ulder the a~~thority of RSA 2 1 -I:58 and 

Chapters Per-A 100-200 of the NH Code of Administrative R~~les ,  to hear the appeal of 

Robenson Baguidy, a fonner employee of tlie NH Depai-tnient of Corrections. Mi. 

Baguidy was appealing his October 13,2004, tennillatioil ftom employment as a 

Corrections Officer Trainee for allegedly falsifying ail agency record. Specifically, the 

Depai-tinent alleged that Mr. Baguidy failed to disclose why he left employment with the 

Hillsborough Co~ulty Depai-tment of Coirections, and omitted the fact that lie had been 

investigated by the Mancliester Police Depastnieilt as a res~~l t  of allegatio~is brought 

against l i m  by a female imnate while 11e was employed with the Hillsborougli County 

Department of Coi-sections. SEA General Co~lnsel Michael Reynolds appeared on the 

appellailt's behalf. Attoilley Jo1.m Viilson appeared 611 behalf of the Department of 

Coirections. 

The record of the hearing in this matter coilsists of pleadings s~lbinitted by tlie parties, 

notices and orders issued by the Board, Joint Stipulations filed by the parties, and 

documents admitted into evidence as follows: 

Appella~lt 's Exhibits: 

A. Employee Sta t~~s Notification (Foiin "A") dated 3/19/94 for Baguidy, Robenson 

J., signed by Linda McFarland, HR Coordinator 
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B. NH Department of Coll-ections "Release of h~fornlation Aclu~owledgment" form 

, (7 dated 311 9/04 for Robensoa J. Bag~lidy, signed by Linda McFarlalld and 
' \ '  

Robenson Baguidy 
I 

I C. NH Department of Coil-ections "A~~tlzorization for Release of Personal 

I li~folnlation" foiin dated 2/13/04 for Robeilsoll J. Baguidy signed by Robenson 

Baguidy and Roderick Greellwood 

I D. NH Department of Coil-ectioas Colltiilgellt Offer for Emnployment dated 2-26-04 

for Robenson Baguidy signed by Robenson Baguidy and Rod Greenwood 

I 
E. Hillsborougl~ County Humail Reso~lrces Depai-tment "Resignation Notice" dated 

7/1/03 signed by Robellson Baguidy 

F. Professioi~al/Tecl~lical Staff Perfolinailce Su~ninary Foi-111 dated 11/3/04 for 

Robellsol1 Baguidy signed by Cossections Colyoral J. Jardine 

I State's Exhibits 

1 1. October 13,2004, letter from Warden Bruce Cattell to Robenson Baguidy 

illforming him of his iimllediate telmiilatioil fsoin ell~plo p e n t  for willful 

falsificatioil of agency records including but not linlited to applications for 

emplo ynent 

2. Application for Einploylneilt as a YC 111, dated 2/2/04, signed by Robenson 

B aguidy 

3. Confideiltial ~ e p o h ,  Investigations Bureat1 Case #DOC 2004-1 08 (53 pages) 

conce~i~ing Robeilson J. Baguidy for "Possible ~u ld~le  fainiliarity with female 

illmate at Go ffstowil Prison while you were elllplo yed wit11 the Hillsborough 

Co~lnty Cossections Depai-tllie~lt. Failing to fully disclose reasoll why you left 

Hillsborougll County Cossections to the Depa~tlnent of Cossectiolls andlor 

omitting facts 011 your application a11d other doculnellts that were required to be 

disclosed" 

5. State of New Hainpsl~ire Persoilllel Action Folin (PAF) dated 8/6/03 approving 

appointmeilt of Robellsoll Baguidy as telnporary fill-in Youth Counselor I 
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1 Tlie State offered into evidence a fo~~~teen-page document dated October 11, 2004, 

marlced Exhibit 4 for identification, titled "S~~pplenie~ltal Report" for Investigations 

Burea~l Case #DOC-2004-108. Tlle report was addressed to Warden Richard M. Gerry, 

Headq~~arters. Warden Bn~ce  Cattell testified that he did not see the report prior to the 
1 

Appellant's dismissal, and the State withdrew the exhibit. T11e Board agreed to mark it as 

Exhibit 4, but not to adrnit it as a f~11l exhibit into the record of tlie hearing. 

T11e parties offered into evidence foul-teen "Joint Stipulations." T11e Appellant also 

s~~bmitted for the Board's consideratioll excerpts from the NH Code of Administrative 

R~lles, R~lles of the Division of Perso~mel, incl~~diiig pages 21-22 of expired rules Per 

302.21 t l~~ougli  Per 302.23; and pages 1, 5,43 and 44 of the c~~n-ent NH Code of 

Adnlinistrative R~lles, Per 101.01, Per 102.35 -Per 102.48, and Per 601.05 (d) -Per 

602.01 (b)(2). 

At the hearing on the merits of the appeal, the following persons gave sworn testimony: 

/- 

"I 
) Robenson Baguidy, Appellant 

Detective Daniel Brennan, Ma~lchester Police Department 

I Captain David Dio~me, Hillsborougl~ County Department of Col-sections 

1 , .  Warden Bruce W. Cattell, NH Department of Con-ections 
I 

Lie~ltenant Roderick Gree~iwood, NH D epartment of Co~~ections 

ICe~uletl~ Lyllch, Londondeir y Police D ep a~tment (retired) 

Lieutenant Gerald Haney, NH Depail-tnent of Con-ections 

Col-poral Justin Jardine, NH Depa~tment of Col-sections 

Appellant's Einplovment Status at Tiine of Disinissal 

At tlle request of the parties, the Board also held open the record of the hearing until 

Tl~~~rsday,  J~lne 23, 2005, to allow the parties to file closing arguments in writing, and to 

s~~bmi t  briefs 011 the issue of tlle appella~lt's e~nploylnent status at the time of dismissal as 

either an initial probationary appoilltee subject to the disciplinary provisiolis of Per 
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1001.02, or a proinotioilal probationary appointee subject to the disciplinary provisions of 

Per 1001.03 to Per 1001.08. 

The personllel nlles are clear that 2111 einployee reinaias ail "initial probationary 

einployee" ~liltil that employee coinpletes one fill1 year of service in a position. The 

appellant did not coinplete a year of sewice in any of the positioils he held while 

employed by the State of New Hainpshire. T11e evidence reflects that the appellant was 

hired as a teinporary fill-in Yout11 Co~lnselor I on July 25, 2003. On October 17, 2003, he 

was assigned to a permanent position of Yo~l t l~  Couilselor I. 011 March 13, 2004, the 

appellant was appointed to a position of Coi-rectio~ls Officer Trainee. He was dismissed 

from his positioil on October 13,2004. At no time did the appellant complete twelve 

~nontl~s of service in any position ill ally agency. 

The evidence also reflects that the appellant was not proinoted within the Department of 

Coirections, and would be deemed a "promotioi~al probatioilary einployee" only in the 

sense that he transferred fioin a position in one State agency to a position in a different 

State agency having a higher salary grade. That promotion, however, occurred before the 

appellant had completed ail initial probatioilasy period. 

After reviewing the documeilts admitted into evidence and considering the parties' briefs 

and closing argu~nents, the Board found that the appellailt was still ail initial probationary 

appointee at the time of teiininatioa. The Board also found that the notice of dismissal, 

issued to the appellant on October 13,2004, cites Per 1001.08 (a)@), wl~icll provides for 

dismissal without wanling of any einployee, peiinal~eilt or probationary, for willful 

lalsificatioil of agency records. Regardless of the appellailt's einploymeilt status, the 

agency would be authorized to disiniss liin without ppkor wai-lling if it determined that he 

iilteiltio~lally misrepresented or oinitted relevant infoilnation about his prior employment. 
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Position of the Parties 

Attonley Reynolds argued that althougl~ the infollnation provided by the appellant in his 

application for einployme~lt wit11 the State of New Hampshire may have contained "a 

teclmical inaccuracy," there was no intent on the part of the appellant to deceive or 

conceal relevant information. He argued that the appellant could honestly say that he was 

not aslted to resign fiom his position with the Hillsborougl~ Coullty Department of 

Cossections, but resigned for a n~uinber of other reasons urnelated to the disciplinary 

hearing that he was about to undergo at tlze Hillsborougl~ County Department of 

Col-rections concei~ling his contact with an illmate. Attoilley Reynolds argued that the 

appellant's resignation was entirely vol~ultary, and the NH Depa~tinent of Corrections 

failed to give due coilsideratioll to the appellant's state of mind, collcluding wrongly that 

he resigned to avoid being teiininated for cause. 

Attollley Villsoll argued that the facts and circumstasnces leading up to the appellant's 

teilnination, and the conclusiolls to be drawn ffoln tllenl, were simple. He argued that the 

Depaitment had evidence that while employed by the Hillsborougl~ Co~ulty Department 

of Cosrections, the appellant was investigated for allegedly having inappropriate sexual 

contact with a female inmate at the Valley Street Jail. He argued that the appellant was 

questioned by the Ma~chester Police Department and later investigated by the 

Hillsborougl~ County House of Con-ectioas when they learned that he had accepted a 

collect call from the same ilunate who was tl~en incarcerated at the NH State Prison for 

Women. 

Attorney Vinson argued that wllen the illvestigatioll was ~uldeltalten by the Manchester 

Police Depastment, the appellant refi~sed to be interviewed a second time by detectives. 

He argued that the appellant, who holds a degsee in crilniilal justice from Hesser College, 

clearly lu~ew that he was the11 the s~lbject of investigatioll by a law enforcement agency. 

He argued that the appellant also understood the scope of the Co~ulty Col-sections 

Department investigation into both the alleged sexual misconduct and contact outside the 

woskplace with an inmate. Attoilley Vinson argued that wlleil tlle appellant understood 
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the scope of the investigation and tlie possibility for discipline, the appellant resigned, 

iniil~~tes before he was sched~~led to appear at a disciplinary hearing. 

Attorney Vinson argued tliat wl~eiz the appellant applied for employment with the NH 

Department of Corrections, he cei-tified that he had never beell investigated by a law 

ei~forceiizeiit agency, despite liis having been questioiled by botli Mancliester Police 

Department persoivlel and Hillsborougl~ Co~ulty Coi-rections persoiuiel about alleged 

illegal, sexual contact with an iivnate. He argued that tlie appellant gave intentionally 

inisleading information when lie indicated on his application for employment as a NH 

State Cossectioilal Officer that lie had resigned froin the Hillsborough Co~uity House of 

Coil-ectioiis for personal reasons, rather tlian resigning in order to avoid disciplinary 

action. He argued that the appellant also answered ~ ~ ~ l t r u t l ~ f ~ ~ l l y  wlieii he indicated in pre- 

einploymeilt inquires that there was no illfoilnation he needed to disclose about himself 

that migl~t later cause emban-assment to the department. 

Having carefully reviewed the evidence and arguments offered by tlle parties, as well as 

the Joint Stipulations that the pai-ties filed, the Board made tlie following findings of fact 

aid nllings of law: 

1. Prior to his employment wit11 tlie NH Depai-tment of Coi-rections, the appellant 

was employed as a Coi-rections Officer at the Valley Street Jail, working as an 

employee of the Hillsborougl~ Cou~ity Dep ai-tmeilt of Coil-ectioiis. 

2. Iii the spring of 2003, a feinale iivnate at tlie NH State Prison for Woineii in 

Goffstown alleged that while she was incarcerated at tlie Valley Street Jail, 

Robensoil Baguidy and two or thee  other Co~~ilty Cossectioi~s Officers had sexual 

relatioils witli her. 

3. The evidence reflects that wllile still einployed as a Hillsborougl~ County 

Coil-ectioiis Officer, tlie appellant accepted a collect telephone call at liis home 

from the iillnate wit11 wl~om he had allegedly had sexual relations. At the time, 

the iillnate was iiicarcerated at the NH State Prison for Woineii in Goffstown. 

The coiiversation between tlie iivnate and appellant was recorded, consistent with 
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tlie collect call warning tliat says, "Tllis call niay be recorded at a ~ y  time. Thanlc 

you for using Public Coimnullications S ervices. You inay begin speaking now." 

4. The Maiicliester Police Department investigated tlie alleged assault, and provided 

tlieir report to Hillsborougli Co~uity Coil-ectioiis Captain David Dionne of the 

Hillsborough Co~lnty Department of Corrections. The appellant was aware of the 

seriousness of tlie allegations, as even collsellsual sex under the circumstances 

described in the allegation could be prosecuted as a felony. 

5. The appellant denied tlie allegations and later, tluougli liis attorney, refused a 

request for a second iiiterview. 

6 .  Tlie appellant was sliowil evidence of the alleged offenses, and was questioned by 

a polygrapl~ examiner. He received written notice that tlie Hillsborougli County 

Department of Corrections liad sclied~~led liiln to appear for a disciplinary hearing 

on July 1,2003. 

7. The appellant had ail opportunity to review tlie evidence and consult with his 

union representative before tlie hearing. After coaferring, lie tendered his 

immediate resignation. 

8. On liis State of New Hanipshire Application for Eniploynlent and related pre- 

einployment doc~~rneiits, tlie appellant indicated tliat lie liad left liis employment 

with tlie Hillsborougl~ Co~uity Department of Coi-rections for personal reasons and 

to pursue Inore advantageous einploymeilt oppoi-tunities. He also indicated in his 

NH Department of Col~ections self-reported bacltgrouiid statement that he had 

never been tlie subject of ail investigatioil by a law enforceinent agency, and that 

there was no information about liim that could later cause embarrassment to the 

Department. 

9. In tlie baclcground report, tlie appellant indicated tliat lie liad been falsely accused 

of pushing solneone but never reported that lie had been accused of haviilg sexual 

relations wit11 an iiuiiate, or that lie had been investigated for having colitact 

o~ltside of liis official d~lties as a Hillsborougli County einployee witli tliat sane  

iiunate wliile she was incarcerated at the NH State Prison for Women. 

10. Tlie Depal-tnient of Corrections leanled of tlie investigations into the appellant's 

activities at Hillsborougli Coulity when one of their officers infoilned Major 
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Cu~miaglzam, Chief of Security, that a foi-nzer County Co~rections Officer had 

seen the appellant worlting in R&D, and that the individ~~al had left Hillsborough 

C o ~ l ~ t y  after allegations of sexual misconduct. 

1 1. Tlze Departine~zt of Coil-ections i~litiated an investigation and deteilnined that the 

appellant lzad bee11 tlze subject of one or Inore i~lvestigations while he was 

e~nployed by Hillsborouglz Co~uzty. 

12. Wlzen tlze investigatio~z was coinpleted, Warden Cattell co~lfio~lted tlze appellant 

witlz the apparent discrepancies in his application and lzis self-reported 

bacltgro~uld information. The appellant told Iziin that lze did not consider his . 

q~~estioning by Manchester Police to be an i~lvestigation because Ize was never 

read his Mirailda Rights. He also told tlze Warden that altlzough lze lulew he had 

been investigated by Hillsborougl~ Co~~nty,  he did not consider their Corrections 

Department to be a "law enforcement agency." 

13. Warden Cattell testified that, "Anyone in coirectio~zs for about 25 minutes knows 

that sexual allegatio~zs with feinale inmates is tlze hot subject around the industry." 

It bothered tlze Wasden that tlze appellant would leave an agency with those 

allegatio~ls u~lresolved, and would tlzen colzze to a~~otlzer Corsections agency and 

neglect to disclose tlzat info~mation. He testified tlzat "Wlletlzer you're part of the 

issue or not, it hits the media tlzat there were tux-esolved clzasges, and the 

department doesn't luzow about it, you 'get a black eye."' 

14. The appellant was given a11 opport~mity, with l i s  representative present, to review 

tlze infoilnation contained in the Depa~tment's investigation, and to refute the 

evidence s~~pporting the Department's belief that he had willfully inisrepresented 

relevant infoi~nation about his prior emnploynent and tlze reason for his 

resignation fsoin tlze Hillsborouglz County Depa~tment of Con-ections. 
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R~~lings  of Law 

A. Per 1001.08 (a) (8) of tlie NH Code of Administrative Rules (R~~ le s  of the 

Division of Persoizllel) provides for tlle inmediate disinissal of an employee 

witho~~t prior wanling for "Willf~~l falsification of agency records including, b ~ ~ t  

not limited to.. .. E. Applicatioas for einploynent." 

B. Per 401.02 (0) of the NH Code of Administrative Rules (Rules of the Division of 

Personnel) req~~ires an applicant to afki~n that: "(I) Tliere are no willful 

misrepresentations in any statements made in the application; (2) The applicant 

~~nderstailds that the application will be rejected should any investigation disclose 

any misrepresentations in the application; and (3) If tlie applicant has attained 

einploymeilt and should an investigation disclose misrepresentation, employment 

inay be tei~ninated. " 

C. Tlie appellant's signed statement indicating that he had never been tlle subject of 

an investigation by a law enforcemelit agency, and that lie left his employment 

witli Hillsborougl~ County for "personal reasons" or to pursue a "more 

advantageous position," constit~~tes a willfill misrepresentation of relevant 

information on his application for einploymeiit, and a violation of Per 401.02 (0) 

of the NH Code of Administrative Rules. 

D. Tlie appointing a~~tliority inet wit11 the appellant in colnpliance wit11 Per 1001.08 

(c) wllich provides that, "No appoiiiting a~~tliority shall disiniss a classified 

einployee ~lnder tliis rule until the appointing a~ltllority: 

(1) Offers to meet wit11 the einployee to discuss whatever evidence the appointing 

authority believes supports tlle decision to disiniss the employee; 

(2) Offers to provide the einployee wit11 a11 opport~uiity to refilte the evidence 

presented by the appointing a~~t l~or i ty  provided, however: 

a. An einployee's failure to respond to a request for a meeting wit11 the 

appoiiiting a~~tllority sllall not bar the appointing a~ltl~ority from dismissing 

an einployee pursuant to this pait. 

b. An enlployee's refi~sal to meet witli tlie appointing a~~tllority shall not 
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bar tlle appointing aultl~osity fi-om dislnissing an employee to this 
,- ', part; and 

I 

(3) Documents in writing the nat~u-e and extent of the offense." 

E. Having complied wit11 the provisions of Per 1001.08 (c), the appointing authority 

determined that there were sufficient groullds to terlniaate the employee, and 

provided him wit11 written notice of the dismissal, specifying the nature and extent 

of the offense; and notifying him in writing that his dismissal could be appealed 

under the provisions of RSA 21-I:58 within 15 calendar days of the notice of 

dismissal, as required by Per 1001.08 (d). 

Decision and Order 

111 consideration of all the testimony, evidence and argulnents offered by the parties, the 

Board voted unanimously to DENY the appeal, and to ~phold  the Department of 

Colrections' decision to dismiss Robensen Baguidy from his position as a Corrections 

Officer for willfill falsification of his application for einploynent. 

) THERERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

cc: I<are~l Levcl~~llc, Director of Personnel 

Micl~ael Reynolds, SEA General Co~ulsel 

Jolm Viason, Corrections Counsel 
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