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RSA 21-I:45  Composition of Board; Compensation; Removal. – There is hereby established a personnel appeals board as follows: 
I. The board shall consist of 3 members, not more than 2 of whom shall be from the same political party. There shall also be 2 alternate members of the board, not more than one of whom shall be a member of the same political party. At least 2 members of the board shall have been gainfully employed as a labor relations or personnel professional for a minimum of 5 years. One member shall have been employed within the public personnel field of employment for a minimum of 3 years. Each member and alternate shall be appointed by the governor with the consent of the council for a term of 3 years, and a person appointed to fill a vacancy shall be appointed for the unexpired term. Each member of the board and alternate shall hold office until his successor is appointed and qualified. The governor shall designate one member as chairman of the board. The board shall elect one member to serve as vice chairman. Either the chairman or vice chairman shall be a member of the New Hampshire bar. No member of the board shall be a member of any state or national committee of a political party, nor an officer or member of a committee in any partisan political club or organization, nor shall hold, or be a candidate for, any remunerative elective public office during his term of office and shall not be otherwise employed in any of the agencies of the state government. 
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RSA 21-I:46 VI

The board shall by September 1 of each year submit an annual report to the governor, commissioner of administrative services, and director of personnel.  This report shall include a narrative summary of the work of the board during the previous fiscal year.  The report shall also include a description of problems related to the personnel system and the board's recommendations for dealing with those problems.
Narrative Summary

Five Year History of Appeals Filed

	Appeal Type
	FY '97
	FY '98
	FY '99
	FY '00
	FY '01

	Termination
	19
	18
	22
	17
	16

	Discipline
	19
	15
	25
	8
	10

	Application of the Rules
	11
	24
	9
	4
	1

	Promotion/Non-Selection
	9
	6
	3
	10
	1

	Classification
	10
	4
	23
	2
	7

	Total
	68
	77
	82
	41
	35


Caseload

As indicated in the table above, the Board received thirty-five new appeals in Fiscal Year 2001.  When an appeal is received, the Board assigns a docket number to reflect the fiscal year in which the appeal was received, the type of appeal filed as described in the legend below, and the order in which the appeal was received.  For instance, docket number 2001-C-004 would indicate that a case was the fourth classification appeal filed in Fiscal Year 2001.  

C = Classification and reallocation

D = Discipline, including letters of warning, withholding of an annual increment, disciplinary suspension, and disciplinary demotion

O = Other applications of the rules, including alleged conflicts of interest with state employment appealable under RSA 21-I:52

P = Promotion and non-selection to a vacant position

T = Termination, including termination during the employee's initial probationary period, termination of permanent employees, and resignations allegedly given under duress

Docket Numbers that are marked with an asterisk in the table below indicate cases that were postponed at the request of one or both parties to the appeal.  In the marked classification appeals, the appellants and/or the Director of Personnel requested that the Board delay scheduling in order to give the Director an opportunity to reconsider the original classification decision.  In several of the disciplinary appeals, the cases were delayed in order to allow the parties to pursue settlement discussions while several others were postponed while the parties completed formal discovery, including witness deposition.  As always, the availability of witnesses and scheduling conflicts encountered by their representatives may result in delaying a hearing longer than would be desirable.

In an increasing number of instances, the parties have managed to settle appeals prior to a hearing or a final decision by the Board.  That trend is reflected in both the table below and in the report of decisions issued during FY 2001 that appears later in this report.  Without access to details of the settlement discussions or the text of agreements ultimately reached by the parties, the Board can do little more than speculate what the reasons behind a settlement may be.  In any event, the Board certainly encourages parties to explore the prospects of settlement whenever possible, believing that in most cases, a decision arrived at by mutual agreement of the parties is almost always preferable to one devised by a third party. 

Appeals Filed Between July 1, 2000 and June 30, 2001

	Docket Number
	Action Under Appeal
	Appeal Received 
	Hearing Date

	2001-C-001*
	CLASSIFICATION UPGRADED FROM SG 14 TO SG 18, REQUESTED SG 20 OR 22
	7/5/2000
	12/6/2000

	2001-C-002*
	CLASSIFICATION UPGRADED from sg 15 to sg 18, requested sg 21
	7/6/2000
	12/6/2000

	2001-C-003
	CLASSIFICATION UPGRADING FROM Sg 16 TO SG 17 – DENIED
	3/7/2001
	5/9/2001

	2001-C-004*
	CLASSIFICATION – denied upgrading
	4/25/2001
	Held in abeyance pending Director's reconsideration decision

	2001-C-005*
	CLASSIFICATION – denied upgrading
	4/25/2001
	Held in abeyance pending Director's reconsideration decision

	2001-C-006*
	CLASSIFICATION – denied upgrading
	4/25/2001
	Held in abeyance pending Director's reconsideration decision 

	2001-C-007*
	CLASSIFICATION – denied upgrading
	4/25/2001
	Held in abeyance pending Director's reconsideration decision 


	Docket Number
	Action Under Appeal
	Appeal Received 
	Hearing Date

	2001-D-001
	LETTER OF WARNING for CONFRONTATIONAL AND DISRUPTIVE ATTITUDE
	9/12/2000
	12/6/2000

	2001-D-002
	SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	9/28/2000
	withdrawn after scheduling

	2001-D-003
	WRITTEN WARNING
	10/3/2000
	4/18/2001

	2001-D-004
	WRITTEN WARNING For fAILure to meet the WORK STANDARD
	11/3/2000
	4/11/2001

	2001-D-005
	SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	2/1/2001
	withdrawn

	2001-D-006
	LETTER OF WARNING
	1/31/2001
	withdrawn after scheduling

	2001-D-007
	LETTER OF WARNING AND SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	2/8/2001
	withdrawn after scheduling

	2001-D-008
	DISCIPLINARY DEMOTION
	2/22/2001
	4/18/2001

	2001-D-009
	DISCIPLINARY DEMOTION FROM CORRECTIONS SERGEANT TO CORRECTIONS OFFICER
	5/15/2001
	9/12/2001

	2001-D-010
	LETTER OF WARNING
	5/17/2001
	9/12/2001

	2001-O-004
	PAID ADMINISTRATIVE LEAVE PENDING FITNESS FOR DUTY ASSESSMENT
	4/17/2001
	5/9/2001

	2001-P-001
	NON-SELECTION FOR PROMOTION TO MEDICAL RECORDS TECHNICIAN
	6/4/2001
	awaiting scheduling

	2001-T-001
	TERMINATION - 3RD WARNING FOR LATENESS
	7/21/2000
	11/8/2000

	2001-T-002
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION for FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	7/21/2000
	11/29/2000

	2001-T-003
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION for FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	7/27/2000
	11/1/2000

	2001-T-004
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY’s REFUSAL TO RESCIND RESIGNATION
	9/7/2000
	1/31/2001

	Docket Number
	Action Under Appeal
	Appeal Received 
	Hearing Date

	2001-T-005
	TERMINATION for FAILURE TO MEET the WORK STANDARD
	10/25/2000
	2/14/2001


	2001-T-006
	TERMINATION - REFUSAL TO ACCEPT JOB ASSIGNMENT, ABSENCE 3 DAYS without notice, WILLFUL INSUBORDINATION
	11/8/2000
	2/28/2001

	2001-T-007
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION
	11/14/2000
	dismissed – failure to appear

	2001-T-008
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION for FAILure to meet the WORK STANDARD
	12/29/2000
	withdrawn after scheduling

	2001-T-009
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY'S REFUSAL TO RESCIND RESIGNATION
	1/19/2001
	withdrawn after scheduling

	2001-T-010*
	TERMINATION for willful falsification of REQUESTS FOR OVERTIME
	1/24/2001
	6/13/2001

	2001-T-011
	TERMINATION for violation of SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY
	2/1/2001
	withdrawn

	2001-T-012
	TERMINATION for WILLFUL FALSIFICATION OF AGENCY RECORDS
	2/22/2001
	5/16/2001

	2001-T-013
	TERMINATION FOR WILLFUL ABUSE, MISUSE, DESTRUCTION OF STATE PROPERTY
	4/26/2001
	withdrawn

	2001-T-014
	TERMINATION FROM PART-TIME POSITION FOR EXCESSIVE ABSENCES
	5/14/2001
	awaiting scheduling

	2001-T-015
	TERMINATION FROM PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT AFTER REFUSING TO SIGN WORK PLAN FOR RETURN TO DUTY
	5/17/2001
	withdrawn

	2001-T-016
	TERMINATION FROM PERMANENT POSITION AS DORMITORY SUPERVISOR II
	6/29/2001
	withdrawn


· Scheduling
Despite significant improvements in reducing delays between the date an appeal is filed and the date that a final decision is issued, the availability of witnesses and representatives of the parties, motions to continue, formal motions for discovery, and last minute settlements continue to affect the Board's efforts to provide timely hearings.  The Board continues to schedule its cases on a priority basis, hearing first those cases that involve an immediate loss of income and/or benefits (i.e., termination, demotion, suspension without pay). 

On average, the length of time between receipt of those appeals and a pre-hearing conference with the parties to schedule a hearing on the merits has increased from 42 to 54 days, prompting a similar increase in the number of days between receipt of an appeal and a hearing on the merits of the appeal.

Accomplishments

· Adoption of Procedural Rules

RSA 21-I:46, VII requires the Board to adopt procedural rules to govern the conduct of its business, and  RSA 541-A prescribes the manner in which those rules must be adopted.  Over the course of several years, the Board had worked on revisions to its existing, but expired rules.  During FY 2001, the Board completed the rulemaking process and adopted Chapters Per-A 100-200, the Organizational and Procedural Rules of the New Hampshire Personnel Appeals Board.

More than a year before formally initiating the rulemaking process, the Board provided a draft of its proposed rules to each of the State agencies, the State Employees Association, the New Hampshire Troopers Association, and private attorneys who frequently appear before the Board.  The Board asked each of these parties for feedback, actively soliciting comments and recommendations for improvements to the draft.  Copies of the draft rules along with similar requests were also forwarded to the Governor's Office and members of the House and Senate leadership.  The Board truly appreciates the responses it received from the Governor, the Department of Corrections, the Department of Health and Human Services, the Fish and Game Department, New Hampshire Hospital, the Department of Resources and Economic Development, the Department of Transportation, and the State Employees Association.  The Board thanks them for taking the time to review the proposed rules and for providing comments and recommendations.  Their input was extremely helpful, and the Board incorporated many of the suggested revisions into the proposal for rulemaking that the Board later submitted to the Office of Legislative Services for review by the Joint Legislative Committee on Administrative Rules (JLCAR).

After publishing notice in the Rulemaking Register and conducting a public hearing on the proposal, the Board appeared before the JLCAR to answer their questions and address concerns that had been raised by the committee's attorneys.  After working with staff from the Office of Legislative Services, the Board was able to revise the rules sufficiently to address the committee's objections without sacrificing the original intent of the rules.  With the Committee’s approval, the Board formally adopted Chapters Per-A 100 and Per-A 200 with an effective date of October 23, 2000. 

Observations and Recommendations

For Improvement of the Personnel System
· Performance Evaluations
RSA 21-I:42 requires agencies to evaluate their employees' performance and to provide, at least once each year, a formal evaluation that measures the employee's performance against a set of written job expectations.  Despite significant improvements in the performance management process over the years, the Board continues to find that some agencies do not fulfill their obligations to provide accurate and timely feedback and conduct regular performance evaluations.  

Conducting performance evaluations is more than simply a legal requirement imposed by the legislature in 1986.  When properly employed, a performance evaluation can be an invaluable tool for enhancing communications between a supervisor and an employee, clarifying job expectations, and improving the quality of work.  Performance evaluations benefit the employee, the employer and, perhaps most importantly, the “customers” of the State, our citizens.  Inaccurate, ineffective, or otherwise improper evaluations foster an atmosphere of adversarial relations between employers and employees.  Such relationships diminish the ability of the agency to function effectively.

Performance management is an on-going process that should facilitate two-way communication.  Some agencies have shown steady improvement over the years, developing and maintaining a process that supports and promotes regular feedback and open dialogue.  Other agencies, however, appear to view evaluations as little more than an empty exercise that adds more paper to the personnel file but fails to accomplish the intended results -- assessing the employee's contributions to the agency, pointing out strengths, noting shortcomings, and addressing areas in need of improvement.

The Board had an opportunity in April, to discuss the performance evaluation system with a committee of agency Human Resources Administrators.  This committee is currently working on revising the State’s performance evaluation form as part of the State's and the Division of Personnel's overall strategic plan for improving human resources management in Executive Branch agencies.  The Board discussed with the committee the strengths and weaknesses of the current performance evaluation system and noted that the success of any performance evaluation system relies on management’s ability to articulate performance expectations clearly and to measure performance not only in terms of job accountabilities but also in terms of anticipated outcomes.  The Board advised the committee that in its opinion, improving the current system will require more than revisions to the form or the process.  It will require additional training for supervisory staff and educational outreach to both supervisory and non-supervisory employees.

The Board encourages State agencies to view evaluations as part of a continuing, good management skill.  To this end, the Board suggests that the statutorily required annual evaluations be considered as a minimum and that more frequent evaluations may better serve both the agency and the employee.

· Discipline and Due Process
Since their amendment in 1992, and their most recent revision in 1998, the Rules of the Division of Personnel have imposed a number of procedural requirements that agencies must carry out before they are permitted to discipline any employee.  While the standard is slightly lower for employees serving their initial probationary period, before an employer may dismiss a classified employee, the employer must satisfy a number of procedural requirements.  Appropriately, the most extensive requirements are imposed upon agencies when they intend to dismiss a permanent employee.  According to Per 1001.08 (c), "No appointing authority shall dismiss a classified employee under this rule until the appointing authority:  (1) Offers to meet with the employee to discuss whatever evidence the appointing authority believes supports the decision to dismiss the employee; (2) Offers to provide the employee with an opportunity to refute the evidence presented by the appointing authority provided…. and (3) Documents in writing the nature and extent of the offense."

As the Board noted in its report for FY 1998, the New Hampshire Supreme Court issued a decision in the Appeal of Edward A. Boulay in March, 1998.  That decision interpreted Per 1001.08 (c) and the relief to which a petitioner would be entitled under the provisions of RSA 21-I:58 if an agency were to violate that rule when terminating an employee.  

In Boulay (March 5, 1998) the Court wrote:

Although NHTI officials met with the petitioner on various occasions, they failed to provide him with all of the evidence on which they based their decision to dismiss him. The only evidence NHTI gave the petitioner was a statement of misconduct and a short summary of its investigation. NHTI withheld several documents containing important details of the investigation, including names of complainants, dates, and specific details of the alleged misconduct. NHTI did not release these documents to the petitioner until just prior to his hearing before the board. NHTI's failure to provide the petitioner with this information prior to his dismissal violated Per 1001.08(f)(1) and (4). See Ackerman v. Ambach, 530 N.Y.S.2d 893, 894 (App. Div. 1988) ("The dates and nature of the alleged misconduct must be sufficiently precise, when considered with information available to the charged individual, to allow the presentation of an intelligent defense.") 

The board indicated that it was "not persuaded to over-turn the termination solely on the basis of the Institute's alleged violation of Per 1001.08(f)." Instead, the board reinstated the petitioner based on NHTI's failure to provide him with adequate notice. While we agree with the board's decision to reinstate the petitioner, we conclude on the record before us that NHTI violated Per 1001.08(f). Because NHTI violated this administrative rule, the petitioner is also entitled to back pay and benefits pursuant to RSA 21-I:58. Accordingly, we remand for a determination of back pay and benefits.

Parties appearing before the Board continue to debate what the rule means when it says that the agency must disclose "whatever evidence" supports the termination decision.  In hearing after hearing, the Board has been asked to find that what now has been dubbed “the whatever evidence rule” must be interpreted very broadly to include disclosure of every fact and every piece of evidence that an appointing authority had available to it at the time the decision was made, regardless of the weight, if any, that such facts or evidence may have had in forming the decision.  The Board also has been asked to require an agency to review with the employee every fact and every piece of evidence that the appointing authority may have dismissed or discounted during the process of reaching a decision.  On the other side of the issue, parties have asked the Board to find that in spite of the Court's decision in Boulay (1998), an employee would not be entitled to reinstatement simply because the agency failed or refused to disclose the evidence that it relied upon in effecting the termination.

Although the Court clarified its interpretation of Per 1001.08 in the Appeal of Darren Johnson (October 31, 2000), its conclusion is essentially the same as it had articulated in 1998 in Boulay (96-085).  If an agency relies on evidence in support of a decision to dismiss an employee, that evidence must be disclosed to the employee and the employee must be offered a realistic opportunity to refute that evidence before the employee may be dismissed.  

Initially, the Boulay ruling seemed to have a significant effect on agencies.  Since that time, however, particularly as new supervisors are appointed and personnel changes occur in the human resource positions throughout State agencies, it appears that some departments are not fully mindful of their obligations under Per 1001.08 or the consequences of failure to comply with the requirements of the rule.  More importantly, in addition to the obvious consequences, by failing to comply with this rule, agencies and employees are deprived of the opportunity to avoid mistakes before they occur.

As with performance evaluations, a fair and honest exchange of information between the parties is usually the most effective way of avoiding errors.  If an agency has misinterpreted the evidence or is unaware of additional evidence, appropriate pre-disciplinary disclosure by both parties could suggest a different course of action and a better resolution for both parties.  However, that level of participative decision making can occur only when both parties approach the discussion openly and in good faith.

The Board believes that greater cooperation between employees, employee representatives, union stewards, employee advocates, supervisors, and agency representatives, as well as additional training and technical assistance at all levels within State agencies, could be helpful in addressing many of these issues.

· Alternative Dispute Resolution
The Board is encouraged to learn that the Division of Personnel is undertaking a pilot Mediation Program for State employees.  Mediation has long been recognized as a viable method of improving communications and as an important first step toward resolving conflicts between parties.  The Board believes that any measures directed at improving communications between employees and their employers can only serve to improve the service that they provide to the citizens of the State.

· Revisions to the Rules of the Division of Personnel
According to Per 101.02 (b), “In the case of terms and conditions of employment which are negotiated, the provisions of the collective bargaining agreements shall control.”  The current Rules of the Division of Personnel were readopted with amendments in 1998.  Since that time, a number of changes have been made to the language of the Collective Bargaining Agreement.  It is reasonable to believe that in the future, changes to the Agreement will continue to occur, particularly in those portions of the contract dealing with wages, benefits, and conditions of employment.  In order to avoid confusion, the Board recommends revising the rules to reflect that all negotiated wages, benefits, and conditions of employment described by the Collective Bargaining Agreement apply to all classified employees.  

The Board also recommends that the Division of Personnel consider revising Per 701.01 of its rules with respect to discipline and seniority.  Although lay-offs within State government are relatively uncommon, when they do occur, they occur by seniority within the class or classes selected for reduction in force.  The rule currently provides for seniority credit based on “years, months, and days of service, except that any days, months or years of leave without pay for personal or educational purposes shall not be counted toward seniority.”  

On November 20, 2000, the New Hampshire Supreme Court issued its decision in the Appeal of Kurk Flynn (Case No. 99-173).  Mr. Flynn had appealed the Board’s  January 6, 1999 decision (PAB Docket #99-O-3) in which it found that the State was correct in adjusting his seniority date for the period of his unpaid absence resulting from a disciplinary suspension.  The Board found that, “it would be patently unfair to allow Mr. Flynn to retain his original seniority date after his having been suspended without pay, while requiring the agency to advance the seniority date of those persons taking approved, unpaid leave.”   

In its decision, the Court wrote:

In construing rules, as in construing statutes, “where possible, we ascribe the plain and ordinary meanings to words used” (cite omitted).   

…Unlike “education leave,” which is defined in New Hampshire Administrative Rules, Per 102.27, “personal leave” is undefined.  The only helpful reference to personal leave that we find in the rules is the definition of “annual leave,” which means “time off for vacation or other personal business.”  N.H. Admin. Rules, Per 102.04.  

The rule adjusting seniority time for “personal or educational purposes” focuses upon time devoted to the employee’s purposes.  In addition, a disciplinary suspension without pay is not leave.  It is involuntary absence from work for the employer’s purposes.  See N.H. Admin. Rules, Per 102.60.  Thus, we find the board’s interpretation of the rule unreasonable.  Accordingly, we reverse.”

Certainly, if employees are not permitted to accumulate seniority credit during unpaid educational leaves, employees who are absent without pay as a result of a disciplinary action should not be accorded a greater benefit.  Therefore, the Board recommends that the Director of Personnel revise Per 701.01 accordingly.

· Classification
RSA 21-I:42, II, charges the Director of Personnel with:

“Preparing, maintaining and periodically revising a position classification plan for all positions in the classified service, based upon similarity of duties performed and responsibilities assumed so that the same qualifications may reasonably be required for, and the same schedule of pay may be equitably applied to, all positions in the same classification…”

Although the number of newly filed classification and allocation appeals was relatively small during FY 2001, the problem with classification appeals in general remains the same:  agencies and employees continue to see position upgrading as the only available tool to adjust employees' compensation in order to reward exceptional performance and to enhance recruitment and retention.  

According to RSA 21-I:46 (c), the Board may not hear classification decisions of the director of personnel when the reasons for appeal are based on any of the following: 

(1) The personal qualifications of an employee exceed the minimum requirements for the position in question. 

(2) The employee has held the position for a long period of time. 

(3) Any positions previously held by the employee or any examinations passed by the employee which are not required for the position in question. 

(4) The employee has reached the maximum of the assigned salary grade. 

(5) The cost of living or related economic factors. 

The Board understands that the Focus Group appointed by Governor Shaheen recommended improving the personnel system by increasing every classified employee’s position by one salary grade, and adding an additional three steps to the salary matrix.  Those recommendations were included in the recently signed Collective Bargaining Agreement (effective July 1, 2001) between the State of New Hampshire and the State Employees Association.  Although it appears that those measures may temporarily relieve pressure on the system to address levels of compensation through the classification process, those steps alone do not appear to address the underlying question of classification as a process for determining compensation. 

	Docket Number
	Appellant Last Name
	Appellant First Name
	Action Under Appeal
	Agency Name
	Decisions
	Supreme Court Docket No

	2000-C-002
	LANE
	ANN
	DENIED RECLASSIFICATION
	DEPT OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2000-D-008
	TROPF
	ROGER
	WRITTEN WARNING, FAILURE TO MEET WORK STANDARD
	NH PORT AUTHORITY
	DENIED
	

	2000-P-007
	CONLEY
	CHRISTOPHER
	NON-SELECTION FOR PROMOTION TO SERGEANT
	DEPT OF SAFETY
	DENIED
	2001-071

	2000-P-008
	EMERSON
	IRIS
	NON-SELECTION FOR PROMOTION TO SENIOR RADIO DISPATCHER
	DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION
	DISMISSED
	

	2000-P-009
	BOHANAN
	RORY
	NON-SELECTION FOR PROMOTION TO INVESTIGATOR
	CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT
	DENIED
	

	2000-P-010
	BARNES
	JEAN
	NON-SELECTION FOR PROMOTION TO ADMINISTRATOR
	DEPT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
	DISMISSED - UNTIMELY
	

	2000-T-008
	CLAIRMONT
	KATHLEEN
	TERMINATION - MULTIPLE WRITTEN WARNINGS FOR LATENESS
	DEPT OF SAFETY
	DENIED
	2000-753

	2000-T-009
	CURTIS
	SUSAN
	TERMINATION, FALSIFYING APPLICATION FOR EMPLOYMENT
	NH HOSPITAL
	DENIED
	

	2000-T-012
	CHAPMAN
	JOHN
	TERMINATION FOR MISCONDUCT
	DEPT OF CORRECTIONS
	GRANTED IN PART
	

	2000-T-013
	ZABRYCKI
	STACY
	TERMINATION - STEALING FROM CO-WORKER, INTERFERING WITH INVESTIGATION, FAILING TO PAY FULL ATTENTION TO DUTIES
	DEPT OF CORRECTIONS
	GRANTED
	

	2000-T-016
	PATRICK
	RANDALL
	TERMINATION, VIOLATION OF STATE’S SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY
	DEPT OF CORRECTIONS
	GRANTED
	

	2000-T-017
	BROWN
	ARTHUR
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION/CONDUCT
	DEPT OF CORRECTIONS
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2000-T-018
	HALLAM
	CLAIRA
	TERMINATION
	DEPT OF CORRECTIONS
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-C-001
	HANNIGEN
	SUSAN
	CLASSIFICATION UPGRADED FROM SG 14 TO SG 18, HAD REQUESTED SG 20 OR 22
	NH RETIREMENT SYSTEM
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-C-002
	MACKNIGHT
	CAMILLE
	CLASSIFICATION UPGRADED FROM SG 15 TO SG 18, HAD REQUESTED SG 21
	NH RETIREMENT SYSTEM
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-C-003
	CONSERVATION OFFICERS
	
	CLASSIFICATION – DENIED UPGRADING FROM SG 16 TO SG 17
	FISH AND GAME DEPT
	GRANTED
	

	2001-D-001
	MACKAY
	LINDA
	LETTER OF WARNING: CONFRONTATIONAL AND DISRUPTIVE ATTITUDE
	FISH AND GAME DEPT
	GRANTED
	

	2001-D-002
	HICKS
	LAMONT
	SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-D-004
	SURRELL
	ELAINE
	WRITTEN WARNING FOR FAILING TO MEET WORK STANDARDS
	DEPT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
	DENIED
	

	2001-D-005
	DEARBORN
	COREY
	SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-D-007
	PETERS
	JOSEPH
	LETTER OF WARNING AND SUSPENSION WITHOUT PAY
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-D-008
	SUDSBURY
	RICHARD
	DISCIPLINARY DEMOTION
	DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION
	SETTLED BY PARTIES AT HEARING
	

	2001-O-004
	HIGGINS
	PAUL
	PAID ADMINISTRATIVE LEAVE PENDING FITNESS FOR DUTY ASSESSMENT
	NH REGIONAL TECH COMMUNITY COLLEGES
	DENIED
	

	2001-T-001
	SLINGERLAND
	STEPHEN
	TERMINATION - 3RD WARNING FOR LATENESS
	ADJUTANT GENERAL
	GRANTED IN PART
	

	2001-T-002
	BREAUX
	MAXIE
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION FOR CONTINUED FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	DENIED
	

	2001-T-003
	FORTIER
	PETER
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	
	
	

	2001-T-004
	BECKWITH
	CYNTHIA
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY’S REFUSAL TO RESCIND RESIGNATION
	NH HOSPITAL
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-T-005
	GARCZYNSKI
	JAMES
	TERMINATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET WORK STANDARD
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	DENIED
	


	Docket Number
	Appellant Last Name
	Appellant First Name
	Action Under Appeal
	Agency Name
	Decisions
	Supreme Court Docket No

	2001-T-006
	O'CONNELL
	DENIS
	TERMINATION - REFUSAL TO ACCEPT JOB ASSIGNMENT, ABSENCE 3 DAYS WITHOUT PROPER NOTICE, WILLFUL INSUBORDINATION
	DEPT OF REVENUE ADMINISTRATION
	TENTATIVELY SETTLED
	

	2001-T-007
	SWEET
	DONALD
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	DEPT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
	DISMISSED – NO SHOW AT PREHEARING
	

	2001-T-008
	BARTON
	ROBERT
	PROBATIONARY TERMINATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET THE WORK STANDARD
	DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-T-009
	ROY
	TIMOTHY
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY'S REFUSAL TO RESCIND RESIGNATION
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-T-011
	KEZER
	RONALD
	TERMINATION – VIOLATION OF STATE’S SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-T-012
	LORD
	ROBERT
	TERMINATION - WILLFUL FALSIFICATION OF AGENCY RECORDS
	PARI-MUTUEL COMMISSION
	Granted
	

	2001-T-015
	KILCULLEN
	HILARY
	TERMINATION FROM PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT AFTER REFUSING TO SIGN WORK PLAN FOR RETURN TO DUTY
	NH HOSPITAL
	WITHDRAWN
	

	2001-T-016
	TODT
	RUSSELL
	TERMINATION FROM PERMANENT POSITION AS DORMITORY SUPERVISOR II
	YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	WITHDRAWN
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