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The Superior Court of New Jersey, Appellate Division, has vacated the 

decision of the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), which was deemed adopted as the 

final decision of the Civil Service Commission (Commission), reversing the 100 

calendar day suspension of Telina Hairston, a Police Officer with the City of East 

Orange, and remanded the matter to the Commission for further proceedings.  See 

In the Matter of Telina Hairston, City of East Orange Police Department, Docket No. 

A-4850-15T2 (App. Div. September 7, 2017).  The court did not retain jurisdiction.  

Copies of the Appellate Division’s decision and the ALJ’s decision are attached.  

Additionally, Hairston requests enforcement of the Commission’s decision, In the 

Matter of Telina Hairston (CSC, decided February 8, 2017), which denied the 

appointing authority’s stay request and granted her back pay and counsel fees.  

 

By way of background, Hairston was served with a Preliminary Notice of 

Disciplinary Action (PNDA), dated June 26, 2014, proposing a six-month suspension 

or removal from employment and charging her with various infractions based on 

allegations that she willfully disobeyed a direct order from her supervisor on 

December 28, 2013 to relieve another officer and for subsequently reporting out-of-

work due to a bogus illness.1  The appointing authority also claimed that Hairston 

had violated a “Last Chance Agreement” that she and the appointing authority 

entered into on March 24, 2014.  This agreement, which was not approved by the 

Commission until June 18, 2014 in In the Matter of Telina Hairston (decided, June 

                                            
1 The City Administrator signed the PNDA as the appointing authority for the City of East Orange.  
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18, 2014),2 resolved disciplinary charges from January and March 2013 concerning 

attendance infractions and placed Hairston on probation from March 24, 2014 to 

March 23, 2015.  Hairston requested that the Commission order the deletion of the 

reference to her violating the “Last Chance Agreement” in the June 26, 2014 PNDA.  

Upon its review, the Commission found that it was simply not possible for Hairston 

to have violated the “Last Chance Agreement” or to consider it for progressive 

discipline purposes if it did not exist in December 2013, when the alleged current 

infractions occurred.  Thus, similar to the appellant in In the Matter of Vanessa 

Warren (CSC, decided November 21, 2012), modified on remand, Docket No. A-

5092-09T3 (App. Div. August 3, 2012), Hairston did not have a “realistic” 

opportunity to have corrected her behavior in December 2013 based on a March 

2014 agreement, notwithstanding the fact that she was not charged until June 2014 

for the December 2013 incident and the agreement dealt with charges from January 

and March 2013.  Accordingly, the Commission granted interim relief and ordered 

the appointing authority to amend the PNDA and delete any reference to the “Last 

Chance Agreement.”  See In the Matter of Telina Hairston (CSC, decided December 

17, 2014).    

 

On January 8, 2015, a new PNDA was issued against Hairston, which related 

back to the June 26, 2014 PNDA regarding the December 28, 2013 incident.  The 

amended PNDA charged Hairston with “other sufficient cause” pursuant to 

N.J.A.C. 4A:2-2.3(a)12 and violations of departmental rules and regulations relating 

to insubordination, neglect of duty, malingering, and sick leave procedures.  As 

ordered by the Commission in Hairston’s interim relief petition, the reference to the 

“Last Chance Agreement” in the specifications was deleted.  A departmental 

hearing was then held, and on March 24, 2015, a Final Notice of Disciplinary Action 

(FNDA) 3 was issued upholding the charges against Hairston and suspending her 

for 100 calendar days, from April 6, 2015 through July 14, 2015. Thereafter, 

Hairston appealed her suspension, and the matter was transmitted to the Office of 

Administrative Law (OAL) for a hearing before an ALJ. 

 

As indicated in the initial decision, the ALJ found that on December 28, 2013, 

Hairston refused a direct order to relieve a fellow officer, which constituted 

insubordination.  She was guilty of neglecting her duty by not remaining at work 

and using sick leave when there was no indication she was ill.  Thus, the ALJ 

                                            
2 Hairston had been issued Final Notices of Disciplinary Action on January 22, 2013 and May 12, 

2013, on charges of chronic and excessive absenteeism, for which she received a suspension for 30 

days and 45 days, respectively.  Upon her appeal to the Commission, the matters were transmitted 

to the Office of Administrative Law for a hearing and consolidated.  Subsequently, the parties 

entered into a settlement agreement, which included the “Last Chance Agreement” and Hairston’s 

acceptance of a 60-day suspension and 15 days of back pay for withdrawal of her appeal and request 

for a hearing.  The settlement agreement was acknowledged by the Commission at its June 18, 2014 

meeting.   
3 The FNDA incorrectly indicated a “3/24/14” date, but it is evident from the other dates noted in the 

FNDA that the FNDA was issued on March 24, 2015.  
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determined that the charge of malingering had been proven and Hairston violated 

the Police Department’s sick leave policy.  However, Hairston argued that the 

charges against her should be dismissed since the appointing authority allegedly 

violated the “45-day rule” as set forth in N.J.S.A. 40A:14-147.  That statutory 

provision indicates in relevant part that “a complaint charging a violation of the 

[police department’s] internal rules and regulations established for the conduct of a 

law enforcement unit shall be filed no later than the 45th day after the date on 

which the person filing the complaint obtained sufficient information to file the 

matter upon which the complaint is based.”  Upon her review, the ALJ found that a 

detective from the Professional Standards Unit issued a memorandum to the Police 

Chief on May 12, 2014 regarding the investigation of Hairston’s alleged conduct, but 

the charges were not filed until January 2015.  The ALJ stated that “[t]his was not 

complex; the City had all the necessary information in May, and for whatever 

reason did not bring charges until the following year well beyond the forty-five 

days.”  It is noted that the May 12, 2014 memorandum was admitted into evidence.  

The memorandum reveals that various statements and interviews were taken and 

documents and computer programs were reviewed regarding Hairston’s alleged 

conduct on December 28, 2013.  The dates of the items or events spanned 

throughout the period from December 28, 2013 through May 7, 2014.  The 

Professional Standards Unit recommended that the Police Chief review the 

investigation if disciplinary action against Hairston was warranted.  Thereafter, the 

June 26, 2014 PNDA was filed against Hairston and signed by the acting City 

Administrator. 

 

Additionally, the ALJ noted that the appointing authority did not offer 

separate evidence to sustain the charge of “other sufficient cause” and focused solely 

on the departmental rules and regulations.  Thus, the ALJ concluded that the 

administrative charge of “other sufficient cause” held no substance “to save a set of 

stale internal-rule charges.”  Therefore, the ALJ recommended that the charges 

against Hairston be dismissed and her 100 calendar day suspension be reversed.  

However, the Commission did not have a quorum at the time of the ALJ’s initial 

decision, and Hairston did not consent to an additional extension of time for the 

Commission to render its decision.  By letter dated June 20, 2016, the parties were 

advised that the ALJ’s recommended decision, reversing the suspension and 

awarding back pay and counsel fees, was deemed adopted as the Commission’s final 

decision pursuant to N.J.S.A. 52:14B-10(c).  See In the Matter of Telina Hairston 

(CSC, Deemed Adopted, June 20, 2016). 

 

Thereafter, the appointing authority pursued an appeal of the final decision 

with the Appellate Division.  As set forth in In the Matter of Telina Hairston, City of 

East Orange Police Department, Docket No. A-4850-15T2 (App. Div. September 7, 

2017), the Appellate Division vacated the decision, finding that the ALJ erroneously 

relied on the date that the amended PNDA was issued to Hairston for tolling the 

45-day deadline, rather than June 26, 2014, the date that the original PNDA was 
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issued.  She maintained that the final decision was proper because the appointing 

authority failed to introduce the June 26, 2014 PNDA into evidence.  However, the 

court was not persuaded and found that Hairston had ignored the fact that she filed 

a request for interim relief challenging the original PNDA that had been issued on 

June 26, 2014.   Moreover, the court indicated that there was no requirement that 

the June 26, 2014 PNDA be introduced into evidence, noting that the Commission 

had already determined in its December 17, 2014 decision that the charges were 

first filed on June 26, 2014.  However, the court did not reverse the final decision 

since Hairston challenged the timeliness of the charges.  It noted that the 

disagreement presented factual disputes that must first be decided by the 

Commission after the development of an evidentiary record.  Consequently, the 

court remanded the matter to the Commission to determine when the appointing 

authority obtained sufficient information to file the original PNDA.  Additionally, 

since both the original and amended PNDAs included a charge of “other sufficient 

cause,” which the court determined was not subject to the 45-day deadline, it stated 

that a separate determination should be made on that charge.  Lastly, the court 

concluded that if the Commission determines that the charges relating to the 

departmental rules and regulations were timely issued on Hairston or there was 

sufficient cause to impose discipline, the Commission should evaluate whether the 

penalty imposed was proper and award counsel fees as appropriate.  

 

It is noted that the appointing authority requested a stay of the Commission’s 

final decision pending its appeal with the Appellate Division.  In denying the stay, 

the Commission emphasized that it did not render a formal determination on 

Hairston’s suspension, as the ALJ’s recommended decision, including the order of 

back pay and counsel fees, was deemed adopted.  Thus, it stated that it would be 

inappropriate to review the merits of the appointing authority’s case given that the 

Commission did not reach an actual decision in the first instance and neither party 

petitioned the Commission for reconsideration of that decision.  The Commission 

concluded that the issues raised by the appointing authority as to whether or not 

the “45-day rule” was violated was best addressed by the Appellate Division.   

Additionally, since the stay was denied, the Commission ordered back pay to be 

paid to Hairston as well as reasonable counsel fees paid within 30 days of the 

issuance of the decision.  See In the Matter of Telina Hairston (CSC, decided 

February 8, 2017). 

 

On or about June 2, 2017, the Commission received a request for enforcement 

from Hairston.  She indicated that the appointing authority did not pay her back 

pay or counsel fees as ordered by the Commission on February 8, 2017.  Therefore, 

Hairston requested that since the appointing authority failed to make a good faith 

effort to comply with the Commission order, it be assessed a fine and that interest 

be awarded on her back pay.  The appointing authority, despite being provided the 

opportunity, did not respond to the request for enforcement.  
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On remand to the Commission, the parties were given the opportunity to 

provide additional argument and documentation in accordance with the Appellate 

Division’s determination.  In response, the appointing authority, represented by 

Patricia C. Melia, Esq., submits that a sufficient factual record has already been 

established before the OAL to find that the June 26, 2014 PNDA was not time-

barred by the “45-day rule.”  Thus, there is no need to remand the matter to the 

OAL for further fact finding.  The appointing authority maintains that the June 26, 

2014 PNDA was issued within 45 days of when the investigation closed on May 12, 

2014.  Moreover, it contends that no evidence adduced at the OAL hearing suggests 

that there was sufficient information prior to the May 12, 2014 memorandum to 

have filed the charges against Hairston, nor was there evidence of “bureaucratic 

delay” during the investigation.  Additionally, the appointing authority argues that 

the ALJ found that Hairston was insubordinate, violated the prohibition on 

malingering, and violated the sick leave policy.  The appointing asserts that, but for 

the ALJ’s error in dismissing the charges pursuant to the “45-day rule,” the ALJ 

would have upheld the charges against Hairston.  Furthermore, it contends that it 

has met its burden of proving the charge of “other sufficient cause” in that Hairston 

“violated the implicit standard of good behavior expected of a police officer.”  The 

appointing authority states that, although the proofs are the same, this charge is 

separate and distinct from the charges relating to the violation of departmental 

rules and regulations.  It is noted that in its exceptions to the ALJ’s initial decision, 

the appointing authority maintained that the credible testimony of the witnesses 

and the results of the departmental investigation established that Hairston violated 

departmental rules and regulations and sufficient cause had been shown to impose 

“progressive discipline.”  

 

In addition, the appointing authority contends that the 100 calendar day 

suspension was an appropriate penalty given Hairston’s prior disciplinary history.  

The appointing authority emphasizes that Hairston received a 45-day suspension 

for separate charges in the “same month” that the current incident occurred, 

proving that “such major discipline did not seem to thwart her unacceptable 

behavior.”  As previously noted, Hairston was suspended for 45 days and 30 days 

and settled the matters to a 60-day suspension on appeal.  Thus, the appointing 

authority maintains that it has followed the principle of progressive discipline in 

imposing a 100 calendar suspension on Hairston, noting that, in addition to the 60-

day suspension, Hairston received a written reprimand in 2008, a one-day 

suspension in 2009, and a 10-day suspension in 2011.  The ALJ indicated that these 

disciplinary actions were for sick leave infractions.  Accordingly, the appointing 

authority urges the Commission to uphold the penalty.   

 

In response, Hairston, represented by Paul W. Tyshchenko, Esq., requests 

that her appeal be remanded to the OAL to develop an evidentiary record as 

contemplated by the Appellate Division.  She maintains that the court found it 
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necessary to develop an evidentiary record to resolve the factual disputes present in 

her case.  

 

CONCLUSION 

  

 Initially, Hairston requests that this matter be remanded to the OAL per the 

Appellate Division’s directive for development of an evidentiary record.  However, 

the Appellate Division did not actually direct that the matter be remanded to the 

OAL for further hearing.  The court indicated that it was the appointing authority’s 

positon that sufficient information to issue the PNDA was first supplied to the 

Police Chief by way of the May 12, 2014 memorandum from the Professional 

Standard’s Unit.  Hairston argued that the appointing authority had sufficient 

information prior to the issuance of the report.  The court stated that this 

“disagreement presents factual disputes that must first be decided in the first 

instance by the Commission after the development of an evidentiary record.”   The 

Appellate Division’s directive to develop an evidentiary record need not be in the 

form of a hearing, as a hearing has already taken place.  Rather, in accordance with 

the Appellate Division’s determination, the parties were given the opportunity to 

supplement the record with argument and documentation.  The parties have 

submitted additional information for the Commission’s review.  This information, as 

well as the OAL hearing record, constitute the full evidentiary record.  Accordingly, 

the Commission does not find it necessary to remand this matter to the OAL for 

further hearing.   

 

 It is undisputed that Hairston was issued a PNDA, dated June 26, 2014.  

This PNDA related to the incident which occurred on December 28, 2013.  Hairston 

subsequently requested interim relief, which the Commission granted.  The 

appointing authority was ordered to delete the reference to the “Last Chance 

Agreement” and amend the PNDA.  On January 8, 2015, the new PNDA was issued.  

The Appellate Division indicated that the ALJ erroneously relied on the amended 

PNDA to find that the charges were time-barred.  However, as noted previously, the 

ALJ’s initial decision was deemed adopted.  In other words, the Commission did not 

have an opportunity to review the matter de novo on appeal due to a lack of quorum 

and the parties did not unanimously consent to an extension.  Had the Commission 

reviewed this matter in the first instance, it would have concluded that the charges 

were first filed on June 26, 2014.  Further, as the Appellate Division indicated, 

there was no requirement that the June 26, 2014 PNDA be admitted to evidence.  

Hairston was fully aware of this PNDA, having challenged the same in her petition 

for interim relief.  However, the question remains as to whether the “45-day rule” 

applies to these charges and if the charges should be dismissed.     

 

N.J.S.A. 40A:14-147 provides in relevant part that “a complaint charging a 

violation of the [police department’s] internal rules and regulations established for 

the conduct of a law enforcement unit shall be filed no later than the 45th day after 
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the date on which the person filing the complaint obtained sufficient information to 

file the matter upon which the complaint is based.”  This statute is designed to 

protect Police Officers from an appointing authority unduly and prejudicially 

delaying the imposition of disciplinary action.  However, the statute does not 

prohibit an appointing authority from doing a proper investigation into a matter to 

determine whether disciplinary charges are necessary and appropriate.4  The fact 

that such normal and necessary investigation may span a period of time, which may 

exceed 45 days, does not automatically call for the dismissal of such charges.  

Rather, for the purposes of N.J.S.A. 40A:14-147, the charges must be brought 

within 45 days of the “person filing the complaint” obtaining sufficient information 

to bring such charges.  The “person filing the complaint” is generally acknowledged 

to be the Police Chief.  See N.J.S.A. 40A:14-118.  Therefore, the 45 days start when 

the Police Chief has sufficient knowledge to bring the charges against an officer.  

See Joseph McCormick v. Lawrence Township, Docket No. A-2811-01T3 (App. Div., 

April 23, 2003); See also, In the Matter of Christopher Silva (MSB, decided January 

30, 2001); Compare, In the Matter of Joseph F. Richardson, City of Camden, Docket 

No. A-2740-05T5 (App. Div., August 27, 2007) (Former Police Chief had sufficient 

knowledge of the appellant’s alleged misconduct on July 22, 2002, after he met with 

all principals involved in the June 18, 2002 incident.  Since disciplinary charges 

were not brought until July 2004, well outside the 45-day time frame, Appellate 

Division affirmed the former Merit System Board’s conclusion that the statute 

required dismissal of the disciplinary charges.)  However, this provision does not 

allow an appointing authority to unnecessarily delay the bringing of charges by not 

promptly attempting to obtain sufficient information to bring charges and promptly 

forwarding such information to the person responsible for filing the complaint.5  

Under such circumstances, it would be appropriate to dismiss charges against a 

police officer based on the “45-day rule.”  Conversely, the statute is undoubtedly not 

designed to force an appointing authority to bring disciplinary charges without 

properly investigating the matter to ensure that sufficient information to bring such 

charges is obtained. 

 

In the present case, the record shows that a detective from the Professional 

Standards Unit issued a memorandum to the Police Chief on May 12, 2014 

regarding the investigation of Hairston’s alleged conduct.  The memorandum 

reveals that various statements and interviews were taken and documents and 

computer programs were reviewed from December 28, 2013 through May 7, 2014 

regarding Hairston’s alleged conduct on December 28, 2013.  Based on this 

information, it does not appear that the investigation was unduly delayed.   Indeed, 

                                            
4 In fact, the Internal Affairs Policies and Procedures promulgated by the Attorney General (AG 

Guidelines), under the section covering the investigation of internal complaints, requires that all 

allegations of officer misconduct shall be thoroughly and objectively investigated to their logical 

conclusion.  AG Guidelines at 18-23. 
5 The AG Guidelines state that an agency would have a difficult time justifying an extensive 

bureaucratic delay once any member of that agency has established sufficient information.  Id. 
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Hairston does not dispute the foregoing.  Rather, as the ALJ noted in the initial 

decision, the “[a]ppellant points out that the memo issued by Detective Charles 

Hinton of the Department’s Professional Standards Unit to Chief [William] 

Robinson was dated May 12, 2014.  But the charges were not filed until January 

2015, and, as the appellant points out, no evidence supports any continuing 

investigation.”  What the ALJ and the Hairston erroneously concluded was that the 

charges were filed on January 2015.   Thus, the Commission is persuaded that the 

investigation concluded and the Police Chief had sufficient information as of the 

May 12, 2014 memorandum to file the charges against Hairston.  Therefore, since 

the PNDA was filed on June 26, 2014 PNDA, on the 45th day from the May 12, 2014 

memorandum, there is no need for further inquiry in that regard as there has been 

no violation of the “45-day rule.”   

 

Furthermore, Hairston was charged with “other sufficient cause,” a violation 

of Title 4A of the New Jersey Administrative Code.  The Commission notes that the 

45-day time limitation contained in the AG Policy and N.J.S.A. 40A:14-147 only 

expressly applies to charges related to violations of departmental rules and 

regulations.  See e.g., Hendricks v. Venettone, Docket No. A-1245-91T5 (App. Div. 

October 29, 1992); In the Matter of Bruce McGarvey v. Township of Moorestown, 

Docket No. A-684-98T1 (App. Div. June 22, 2000).  See also, In the Matter of James 

Cassidy (MSB, decided August 12, 2003); In the Matter of Steven Palamara (MSB, 

decided April 10, 2002).  Compare, In the Matter of Kason Cheeks (CSC, decided 

August 19, 2009) (An appointing authority cannot resurrect a time-barred internal 

rule charge by using a Title 4A charge.  To do so would undermine the intent of the 

“45-day rule” since it would essentially permit an appointing authority to charge an 

employee outside of the 45-day time limit with a Title 4A charge for a violation of 

any internal rule.)  Regardless, since the Commission has found that the charges 

were filed within the required 45 days, it is clear that the charge of “other sufficient 

cause,” which essentially was comprised of a number of upheld violations of 

department rules and regulations, should not be dismissed.  

 

As to the merits of the charges, the Commission has reviewed the record in 

this matter, including the ALJ’s initial decision, the exceptions and replies to the 

exceptions to the ALJ’s initial decision, and the supplemental information 

submitted by the parties on remand, and agrees with the ALJ’s findings of fact that 

Hairston violated departmental rules and regulations relating to insubordination, 

neglect of duty, malingering, and sick leave procedures.  Hairston refused to follow 

a direct order to relieve a fellow officer.  She neglected her duty to remain at work, 

especially at a time when the department was experiencing a high volume of 

priority calls.  Additionally, there was no competent evidence which demonstrated 

that Hairston was ill, although she used sick leave to excuse her from duty.  Thus, 

Hairston is guilty of the department rule that prohibits malingering or feigning 

illness.  Moreover, the ALJ found that Hairston appeared at a late night party, 

which “generally undercuts any inference that watching her minor children was her 

CASES/150219.FNI
CASES/150219.FNI
CASES/121162.FNI
CASES/121162.FNI
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primary objective, or that she actually was ill.”  Accordingly, the Commission agrees 

with the ALJ that Hairston violated the sick leave policy of the department.   

 

With regard to the penalty, the Commission’s review is de novo.  In addition 

to considering the seriousness of the underlying incident in determining the proper 

penalty, the Commission utilizes, when appropriate, the concept of progressive 

discipline.  West New York v. Bock, 38 N.J. 500 (1962).  Although the Commission 

applies the concept of progressive discipline in determining the level and propriety 

of penalties, an individual’s prior disciplinary history may be outweighed if the 

infraction at issue is of a serious nature.  Henry v. Rahway State Prison, 81 N.J. 

571, 580 (1980).  It is settled that the principle of progressive discipline is not a 

“fixed and immutable rule to be followed without question.”  Rather, it is recognized 

that some disciplinary infractions are so serious that removal is appropriate 

notwithstanding a largely unblemished prior record.  See Carter v. Bordentown, 191 

N.J. 474 (2007).  In the instant matter, Hairston’s disciplinary record does not 

provide any mitigating circumstance.  Her record reflects a written reprimand in 

2008, a one-day suspension 2009, a 10-day suspension in 2011, and a 60-day 

suspension as agreed to by settlement in 2014.  These suspensions include 

attendance-related infractions, which are also at issue in the current disciplinary 

action.  Thus, the Commission finds that a 100 calendar day suspension, imposed in 

2015, was not unduly harsh considering Hairston’s overall disciplinary history, her 

recent infractions prior to 2015, and the seriousness of the subject offense.  The 

Commission emphasizes that attendance at work is the most basic duty of an 

employee, especially in the area of public safety, and employees who cannot 

maintain an acceptable attendance record can expect to be subject to disciplinary 

action, up to and including removal.  Further, it is recognized that a municipal 

Police Officer is special kind of public employee: 

 

 His primary duty is to enforce and uphold the law.  He carries a service 

revolver on his person and is constantly called upon to exercise tact, 

restraint and good judgment in his relationship with the public.  He 

represents law and order to the citizenry and must present an image of 

personal integrity and dependability in order to have the respect of the 

public . . . See Moorestown v. Armstrong, 89 N.J. Super. 560, 566 (App. 

Div. 1965), cert. denied, 47 N.J. 80 (1966).  See also In re Phillips, 117 

N.J. 567 (1990).   

 

Hairston’s insubordination and neglect of duty contradict the high standard 

expected of a Police Officer.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the penalty 

imposed by the appointing authority was consistent with progressive discipline 

principles.  Accordingly, based on the totality of the record, the Commission upholds 

the 100 calendar day suspension.  
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Since the Commission has upheld Hairston’s suspension, the Commission 

vacates its prior order in In the Matter of Telina Hairston (CSC, decided February 8, 

2017), which directed that Hairston be paid back pay with interest and counsel fees.  

Additionally, Hairston’s request for enforcement is now moot.  

 

ORDER 

 

The Commission finds that the action of the appointing authority in imposing 

a 100 calendar day suspension was justified.  The Commission, therefore, affirms 

that action and dismisses the appeal of Telina Hairston.  Additionally, the 

Commission vacates its prior order in In the Matter of Telina Hairston (CSC, 

decided February 8, 2017). 

 

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 27TH DAY OF MARCH, 2018 

 
Deirdre L. Webster Cobb 

Acting Chairperson 

Civil Service Commission 

 

Inquiries     Christopher S. Myers 

 and     Director 

Correspondence   Division of Appeals  

      and Regulatory Affairs 

Civil Service Commission 

P.O. Box 312 

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0312 
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