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ISSUED:   JULY 24, 2018             

 

Jaleila Wilson requests reconsideration of the attached decision rendered on 

February 22, 2017, which found that she failed to present a prima facie case of 

reprisal.    

 

The background of this matter is thoroughly addressed in the attached prior 

decision by the Civil Service Commission (Commission).  See In the Matter of Jaleila 

Wilson (CSC, decided February 22, 2017).  Specifically, the Commission found that 

the appellant had not proven that the rejection of her particular reclassification 

requests, the processing of the same, or the fact that her duties were removed or not 

established that she was retaliated against for filing her grievance given that the 

appointing authority’s internal process regarding reclassification requests were 

applied to her as well as other employees.   

 

On reconsideration, the appellant states the connection between her filing a 

grievance in July 2013 regarding her Performance Assessment Review (PAR) and 

the appointing authority forwarding “falsified documents” to the Division of Agency 

Services (Agency Services) with respect to her position classification requests and 

the threats to write her up and reassign her to another unit are evidenced in several 

ways.  For example, she disagrees with the appointing authority’s claim that it 

submitted a copy of her grievance with her Position Classification Questionnaire 

(PCQ) in March 2014 to clarify that her department agreed that she was not 

expected to perform secretarial duties listed on her PAR.  However, she states her 

grievance was resolved in December 2013 and completely removed from her PAR by 

December 5, 2013.  Nevertheless, when the appointing authority submitted her 
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PCQ, it only contained the higher-level duties, but the appointing authority’s cover 

letter to Agency Services clearly indicated that out-of-title duties were removed 

from the position as per the attached grievance determination.  As such, the 

appellant states that there was no connection between her grievance and her PCQ 

until the appointing authority used her “grievance to deceive Agency Services and 

prevent the reclassification of my position in retaliation for filing the grievance.”   

Moreover, the appellant disagrees with the Commission’s conclusion that the 

appointing authority provided plausible reasons for their errors, claiming that it 

was not the influx of PCQ’s that delayed her first PCQ.  Rather, the appellant 

contends that the appointing authority deliberately held onto her PCQ until it could 

adjust her PAR to reflect duties appropriate for her new working title.  Further, the 

appellant argues that the appointing authority’s internal process was not applied 

similarly to herself as compared to other employees.  Specifically, she states that a 

reorganization forced the appointing authority to adjust its internal process.  

Unique to her case, the appellant claims that the appointing authority took many 

steps after she filed her PCQ to prevent Agency Services from determining that her 

position was misclassified in retaliation for filing a PAR grievance.  Additionally, 

the appellant presents that explanations provided by the appointing authority for 

the mistakes it made regarding meeting dates when out-of-title duties were 

removed, delays in processing her PCQ, and the reorganization are not plausible.  

 

In a supplemental submission, the appellant provides documents that she 

states were not previously available and she provides them as new evidence.  She 

also provides information that she may have been inadvertently omitted from her 

original appeal.  Specifically, the appellant submits 30 additional exhibits that she 

maintains demonstrates that the appointing authority acted willfully in furtherance 

of their own agenda which resulted in her suffering years of reprisals.  Additionally, 

the appellant cites various rules and regulations she asserts were violated by the 

appointing authority.   

 

In response, the appointing authority, represented by Emily J. Samuels, 

Deputy Attorney General, states that the appellant’s request simply rehashes 

allegations on which the Commission has already decided.   The appointing 

authority notes that the appellant withdrew her reprisal appeal related to a 

meeting to discuss her PAR grievance in a January 17, 2017 letter to the 

Commission.  Further, while the appellant contends that her 2012 PCQ was delayed 

and that her position would still be misclassified, the appointing authority 

emphasizes any errors that may have been made, which is simply not the case, have 

been remedied since her position was ultimately reclassified and she was awarded a 

retroactive appointment date.  See In the Matter of Jaleila Wilson (CSC, decided 

October 7, 2015).  The appointing authority also states that higher-level duties were 

removed from her on February 6, 2014, not July 2014 as she asserts, and that her 

arguments about the “reorganization” are not appropriate to this request for 

reconsideration.  Therefore, the appellant has not shown a connection between her 
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2013 and 2014 PAR grievances and the alleged retaliatory treatment against her or 

that there was an error in the prior decision. 

 

In reply, the appellant states that she has established a nexus that was 

considered missing in the prior matter and that the additional information she has 

provided establishes that she has satisfied her burden on reconsideration.  The 

appellant also indicates that her 2016 PAR grievance was not resolved.  Further, 

she claims that it was not the case that there were miscommunications and errors 

in her classification documents.   

 

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.   

 

A review of the record indicates that reconsideration is not warranted in this 

case.  While the appellant disagrees with the Commission’s determination that 

there were miscommunication and/or errors in the classification documents which 

resulted in what she identifies as “falsification,” there is no evidence that the 

appointing authority’s actions with respect to her reclassification requests was to 

sabotage her requests for position reclassification based on her filling grievances.  

For example, the inclusion of the appellant’s grievance with her PCQ in 2014 does 

not even remotely suggest that the appointing authority attached it to deceive 

Agency Services so that her position would not be reclassified.  In this regard, 

Agency Services only reviews the duties indicated on the PCQ and makes an 

independent determination if they are consistent with a title in the State 

Classification Plan.  Regardless, the decision of the step one grievance only 

indicates that management agreed that the appellant’s July 26, 2013 PAR was done 

incorrectly and that the ratee, the appellant, will be evaluated on the duties she is 

currently performing.  Further, the issues surrounding her PARs were not only 

reviewed in the prior decision, but were also reviewed in the context of her 

classification appeal, which the Commission granted and awarded her a retroactive 

appointment date and differential pay as an Investigator 2, Law and Public Safety, 

effective January 12, 2013. The arguments and documentation provided on 

reconsideration simply rehash her original position that has already been addressed 

by the Commission and do not evidence that the appointing authority’s actions were 

intentional, much less retaliatory or an act of sabotage.   

 

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 JULY, 2018 

 
____________________ 

Deirdre L. Webster Cobb 

Chairperson 

Civil Service Commission  

 

Inquiries   Christopher S. Myers 

 and    Director 

Correspondence  Division of Appeals 

     and Regulatory Affairs 

    Civil Service Commission 

    Written Record Appeals Unit 

    P.O. Box 312 

    Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0312 

 

Attachment 

 

c: Jaleila Wilson 

Emily Samuels, Deputy Attorney General 

Mirella Bednar 

Kelly Glenn 

Records Center 
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