
LESLIE FLOYD, 

 

Appellant 

 

v. 

 

PRINCE GEORGE’S 

COUNTY BOARD OF 

EDUCATION, 

 

Appellee. 

BEFORE THE  

 

MARYLAND  

 

STATE BOARD  

 

OF EDUCATION 

 

 

Opinion No.  23-05

 

“CORRECTED” OPINION 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 The Appellant, a teacher for Prince George’s County Public Schools (“PGCPS”), appeals 

the decision of the Prince George’s County Board of Education (“local board”) terminating her 

from her teaching position for willful neglect of duty related to performance of her teaching 

duties during the 2020-2021 school year.1  

 

On August 30, 2021, the Chief Executive Officer (“CEO”) for PGCPS recommended that 

Appellant be terminated on the grounds of misconduct in office and willful neglect of duty.  On 

appeal, the local board assigned the matter to a hearing examiner who conducted a hearing on the 

termination recommendation.  On February 8, 2022, the hearing examiner issued Findings of 

Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation finding that there was not sufficient evidence to 

terminate based on misconduct in office, but that there was sufficient evidence to terminate 

based on willful neglect of duty only.  Given the Appellant’s actions and history of prior 

discipline, the hearing examiner recommended that the local board uphold the termination.  After 

hearing oral argument from the parties, the local board issued a decision on April 7, 2022, 

accepting the hearing examiner’s recommendation and terminating the Appellant for willful 

neglect of duty. 

  

 Appellant appealed the termination decision to the State Board.  We transferred the case 

pursuant to COMAR 13A.01.05.07 to the Office of Administrative Hearings (“OAH”) for review 

by an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”).  On December 27, 2022, based on a preponderance of 

the evidence, the ALJ issued a Proposed Decision recommending that the State Board uphold the 

local board’s decision terminating the Appellant from employment.  The ALJ noted that there 

was conceivably sufficient evidence to also sustain a misconduct charge, but confined the case 

analysis to willful neglect of duty because that is the charge that was argued by the local board.  

(Proposed Decision at 13). 

                                                           
1 The Administrative Law Judge’s proposed decision states that the Appellant began working at PGCPS during the 

2018-2019 school year.  (Proposed Decision at 5).  Appellant disputes this fact.  We have confirmed that Appellant’s 

employment with PGCPS began with the 2019-2020 school year and make that correction to the Findings of Fact.  
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 The Appellant filed exceptions to the ALJ’s Proposed Decision, and the local board filed 

a response to the exceptions.2  Oral argument was held before the State Board on February 28, 

2023.   

 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 

The factual background in this case, including Appellant’s disciplinary history of 

professional counseling and reprimands, is set forth in the ALJ’s Proposed Decision, Findings of 

Fact, pp. 5-9.  The willful termination charge stems from the Appellant’s purposeful failure to 

allow certain students in her 1B English class into the virtual classroom, leaving them in the 

virtual waiting room while Appellant provided instruction to the students she had admitted and 

gave assignments to be completed by all students.  Appellant further chose to give the students 

she locked out of the virtual classroom a zero for their failure to complete the work she had 

assigned during class.  The local board found that this conduct, in light of Appellant’s prior 

disciplinary history, demonstrated a continuing pattern of behavior, which ultimately justified 

her termination. 

  

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 Because this appeal involves the termination of a certificated employee pursuant to §6-

202 of the Education Article, the State Board exercises its independent judgment on the record 

before it in determining whether to sustain the termination.  COMAR 13A.01.05.06F. 

 The State Board transferred this case to OAH for proposed findings of fact and 

conclusions of law by an ALJ.  In such cases, the State Board may affirm, reverse, modify or 

remand the ALJ’s proposed decision.  The State Board’s final decision, however, must identify 

and state reasons for any changes, modifications or amendments to the proposed decision.  See 

Md. Code Ann., State Gov’t §10-216(b). 

LEGAL ANALYSIS 

 

 The Appellant has filed 15 exceptions to the ALJ’s Proposed Decision.  The exceptions 

can be generally categorized as objections that the ALJ failed to reach proper conclusions from 

the facts, failed to credit Appellant’s version of the facts, or otherwise did not credit evidence 

presented by Appellant.  For example, Appellant maintains that the ALJ did not recognize that 

Appellant asked the administration to remove her from the 1B honors English class; that she 

asked for additional support; or that she gave a written apology, among other things.   

The ALJ, however, recognized that the Appellant argued a litany of grievances against 

the school and its administration and listed some of them in her proposed decision.  (Proposed 

Decision at 12).  The fact that the ALJ did not specifically mention every one of Appellant’s 

assertions does not mean that she did not consider the entirety of the evidence and arguments 

submitted by Appellant.  When evaluating facts, ALJ’s are not required to give equal weight to 

all of the evidence.  See Karp v. Baltimore City Bd. of Sch. Comm’rs, MSBE Op. No. 15-39 

                                                           
2 Appellant attempted to file multiple additional materials to the State Board outside of the exception briefing 

process.  Counsel for the State Board informed Appellant that these materials would not be considered by the State 

Board.   
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(2015).  The ALJ simply did not find that evidence presented by the Appellant to be sufficiently 

persuasive to excuse the Appellant’s conduct in this case. 

 Section 6-202(a)(1) of the Education Article provides that the county board may 

terminate a teacher for willful neglect of duty.  We have said that willful neglect of duty occurs 

when an employee has “willfully failed to discharge duties which are regarded as general 

teaching responsibilities.”  Johnson v. Prince George’s County Bd. of Educ., MSBE Op. No. 16-

47 at 6 (2016).   

The record supports the ALJ’s conclusion that the Appellant willfully neglected her 

duties.  The evidence in the record is clear that on April 23, 2021, during Appellant’s 1B English 

class, Appellant knowingly and intentionally left some students in the virtual waiting room 

during a virtual lesson, gave an assignment that was for all students, and gave a zero to the 

students who she left in the waiting room.  This action was the final straw in an escalating 

pattern of conduct Appellant displayed towards students and parents, for which she had received 

prior counseling and disciplinary action.  Ms. Pritchett-Sellman, Assistant Principal and 

Supervisor of the English Department, testified that she communicated with Appellant on an 

almost daily basis to discuss the Appellant’s negative interactions with students and parents, but 

Appellant’s behavior continued and intensified.  (T. 24-25, 34).  As the ALJ concluded, “[u]nder 

these circumstances and given the Appellant’s status as a chronically disciplined teacher, the 

Local Board’s decision to terminate was reasonable and appropriate.”  (Proposed Decision at 

15). 

CONCLUSION 

We agree with the ALJ’s assessment that the record in this case supports the local board’s 

termination of the Appellant from her teaching position on the grounds of willful neglect of duty.  

We, therefore, adopt the ALJ’s Proposed Decision and affirm the local board. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On August 30,2021, the Chief Executive Officer for Prince George's County Public

Schools (PGCPS), notified Leslie Floyd (Appellant), a classroom teacher for PGCPS, that she

was recommending that Appellant's employment with PGCPS be terminated on the grounds of

misconduct in office and willful neglect of duty. Md. Code Ann., Educ. § 6-202(a)(l) (2022).

The Appellant filed a timely Notice of Appeal and the appeal was assigned to a hearing examiner

on September 23, 2021. The hearing examiner held a hearing on December 8, 2021.' Id.

§ 6-202(a)(2)-(3). On February 8,2022, the hearing examiner issued Findings of Fact,

Conclusion of Law and Recommendation finding there was not sufficient evidence to terminate

based on misconduct in office, but that there was sufficient evidence to terminate based on

willful neglect of duty. Given the Appellant's history of prior discipline, the hearing examiner

' The hearing examiner first convened a hearing on Octpber 19,2021. On that day, the Appellant commented that
she was not able to recall an answer because she had suffered several concussions. The hearing examiner
rescheduled the entire hearing, to begin anew, after she was satisfied the Appellant was able to proceed with her
appeal.



recommended that the termination be upheld. On March 28, 2022, the parties held oral argument

before the Board of Education of Prince George's County (Local Board). On April 7,2022, the

Local Board ordered that the recommendation of the hearing examiner be accepted, and that the

Appellant be terminated as a teacher with PGCPS.

The Appellant appealed to the Maryland State Board of Education (MSDE) on

April 12,2022. Md. Code Ann., Educ. § 6-202(a)(4). On April 22,2022, the MSDE referred the

matter to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) for hearing and to issue a proposed

decision, containing findings of fact, conclusions of law, and recommendations. Code of

Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 13A.01.05.07A(l)(b) & E.

On July 15,2022,1 conducted a pre-hearing conference by video. Damell Henderson,

Esquire, represented the Local Board. The Appellant represented herself. On July 18,2022,1 issued

a Pre-Hearing Conference Report and Order.

On September 28,2022,1 conducted a hearing at the OAH in Hunt Valley, Maryland. Mr.

Henderson represented the Local Board and the Appellant represented herself.

Procedure in this case is govemed by the contested case provisions of the Administrative

Procedure Act, the procedural regulations for appeals to the MSDE, and the OAH's Rules of

Procedure. Md. Code Ann., State Gov't §§ 10-201 through 10-226 (2021); COMAR 13A.01.05;

COMAR 28.02.01.

ISSUE

Did the Local Board properly terminate the Appellant for willful neglect of duty?



SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

Exhibits

I admitted the entire Record generated below into evidence, which includes, the

following^:

• DVD of Oral Argument before the Local Board, March 28,2022

•  Transcriptof December 8, 2021 Evidentiary Hearing^

•  Exhibits Admitted at December 8, 2021 Evidentiary Hearing including:

CEO Ex. 1 - Email from Arika Pritchett-Sellman to the Appellant,
February 5, 2021

CEO Ex. 2 - Email chain beginning from L.W."^ to the Appellant and
Ms. Pritchett-Sellman, April 7, 2021

CEO Ex. 3 - Package of emails beginning from A.M. to Christine
Wenchel, April 23, 2021

CEO Ex. 4 - Screenshot from Loudermill hearing, undated'

CEO Ex. 5 - Corrective Action Document, January 14, 2020; Corrective
Action Document, January 22,2020; Corrective Action
Document, February 5,2020; Corrective Action Document,
February 13, 2020; Corrective Action Document,
April 15, 2020

CEO Ex. 6 - Recommendation for Suspension, May 7, 2021

CEO Ex. 7 - PGCPS Employee Code of Conduct School Year
2020-2021

CEO Ex. 8 - Appellant's Training History, from July 1,2019 to
June 30,2021

^ COMAR 13A.01.05.07B(1) provides: "Except as provided in §B(2) of this regulation, in an appeal of a suspension
or dismissal of a certificated employee, the entire record of the proceedings before the local board shall be prepared
and transcribed at the expense of the local board and shall be made a part of the record of the proceedings."
^ Mr. Henderson also transmitted to the OAH the transcript from the October 19, 2021 hearing. The hearing officer
determined that it was not appropriate to conclude that day of hearing given concerns about the Appellant's health,
specifically that she had recently suffered a concussion. Moreover, when the hearing reconvened on December 8,
2021, the hearing officer informed the parties she would not base her decision on any of the testimony or exhibits
that had been admitted on October 19, 2021 and that the December 8, 2021 hearing would begin anew. Therefore, I
too have not considered the October 19, 2021 transcript.
^ I have used the Student's initials to preserve confidentiality.



CEO Ex. 9 - Recommendation for Termination, August 30,2021

CEO Ex. lOA - Administrative Procedure 4219, Inappropriate Interactions
Among Students and Employees, Independent Contractors,
and Volunteers, August 27, 2018

CEO Ex. lOB - Board of Education Policy 4400, July 19, 2016

CEO Ex. IOC - Administrative Procedure 5125, Individual Student
School-Based Records, November 23,2020

CEO Ex. lOD - Administrative Procedure 3050, ConfidentialX)ata and
Personally Identifiable Information, December 13, 2019

App. Ex. 1 - Email fi*om the Appellant to Ms. Pritchett-Sellman,
February .9, 2021

App. Ex. 2 - Email chain beginning from Michael Dinkins to the
Appellant, April 29, 2021

Transmittal from MSDE to OAH including:

o Transmittal letter, April 20, 2022

o Memorandum fi*om Assistant Attorney General Jackie LaFiandra to Dr.
Monica Goldson and Tammy Turner, Esq., April 20,2022

o Email chain beginning fi-om MSDE to Michelle Phillips, Ms. LaFiandra,
and Hannah Woods, April 14, 2022

o Letter from Andrew Nussbaum, Esq. to the Appellant, April'8, 2022

o Order of the Board of Education of Prince George's Coimty, April 7, 2022

o Email chain beginning from MSDE to Ms. LaFiandra, Ms. Phillips and
Ms. Woods, April 14, 2022

o Letter from the Appellant to the Local Board, March 28,2022

o Letter firom Jeffrey Carpenter, Director Employee and Labor Relations, to
the Appellant, Personnel Decision - Investigative Findings,
February 8,2021

o Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation of Hearing
Officer, February 8, 2022

o Letter from the Appellant To Whom It May Concern, undated



At the hearing, the Appellant also submitted Appellant's Exhibits 1-5, which I did not

admit into evidence, but I have retained for the record.

Testimonv

The parties did not present testimony at the hearing before me. Instead, they relied on the

record and presented oral argument.

FINDINGS OF FACT

I find the following facts by a preponderance of the evidence:

1. The Appellant began working at PGCPS at Laurel High School during the

2018-2019 school year.

2. On November 18,2019, and November 20, 2019 the Appellant received verbal

counselings for inappropriate interactions with parents.

3. On November 21, 2019, the Appellant received a professional counseling after

she made an inappropriate comment to a student about his absent father and refused to speak to

the student's mother because she only wanted to speak to the father.

4. The Appellant was employed as. an English Classroom Teacher at Laurel High

School during the 2020-2021 school year.

5. At all times relevant to this matter, the Appellant's supervisor was Assistant

Principal Arika Pritchett-Sellman.

6. During the 2020-2021 school year, Ms. Pritchett-Sellman met with the Appellant

daily by phone and on Zoom to discuss the Appellant's behavioral issues. The Appellant's

behavioral issues did not improve, and in fact escalated.

7. On February 5, 2021, the Appellant introduced herself to her students after having

returned from leave. The Appellant told the students she would rather not deal with their mothers
































