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Unified Personnel Board 
Pinellas County 

May 6, 2021 Meeting Minutes 

The Unified Personnel Board (UPB) met in regular session at 6:31 PM on this date in the 
Magnolia Room at the Pinellas County Extension Office, 12520 Ulmerton Road, Largo, 
Florida. 

Present 

Joan M. Vecchioli, Chair 
Jeffery Kronschnabl 
Peggy O’Shea 
Kenneth Peluso 
Paul Rogers (late arrival) 
William A. Schulz II 

Not Present 

Ricardo Davis, Vice-Chair 

Others Present 

Kimberly Crum, Director of Human Resources 
Jennifer Monrose Moore, Board Legal Counsel 
Ralph O. Reid, Human Resources Consultant 
Teresa Ribble, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 
Other interested individuals 

All documents provided to the Clerk’s Office have been made a part of the record. 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Vecchioli called the meeting to order at 6:31 PM; whereupon, she led the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  She noted that the Pinellas County mask mandate requiring masks during 
public meetings has been lifted, but that masks are still strongly encouraged and that 
social distancing will continue to be observed; whereupon, she indicated that anyone 
wishing to wear a mask while presenting at this meeting should feel free to do so. 

CITIZENS TO BE HEARD  

There were no citizens to be heard. 
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EMPLOYEES’ ADVISORY COUNCIL (EAC) REPRESENTATIVE 

Ms. Crum indicated that EAC President Lisa Arispe extends her apologies for being 
unable to attend the meeting and presented the following on her behalf: 

• The Benefits Advisory Committee is in the approval process to offer voluntary 
supplemental insurance to employees. 

• The EAC will hold a Delegate meeting on May 27, from 8:00 AM until 10:00 AM at 
Philippe Park, and an invitation to attend was extended to the Board members. 

• On April 27, EAC Vice-Chair Bill Gorman accepted the Public Service Recognition 
Proclamation presented by the Board of County Commissioners on behalf of all 
Pinellas County employees. 

• She expressed appreciation to EAC Advocate Tammera Maloney for her hard work 
and professionalism; whereupon, she noted that many compliments have been 
received regarding Ms. Maloney’s presentation during a recent appeal. 

CONSENT AGENDA 

Chair Vecchioli related that the minutes of April 1, 2021 reflect that she made a statement 
regarding a lack of progressive discipline; that she did not make the statement; and that 
she requests the statement be stricken from the minutes; whereupon, Mr. Peluso moved, 
seconded by Ms. O’Shea and carried unanimously, that the minutes be approved as 
amended. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Request Approval to Reinstate Appeal Hearing Scheduling Requirements 

Ms. Crum provided background information regarding the request, indicating that the 
Board took action to delay the scheduling of appeal hearings within the customary 120 
days due to the introduction of COVID-19 protocols; and that the request is to reinstate 
the appeal hearing scheduling requirements. 

Mr. Peluso moved, seconded by Ms. O’Shea and carried unanimously, that the Board 
reinstate the appeal hearing scheduling requirements. 
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Request Approval to Reinstate Informal Grievance Committee Hearing Scheduling 
Requirements 

Indicating that the scheduling requirements of informal grievance committee hearings had 
also been temporarily suspended, Ms. Crum related that the request is to reinstate the 
scheduling requirements for these hearings. 

Mr. Peluso moved, seconded by Ms. O’Shea and carried unanimously, that the Board 
reinstate the informal grievance committee hearing scheduling requirements. 

Derrick Clark Appeal; Motion for Reconsideration 

Motion for Reconsideration filed by the Appointing Authority, represented by Assistant 
County Attorney Ashley N. Donnell.  Derrick Clark, formerly of Pinellas County Public 
Works, was presented by Employee Advocate Tammera Maloney. 

Chair Vecchioli introduced the item and requested a point of clarification from Ms. Moore 
regarding Mr. Rogers’ absence when the above-referenced appeal was heard and his 
subsequent ability to vote on this motion.  Attorney Moore indicated that Mr. Rogers is 
positioned similarly to the other Board members since the motion is about reconsideration 
only; that it does not deal with deliberations from the actual hearing; and that the transcript 
from the hearing has also been provided. 

At the Chair’s request, Attorney Moore summarized the procedure with regard to the 
motion.  She related that the decision before the Board is to determine whether 
deliberations from the April 1, 2021 hearing should be reconsidered.  In response to a 
query by Chair Vecchioli, Attorney Moore stated that oral argument is not required before 
the Board deliberates, but that it is preferable to do so unless the parties waive oral 
argument. 

Attorney Donnell summarized the Appellee’s position regarding the Motion for 
Reconsideration, and Ms. Maloney provided input on behalf of the Appellant.  Both 
representatives responded to queries by the members. 

Stating that the issue before the Board is to determine whether the Appellee has met its 
burden to prove that reconsideration is necessary, Chair Vecchioli requested a motion 
and subsequent discussion; whereupon, Mr. Peluso moved to deny the Motion for 
Reconsideration due to a lack of sufficient evidence, which was seconded by Ms. O’Shea. 

Following remarks by Messrs. Kronschnabl and Rogers, Chair Vecchioli clarified that the 
Board does not present evidence in appeal hearings; that at the original hearing, the 
Board ruled in favor of the Appellee on all items, with the exception of termination; that 
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closing arguments have always been discretionary; and that there was an opportunity for 
both parties to provide sufficient evidence; whereupon, she stated that she felt the motion 
should be denied. 

Upon call for the vote, the motion to deny the Motion for Reconsideration carried 
unanimously. 

Derrick Clark Appeal:  Proposed Alternative Discipline and Appellant’s Motion to Dispute 
and Reconsider 

Proposed Alternative Discipline filed by Pinellas County Public Works, represented by 
Ashley N. Donnell.  Derrick Clark, formerly of Pinellas County Public Works, was 
presented by Employee Advocate Tammera Maloney. 

Attorney Donnell reviewed the previous findings by the Board, which determined that 
termination of the Appellant was not appropriate; that the Public Works Department is 
proposing alternative discipline to demote Mr. Clark one pay grade to a Maintenance 2 
position; and that the Appellant could begin the new position on May 10, 2021.  She noted 
that the proposed position offers changes in work location and workgroup, which 
addresses certain concerns raised by the Board at the original hearing. 

Responding to a query by Chair Vecchioli, Attorney Moore indicated that since the Board 
is the final authority on all personnel matters, the proposed alternative discipline is a 
matter for which an action is needed by the Board; that Agenda Item IV.5 is a related 
motion filed by the Appellant in response to the proposed alternative discipline; and that 
the Board may choose to consider both items at this time. 

Ms. Maloney related that the Appellant has been separated from the County for a year; 
that the proposed demotion would reduce his former annual salary by five percent; and 
that he has already incurred monetary loss in the year that it has taken to schedule the 
appeal hearing; whereupon, she indicated that the Appellant would accept the proposed 
Maintenance 2 position if it is the only position available, but requested that there be no 
further monetary damages. 

In rebuttal, Attorney Donnell, with input by Public Works Director Kelli Hammer Levy, 
indicated that the Appellant has not been unemployed during the past year; that the Public 
Works Department has implemented a performance-based career path program that 
provides up to a two-percent pay increase annually; that the Board typically grants an 
additional three percent each year, allowing the Appellant to restore his rate of salary in 
about a year; and that a pay reduction is warranted under progressive discipline. 
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Mr. Rogers related that a County employee with a disciplinary action would be denied the 
three-percent annual increase; and that this would equal an eight-percent loss of salary 
to the Appellant. 

Mr. Peluso moved, seconded by Ms. O’Shea, that the proposed Alternative Discipline be 
approved.  Upon call for the vote, the motion carried 5 to 1, with Mr. Rogers casting the 
dissenting vote.  Chair Vecchioli indicated that since the Board voted to accept the 
Alternative Discipline, the Motion to Dispute and Reconsider was no longer an issue 
before the Board. 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

Human Resources (HR) Update 

Ms. Crum referred to the HR update provided in the agenda packet and highlighted the 
following items: 

• Subsequent to the Governor’s Order, the Appointing Authorities have unanimously 
agreed that masks will be strongly encouraged, but not required.  

• County buildings that have been closed will return to normal operations on June 1. 

The meeting was recessed at 7:20 PM and reconvened at 7:40 PM. 

Reduction in Force – Risk Management 

Ms. Crum provided an update regarding a possible reduction in force involving the Risk 
Management Division. 

Other Informational Items 

The EAC Representatives meeting minutes of January 20, 2021 were received for filing. 

APPEAL OF THE FINAL DECISION OF THE INFORMAL GRIEVANCE PANEL 

Appeal filed by Appellant Dieldra Gardner and presented by Employee Advocate 
Tammera Maloney, and by Assistant County Attorney Jared Kahn, representing the 
Appellee, Pinellas County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller.  Those planning to 
testify were sworn by the Deputy Clerk.   
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Chair Vecchioli indicated that since the appeal involves a demotion and not a termination, 
the Appellant has the burden of proof; whereupon, Attorney Moore confirmed that no 
exceptions or objections have been filed. 

Ms. Maloney and Attorney Kahn presented opening statements, and testimony and cross-
examination of the Appellant ensued. 

Following testimony and cross-examination, Attorney Kahn asked for ruling in favor of the 
Appellee since he believed the Appellant failed to meet the burden of proof; whereupon, 
Attorney Moore advised the Board that should there be an inclination to take or hear such 
a motion, there are stipulated facts within the pre-hearing statement that require no 
additional proof or evidence. 

Responding to a query by Chair Vecchioli, Attorney Moore related that the motion would 
be based on the Appellant’s failure to meet the burden of proof in her case-in-chief; 
whereupon, Mr. Peluso moved, seconded by Mr. Kronschnabl, that the Board render a 
ruling in favor of the Appellee. 

Mr. Peluso noted that the Appellant stated that she received emails each month, 
underwent training, and had discussions regarding hiring someone regarding the task in 
question, but that she did not seem to use these as reminders or to ask for assistance.  

Attorney Moore explained that the ultimate issue, regardless of the Appellee’s motion, is 
if whether the Appellant has shown that the demotion should be modified or revoked. 

Chair Vecchioli expressed that she has concerns with regards to due process; that 
oftentimes, determinations are made based upon the credibility of witnesses; that new 
information may be disclosed during cross-examinations; and that she does not know of 
anything in the Board’s rules which would allow this type of motion in order to bypass a 
complete hearing. 

Responding to a query by Mr. Rogers, Attorney Kahn stated that he would call four 
witnesses if the hearing were to move forward and Ms. Maloney indicated she had no 
witnesses to call forth; whereupon, Mr. Rogers stated that he believes the witness 
testimony would support the motion which has already been made. 

Upon call for the vote, the motion carried 5 to 1, with Chair Vecchioli casting the dissenting 
vote, ruling that the Appellant failed to show, by the preponderance of the evidence, that 
the action previously taken should be modified or revoked. 

Upon the Chair’s acknowledgment, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller Ken Burke 
expressed his thanks to Ms. Gardner for her 32 years of service to the Clerk’s Office and 
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stated she remains a good employee; and that her knowledge of Probate and 
Guardianship is exceptional.   

On behalf of the Board, Mr. Peluso expressed his condolences to Ms. Gardner regarding 
the loss of her family members. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, Chair Vecchioli adjourned the meeting at 9:03 PM. 
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