
MINUTES 
CIVIL SERVICE MERIT BOARD MEETING 

MONDAY OCTOBER 26, 2020, 10:00AM. 
BY ELECTRONIC OR OTHER MEANS 

  
A meeting of the Civil Service Merit Board (hereinafter referred to as the Board) was held on Monday October 26, 2020, at 
approximately 10:00 a.m. via Zoom video.  Jamie Ballinger called this meeting to order. Vicki Hatfield, Executive Secretary, and 
Michael Winchester, Board Attorney, were also present. George Shields, City Law Department, was also present. 
  
Board members present: 
  
Jamie Ballinger 
Amanda Busby 
Marva Martin 
Debbie Helsley 
Bill Lyons 
  
  
Roll Call/Quorum Present (confirm quorum and that each Board Member can hear and speak to others   simultaneously and identify if 
other persons present with each Member, if any.)  All members were confirmed present. All members could hear and see other members. 
All members were alone. 
  
Jamie Ballinger read the statement of facts and circumstances that support the reasons for meeting electronically and called for a roll 
call vote determination by the board that a necessity existed for meeting by electronic means pursuant to Open Meetings Act Sections 
8-44-108(a) and (b) and (b) (Refer to CSMB Attorney followed by Roll Call Vote).  All Board Members agreed that there was a necessity 
to hold a Board meeting via electronic means.  

Mr. Winchester noted that the Governor’s Executive Order regarding this particular format expires in 4 days unless it’s extended. Jamie 
Ballinger asked the Board if they received the packet of Board materials, the PDF of the Charter that outlines Classified and Unclassified 
positions, a request for Police Cadet McKamey and Goldman, from Chief Thomas, the factors for necessity determination, Ms. 
Ballinger’s notes from September 16th and September 30th HR Transition meetings, the October Agenda, the September 9th Civil Service 
Merit Board Minutes and the October notice to the media. .  All Board Members agreed by roll call that they’ve received the Board 
materials. 

  
Jamie Ballinger called for approval of the Minutes of the previous business meeting held on September 09, 2020. Bill Lyons made a 
motion to approve. Amanda Busby seconded the motion. Jamie Ballinger prepared for a roll call vote. All Board Members voted to 
approve the September 09, 2020 minutes. 
  
Michael Winchester, Board Attorney, advised the Board of the Dennis Bible Judicial Review case being handled in Chancery Court.  Mr. 
Winchester stated the reason he got involved is because Mr. Bible filed a motion for leave to conduct discovery which included taking 
statements from the Hearing Officer, which is not permitted, therefore the Chancellor denied the request.  Mr. Winchester stated that 
matter is in the hands of the Chancellor.  Mr. Winchester stated that he just had the issues typed up and should receive them soon, it will 
not include depositions from our Hearing Officer, afterwards it will go through the regular judicial review process. 
  
George Shields, representing the City Law Department, advised the Board that he had nothing to report.  
  
Ms. Hatfield updated the Board regarding personnel actions since Civil Service is now in a monitoring position. Ms. Hatfield stated that 
she and Missy worked on a report which will allow her to go back and pull all personnel actions entered for a designated time period. 
Ms. Hatfield stated that every week she will pull these to check personnel actions. Ms. Hatfield stated that upon doing the initial review, 
she found some irregularities.  Ms. Hatfield stated that the Charter required that she report to the Board if someone had been placed in 
a classified position that had not gone through the merit system. Ms. Hatfield stated the two Cadets that are on the agenda should have 
come before the Board prior to being promoted to Police Officer Recruit to be certified by the Board.  Ms. Hatfield stated that was an 
oversight by the Police Department with no malicious intent involved.  Ms. Hatfield noted the belated request to the Board to certify the 
Cadets was on the agenda. 
  
A second action involved an employee of the Mayor’s Office who was unclassified and transferred to the Department of 
Engineering.  Ms. Hatfield stated that it might be okay, depending on the outcome of the Board’s discussion regarding the 
“Administrative Aide” exemption in the Charter.. 
  
Ms. Hatfield stated that she and Christine Fitzgerald, the acting HR Director, as well as some staff in the HR Department, did a 
comprehensive review of the hiring process.  Ms. Hatfield stated that they worked through a lot of the details of the hiring process and 



thinks it will work smoother. Ms. Hatfield stated that she also had a meeting with David Brace to discuss how to allocate the pending 
vacancies in Civil Service as well as how to utilize the extra office space that’s available. 
  
Ms. Hatfield stated that she received a meeting request from Tatia Harris, the Diversity and Inclusion Officer in the Mayor’s Office of 
Community Empowerment. Ms. Hatfield stated that she and Ms. Harris discussed how they could work together.  Ms. Hatfield stated 
that Ms. Harris works with city services and programs and Civil Service works with EEO for employment. Ms. Hatfield stated that she 
and Ms. Harris would work together to accomplish the City’s goals.  Ms. Hatfield also mentioned that we currently have four appeal 
hearings on going at this time. Ms. Hatfield stated that this is an unusual amount of activity, and for reference, within the last three years, 
we’ve had three appeals. 
  
Ms. Hatfield updated the Board on the issues of testing because it is a challenge at this point, due to social distancing requirements, 
cleaning and mask requirements, and the limitation of the physical testing space. Ms. Hatfield stated within the last month, we’ve tested 
52 for Office Assistant II, 62 for Records Specialist in KPD, 70 for NCIC Operator, and 132 for  Crime Scene Technician. Ms. Hatfield 
stated that these were unusually high testing numbers. Ms. Hatfield also stated that recruitment is good, and people are applying for 
jobs. Ms. Hatfield stated this is in addition to the KPD Recruit testing that we are doing. Ms. Hatfield stated, in August we had 60 Police 
Officer Recruit applicants, 53 in September, and 30 to date in October. Ms. Hatfield stated that Kent Johnson has been doing all of the 
testing, keeping in mind the needed space required for social distancing.  Ms. Hatfield mentioned that the Department of Parks and 
Recreation have been great in allowing us to utilize their facilities so that we can test up to 50 people at one time.  Kent Johnson has 
been administering as many as 3 tests in one day. 
  
Ms. Ballinger gave the Board an update on the transition team. Ms. Ballinger stated that Vicki Hatfield has gone over the points that 
were discussed on the call. Ms. Ballinger stated that these calls were basically ensuring that all of the processes are being adjusted and 
that nothing falls through the cracks and the various departments are having a chance to flag issues coming down the pike. Ms. Ballinger 
stated that the transition team didn’t meet in October due to the fall break.  The next transition meeting will be held on October 28, 
2020.  Ms. Ballinger stated as soon as the transition meeting is over, she sends those notes to Teresa Johnson, Vicki Hatfield and Mike 
Winchester.  Ms. Ballinger asked the Board if they have any question about the notes from the meetings. Ms. Ballinger stated that she 
will continue to keep the Board updated as the process goes on.  Ms. Ballinger stated that so far, the process has been very positive. 
   
Ms. Ballinger asked if there was anyone signed up to speak to Item 4 on the agenda, belated certification of Cadets McKamey and 
Goldman. 
  
Ms. Hatfield stated that Brian Malone was available for questions.  Ms. Hatfield stated there were two requests for Cadets that needed 
to come before the Board prior to being promoted to Police Officer Recruit.  Ms. Hatfield stated that Cadet Teddy Goldman will not 
turn 21 until 11/17/2020.  Ms. Hatfield stated that the Board can approve to certify him when he turns 21, thus he cannot be promoted 
until he’s 21. Ms. Hatfield also stated that the academy began in September and asked if it’s possible for the Board to retroactively 
approve Cadet McKamey’s promotion to the academy start date, as it would be better for the employee so that she doesn’t lose the 
increase in pay. 
  
Mr. Winchester stated that according to the rules, it is at the discretion of the Board to make the determination to approve the request.  
Mr. Winchester ask for clarification of the request.  Ms. Hatfield explained that these are Cadets, hired as Cadets. When they turn 21, 
and they are ready, instead of applying for recruit, the Board can certify them from Cadet to Police Officer Recruit.  Both have been in 
the academy since it started in September.  Goldman cannot be certified as a recruit until he turns 21 and that will be in November.  
But McKamey is already 21 and is in the academy.  Ms. Hatfield requests that the Board certify her to the original date when the 
academy started.  Ms. Hatfield stated, otherwise her certification will not be effective until after the Board certifies her.  

Mr. Winchester quoted section 1801 of the Civil Service Merit Board Rules, where it states that these positions are exempt.   Mr. 
Winchester stated, this is consistent with the rules and guidelines that exempt positions are totally discretionary.  Mr. Winchester 
stated that it would be up to the Board to determine how to move forward with the request.  Mr. Winchester also stated that there are 
two criteria. (1) Is it defeating any Civil Service Merit system principle?  (2) Is it for the good of the City and the employee? Mr. 
Winchester stated those are the two discretionary factors. Mr. Winchester stated that the Board needs to decide and take a roll call 
vote. 

Pursuant to CSMB 1806, request by Police Chief Eve Thomas and Civil Service Director Vicki Hatfield that Police Cadet Laura 
McKamey (DOB 2/23/1999), who is currently 21, be certified as a Police Officer Recruit and as a Police Officer upon graduation from 
the Police Recruit Academy. She is currently attending the September 2020 Academy. She has successfully completed her pre-
employment psychological for Police Officer. (roll call vote) 
  
Ms. Ballinger asked the Board if they have any questions or points regarding item 4 on the agenda. Ms. Ballinger asked for a motion 
and it needs to be specific to the request that McKamey will be retroactively back paid to the beginning date of the academy.  Amanda 
Busby made a motion that McKamey be certified as a Police Officer Recruit and that it be retroactive to September 2020 at the start of 
the academy. Debbie Helsley seconded the motion. Ms. Ballinger prepared for a roll call vote.  All Board members approved the request. 
  



Pursuant to CSMB 1806, request by Police Chief Eve Thomas and Civil Service Director Vicki Hatfield that Cadet Teddy Goldman 
(DOB 11/17/1999) be certified as a Police Officer Recruit upon his 21st birthday on 11/17/2020 and as a Police Officer upon graduation 
from the Police Recruit Academy. He is currently attending the September 2020 Academy. He has successfully completed his pre-
employment psychological for Police Officer. (roll call vote) 
  
Ms. Ballinger asked the Board if there were any questions regarding item 5 on the agenda regarding the request for Cadet Teddy 
Goldman.  Ms. Busby asked if the retroactive pay issue that applied to Cadet McKamey, also applies to Cadet Goldman given that he’s 
not 21?  Ms. Hatfield answered no, he can be certified on November 17, 2020. Ms. Ballinger ask for a motion. Bill Lyons made a motion 
to approve the certification of Cadet Goldman on his 21st birthday.  Marva Martin second the motion. Ms. Ballinger prepared for a roll 
call vote. All Board members approved the request. 
   
Discussion of the CSMB on the definition of “administrative aide” as referenced in Charter 1002 (B) and how this should be applied 
going forward. (roll call vote) 
  
Ms. Ballinger asked if Ms. Hatfield would explain this request.  Ms. Hatfield stated in section 1002 (B) of the Charter, it lists classified 
and unclassified positions. All positions within city employment are classified positions, except those which are designated as 
unclassified.  Unclassified positions are not covered by the civil service merit system and include directors, a personal secretary for each 
director and an administrative aide for each director.  Ms. Hatfield stated that the City of Knoxville does not have a position titled 
Administrative Aide.  Ms. Hatfield stated that means is it’s undefined. Ms. Hatfield stated there have been a couple of times where a 
department requested a second Administrative Assistant.  Ms. Hatfield stated that this position was used as Administrative support to 
the director. Ms. Hatfield stated in pulling a report, she noticed that the Director of Redevelopment had been transferred to the 
Department of Engineering where there is no unclassified position there and she is an unclassified employee.   Ms. Hatfield stated this 
is why the question was raised. This position was not Administrative support, but performing a professional function.  The Board chair 
asked if we had another position in the City similar to the Administrative Aide.  Ms. Hatfield pulled a report and found another employee. 
This employee works in the Inspections Department using the title Deputy Director.  The question raised is, how is the Administrative 
Aide to be used if the Board decides that it can be a professional position, then each department has that one unclassified position they 
can use anyway it wants to.  Ms. Hatfield stated if the department just needs a support person, then the Board may need to come up with 
more solutions. Ms. Hatfield stated that it was up to the Board discuss how this exemption is defined. 
  
Bill Lyons stated that he appreciated that this subject was brought before the Board and stated that he was fine with future 
discussions.  Mr. George Shields stated that the error with Ms. Foster has to do with the use of the word “transfer.”  Mr. Shields stated 
that whomever filled out the form, intended for the budget code to remain in under the Mayor’s Office. Mr. Winchester stated that the 
error was in the formatting or the terminology used, if there was ever going to be a review to correct it.  Mr. Winchester stated as long 
as it is not an attempt to put someone in a position that’s classified by using the transfer process, he didn’t see an issue going back and 
clarifying it. 
  
Ms. Hatfield stated that this topic may need further discussion later.  Ms. Hatfield also stated in reference to the employee who has 
moved to the Inspections Department, simply changing their budget code does not place them under the Mayor’s Office.  Ms. Hatfield 
went on to ask, rhetorically, what defines an employee of the Mayor’s Office? Ms. Hatfield stated, if an employee works in the 
Inspections Department, supervises employees in that department, it sounds like an employee of the Inspections Department. Ms. 
Hatfield stated, listing them as unclassified and placing them in departments, does not meets the definition as an employee of the Mayor’s 
Office. Ms. Hatfield stated this subject will need further discussion by the Board. 
  
Mr. George Shields clarified if the employee is part of the Mayor’s Office, what duties are will they perform of the Mayor’s Office. Mr. 
Shields quoted the rules in the Civil Service Merit Board rules, Section 201(B) all employees of the Mayor's Office (interpreted to 
include those positions which are authorized in the budget codes assigned specifically to the Mayor's Office…Mr. Shields went on to 
state that the budget codes should have never been changed, because it was never intended that they leave the Mayor’s.  Mr. Shields 
went on to say if they are employees of the Mayor’s Office, what will that mean? Mr. Shields quoted from the City Code Section 2-
111(b) – Departmental organization; mayor’s office.  …the office of the mayor shall consist of a deputy or deputies to the mayor and/or 
one or more administrative directors, all of whom shall be appointed by the mayor. Any such deputy to the mayor and/or administrative 
director shall, in addition to performing other duties as directed by the mayor, supervise such administrative officers, departments and/or 
divisions thereof, and the directors and deputy directors thereof, as the mayor may from time to time direct.” Mr. Shields stated you can 
identify an employee of the Mayor’s Office by looking at their budget code. Mr. Shields also stated that this is where the ambiguity 
arose. Mr. Shields stated that the form listed the wrong codes.  Mr. Shields went on to state, as employees of the Mayor’s Office, they 
can be assigned as Administrative Directors to supervise departments or divisions within a department. Mr. Shields stated in regards to 
the employee in the Inspection Department, they have been assigned to the implementation duty of re-code, which is a body of law in 
the Inspections Department. Mr. Shields went on to say, “I think we have educated them now to understand that they don’t get to choose 
to call themselves a Deputy Director because maybe they like the sound of it or it’s convenient or it makes for an easier explanation, 
perhaps, if you’re trying to explain in an elevator, you know, what you think your role is, but that’s a defined term. It’s clear now, or it 
will be once this form is completed that they’re still a Special Assistant in the Mayor’s Office, just the same as they always were. 
They’ve just been basically loaned, or detailed, you know, you can come up with a verb to describe that, but lent, you know, to 
Inspections in that case to help with recode. In the case of Engineering, the idea is the same as well,”  



  
Ms. Ballinger asked if there were employees signed up to speak to item 6 of the agenda. Ms. Hatfield stated that there are two employees 
signed up to speak. Mr. Steve King and Ms. Stephanie Guptail.  At this point, Bill Lyons stated that he would need to leave the meeting 
early due to an unavoidable conflict. Ms. Ballinger recognized Mr. King. Mr. King stated he was president of the employees association 
and wanted to be available just in case he needed to address the matter on behalf of the employees association. Mr. King stated their 
interest was to ensure that merit board principles have been adhered to.  Mr. King stated that he would be interested in the comments of 
the attorneys. He stated that he felt Mr. Shields comments had been helpful.  He went on to state that he is interested in the details of the 
Administrative Aide, such as what kind of responsibilities they can be assigned, whether they can supervise employees, or if they can 
administer employee evaluations.  Mr. King stated these are some of the things employees are interested in. He stated that he might wish 
to comment further if the board addresses those items later.  
  
Ms. Ballinger recognized Ms. Guptail. Ms. Guptail spoke to item 6 of the agenda as well. Ms. Guptail asked, if the purpose of the 
original form wasn’t to take the Administrative Aide out of the Mayor’s Office or to have them unbudgeted from the Mayor’s Office, 
what changes were the original forms seeking to make? Mr. Shields deferred the question to Christine Stickler.  Ms. Stickler stated that 
she pulled Bryan Berry’s form from last year and it was labeled as a transfer to Plans Review and Inspections. It was the same for the 
Director in Redevelopment. Ms. Stickler stated that to correct the issue, she re-generated for the forms to place them in the correct organ 
code. 
  
Ms. Guptail asked the Board, should there have been a form completed for Dawn Michelle Foster?  Ms. Stickler stated that a form was 
submitted for Dawn Michelle Foster to change her title because she is no longer a Director of Redevelopment.  
  
  
Ms. Ballinger stated for the sake of the electronic meeting, that she wanted to ensure that Marva Martin could hear and see the 
meeting.  Marva stated that she could hear and see the meeting.  Ms. Busby made a comment; however, it was inaudible.  Ms. Ballinger 
stated that she couldn’t hear Amanda Busby’s comment.  Ms. Busby stated that she had a question regarding the terminology of the 
Administrative Aide.  Ms. Ballinger advised the Board that this was a matter of discussion.  Ms. Helsley commented and wanted to 
know if the titles that exist in the Mayor’s Office are going to be moved around at random to various departments. Mr. Shields stated 
they never meant to be transferred or re-budgeted.  Mr. Shields stated that the City Code tells us that there can be Administrative 
Directors who are employees of the Mayor’s Office, who supervise administrative officers, departments or division of offices. Mr. 
Shields stated this was the case with the employee in the Engineering Department.  Mr. Shields stated that there was a public outreach 
function that Engineering had never had before.  This employee, as well as the employee in the Inspections Department are in effect 
being loaned to the departments.  Mr. Shields stated these were never meant to be long term arrangements, just where there is a need.  
Ms. Helsley asked if the directors had a say in the process.  Mr. Shields stated that the directors report to the Mayor, the same as 
employees in the Mayor’s Office.  Mr. Shields stated there would be an internal discussion between the Mayor and the director.  Mr. 
Shields also stated that since these employees are in the Mayor’s Office being loaned to the department, they would be separate from an 
Administrative Aide, because that’s someone who would be in the department, as Ms. Hatfield stated, there are three departmental 
positions that are exempt.  One is the Director; one is the personal secretary of the director and the other is the Administrative Aide.  
Mr. Shields stated, in looking at the Charter, means that person exists outside the Mayor’s Office and they are associated exclusively 
with the department, not on a temporary or a loaned basis, but as part of the department structure as the Director.  
 
Mr. Winchester stated in the Code, there is a reference to department heads, and officials.  In the Code under section 2-31 talks about 
the Mayor appointing and removing department heads and subordinates in within the department.  Mr. Winchester also stated that the 
code specified except as provided by the Charter or City Ordinances not in conflict and not in conflict with Civil Service appointments 
and removals except to Civil Service provisions of the Charter and our rules. Mr. Winchester made reference to section 2-3-2, “delegation 
of duties”.  Mr. Winchester stated the Mayor can appoint and transfer, but cannot give them duties and authorities that are part of 
classified positions.  Mr. Winchester stated that if the employee is not physically in the department and not part of the department, they 
can’t be given duties that overlap a classified position, if they’re not, there isn’t a problem.  Mr. Winchester stated he doesn’t see a 
problem at this time. Mr. Winchester stated there needs to be further discussion on the matter to avoid later problems. 
 
 
Ms. Ballinger wanted to ensure that Marva could hear and see the meeting.  Marva stated that she could hear and see the meeting.  
 
Ms. Ballinger ask if there was further discussion on item 6 of the agenda.  Ms. Busby asked if there were any departments that have an 
Administrative Aide and a personal secretary.   Ms. Hatfield stated that in the Public Service Department, there are two individuals, one 
is the secretary to the Director, the other is in an administrative support role.  Ms. Busby stated the way it reads to her in the regulation, 
it may not be two separate roles. She wanted it noted in the event that the board drills down deeper into this issue in the future.  
 
There being no additional comments or questions, and no need for a motion on item 6, Ms. Ballinger asked if there were any other 
business to bring before the Board.  Ms. Busby stated a correction was needed on last month’s minutes.  She stated she was listed on the 
minutes as present at the board meeting in September, but was not.  Ms. Busby made a motion to amend September’s minutes to reflect 
her nonattendance. Marva Martin seconded the motion.  Ms. Ballinger prepared for a roll call vote.  All Board members approved to 
amend the September 9th minutes. 



 
Ms. Ballinger asked for a motion to adjourn. 
 
Ms. Helsley referenced Ms. Hatfield’s statement of the number of appeals filed this year as opposed to the number of appeals filed in 
past years and the reason for it.  Ms. Hatfield stated, there is no specific reason, the appeals come as they come. Ms. Hatfield stated 
we’ve had four recent disciplinary actions and the employees are choosing to exercise their right to appeal.  Ms. Hatfield stated without 
looking, she doesn’t know whether we have more disciplinary actions, or employees who are just choosing to appeal.  Ms. Hatfield 
stated it is an unusual number given that we haven’t had that many for a very long time.  Ms. Helsley asked if Ms. Hatfield will look 
into the matter.  Ms. Hatfield stated that she would.  
 
Ms. Ballinger asked if there was any other business to bring before the Board.  Ms. Ballinger asked if anyone on the phone had their 
hand raised.  Ms. Hatfield stated that Steve King had his hand raised.  Mr. King asked, in connection to the Administrative Aide, what 
can employees expect in regards to employee supervision and evaluations.  Mr. King stated that he wanted that to be a point of discussion 
for the Board in the future.  Ms. Ballinger asked if anyone else had their hand raised.  No one else raised their hand.   
 
Ms. Ballinger stated in regards to the Administrative Aide, that this is something the Board needs to keep an eye on and discuss.  Ms. 
Ballinger stated that we are examining the issue in which we do not have all the facts right now.  .  Ms. Ballinger stated that it was a 
worthwhile discussion to move forward as the Board sees appropriate.   
 
Ms. Ballinger asked Ms. Hatfield to continue to flag issues such as these.  Ms. Hatfield stated that her conversation with the department 
director and David Brace at the time, that they had not decided whether they were going to place the employees back in the Mayor’s 
Office or an employee of the department.  Ms. Hatfield stated that the Administration has decided to resolve the issue and keep them in 
the Mayor’s Office. Ms. Hatfield stated that two of the Civil Service employees were told they were going to be supervised by Ms. 
Foster who’s an employee in the Mayor’s Office.  Ms. Hatfield stated, this issue raises questions.  Ms. Hatfield also stated that this may 
need to be a future topic of the Board.  Ms. Helsley stated that this was the same question that Steve King raised earlier regarding the 
supervision of a departments.  Mr. George Shields answered that the directors are the disciplinary authority of the departments.  He 
stated there may be middle management or supervisors, ultimately, it’s the directors that are the disciplinary authority.   
 
Mr. Winchester stated that the Charter states in section 1007(A) - A director or department head shall only discharge, suspend or 
promote.  Mr. Winchester stated that the Charter sees a distinction between a director and a department head and both can discipline.  
 
Ms. Hatfield stated she saw Steve King’s hand raised. She wasn’t sure if it were still raised from before and had not been cleared. 
 
Mr. Shields stated that they look at previous versions of the Charter to see the way it’s worded. Mr. Shields stated, in regards to the 
Director versus the Department Head terminology, that it may be worded that way to acknowledge the fact that there are two departments 
headed by someone who is not titled as a director.  Mr. Shields stated that those were the uniformed departments.  Those departments 
have a Chief of Police and a Chief of Fire.  Mr. Shields stated that maybe where the language was designed to address.  Mr. Shields 
stated in most case the Director is the head of a department. 
 
Ms. Ballinger asked if there was anyone else with their hand raised or anyone with questions. 
 
Ms. Ballinger asked for a motion to adjourn.  Debbie Helsley made a motion to adjourn.  Amanda Busby seconded the motion.  The 
motion was unanimous.  Ms. Ballinger prepared for a roll call vote.  All Board members voted to adjourn the meeting. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:14 
 
 
________________________ 
Vicki Hatfield 
Executive Secretary/Director     ______________________________ 
        Presiding Chair 
 


