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PER CURIAM.  
 Brian Meaton, the Petitioner, seeks certiorari review of the February 11, 2013, 

order of the City of St. Petersburg Civil Service Board finding there was just cause for 



the termination of the Petitioner's employment with the City of St. Petersburg.  The 

petition is denied.  

Statement of Case 
 The Petitioner's employment was terminated by the City on April 8, 2003.  The 

Civil Service Board upheld the termination on June 13, 2003.  This matter has been in 

the courts continuously since that time  See Meaton v. City of St. Petersburg, 12 Fla. L. 

Supp. 620a, Case No. 03-005025AP-88B (Fla. 6th Cir. App. Ct. Jan. 13, 2005)(granting 

petition for writ of certiorari and quashing Civil Service Board order upholding 

termination), cert. denied, 911 So. 2d 108 (Fla. 2d DCA 2005)(table)("Meaton I"); 

Meaton v. City of St. Petersburg, Case No. 05-008204CI-19 (Fla. 6th Cir. March 24, 

2006)(order denying petition for writ of mandamus seeking to compel the Civil Service 

Board to reinstate employment) ("Meaton II"); Meaton v. City of St. Petersburg, 14 Fla. 

L. Supp. 906a, Case No. 06-000053AP-88B (Fla. 6th Cir. App. Ct. May 29, 

2007)(granting petition for writ of certiorari and quashing Civil Service Board second 

order upholding termination), cert. denied with op., 987 So. 2d 755 (Fla. 2d DCA 2008), 

rev. denied, 3 So. 3d 1247 (Fla. 2009)(table) ("Meaton III"); Meaton v. City of St. 

Petersburg, Case No. 03-005025AP-88B (Fla. 6th Cir. Ct. March 10, 2011)(dismissing 

case seeking declaratory relief and stating, "The District Court [of Appeal] upheld the 

Sixth Circuit Appellate Division's ruling that the [Civil Service] Board should have 

conducted the hearing by taking testimony of live witnesses rather than reading 

transcripts of or listening to the recording of testimony given during the first hearing, but 

the matter of Plaintiff's termination should return to the Civil Service Board"), per curiam 

aff'd, 81 So. 2d 426 (Fla. 2d DCA 2012)(table) ("Meaton IV").  After an evidentiary 

hearing on February 8, 2013, the Civil Service Board affirmed the 2003 termination of 

the Petitioner's employment with the City of St. Petersburg on February 11, 2013. 

 The Petitioner filed a petition for writ of certiorari on March 7, 2013, that was not 

in compliance with the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.  In an order entered by the 

Court on March 11, 2013, this appellate court directed the Petitioner to file an Amended 

Petition for Writ of Certiorari with a transcript of the hearing that is the subject of the 



petition.  Thereafter, the Petitioner filed the Amended Petition for Writ of Certiorari with 

an excerpt from the hearing transcript.1 

Standard of Review 
 This Court in its appellate capacity has jurisdiction to review this matter under 

Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.100.  We must decide (1) whether procedural due 

process was accorded; (2) whether the essential requirements of the law were 

observed; and (3) whether there was competent, substantial evidence to support the 

administrative findings.  See Falk v. Scott, 19 So. 3d 1103, 1104 (Fla. 2d DCA 2009). 

Amended Petition for Writ of Certiorari 
 The Petitioner presents only two arguments:  (1) "The City violated Petitioner's 

due process rights when it fired him in 2003 and that violation could not be cured by a 

subsequent Civil Service Hearing."  Further, he complains that his due process rights 

were violated by conducting a hearing nine and one-half years after his termination.  (2) 

"The hearing before the Civil Service Board should never have been held.  The law of 

the case dictates that Meaton should have been reinstated after Judge DeMers [sic] 

order dated January 13, 2005." 

Analysis 
 The Petitioner complains that he was denied due process because his 

employment was terminated while grievances were pending with the City.  The portion 

of the transcript included in the appendix by the Petitioner only includes the statements 

made by counsel for the Petitioner claiming a due process violation was committed by 

the 2003 termination due to the pending grievances.  The seven-page excerpt in the 

appendix shows that counsel for the Petitioner read a portion of the opinion issued by 

the Sixth Circuit appellate panel in Meaton I concerning this issue.  The City's objection 

is included in the excerpt. 

1   The Petitioner did not file the entire transcript of the evidentiary hearing.  Instead, he attached a seven-page excerpt of the 
transcript.  The Petitioner explained:  
 Because the appeal is so limited and does not address any specific testimony from the hearing, Petitioner has not had the 

entire Record of the thirteen hour hearing transcribed but only that portion of the Record that shows he objected to the 
hearing taking place for two reasons mentioned in the previous paragraph.  (Transcript, App. 2).  Additionally, Petitioner 
has attached as an Appendix all of the certified exhibits from the hearing for the court to review. (App. 3).  Petitioner would 
point out to the Court that a Record is not ordinarily submitted to the Court under rule 9.100 and that the obligation of the 
Petitioner is only to attach as an Appendix that portion of the Record he feels is necessary to support the claim.  
Respondent can then attach any portions of the Record that it considers necessary (Meaton I, App. 4, p. 13, para. 2).  
Transcription of the entire thirteen hour record under the circumstances of this case, considering the limited issues on 
appeal would be a financial hardship for Petitioner.  However, if the court so orders, Petitioner will have the entire Record 
transcribed. 

 

                                                 



 The Petitioner's appendix does not contain any further testimony presented at the 

February 8, 2013, hearing, but does include the exhibits filed before the Civil Service 

Board.2  These exhibits include the grievance forms filed by the Petitioner with the City 

in 2003 and the memoranda and correspondence of the Petitioner and the City 

concerning those grievance forms.   

 Correspondence dated April 4, 2003, to the Petitioner from the Labor Relations 

Manager for the City of St. Petersburg was presented at the hearing to the Civil Service 

Board by the Petitioner and admitted into evidence.  (Meaton Exhibit 3 to 2/8/13 

hearing).  This correspondence acknowledges receipt of two appeals forwarded to the 

Labor Relations Office on March 31, 2003, from the March 2003 grievance forms.  The 

correspondence states that the grievances were not properly the subject of grievance 

procedures pursuant to the collective bargaining agreement.  The City found the first 

complaint had been resolved and no further action would be taken.  As for the second 

complaint, the correspondence states that "the City will not agree to consider this 

appeal a proper subject under the formal grievance procedure nor will the city agree 

that the remedy you seek ['written apology; counseling/training on ethical treatment of 

subordinate support staff, personnel rules & regs, and the labor agreement'] is 

appropriate."  

 The February 11, 2013, order that is the subject of this petition references the 

grievance forms filed by the Petitioner and the actions taken by the City in response to 

these documents.  The City has filed a Supplemental Appendix that includes the 

testimony of Karen Richardson, the Labor Relations Manager for the City at the time of 

the incidents of which the Petitioner complains.  Her testimony discusses the grievance 

forms filed by the Petitioner, the City's actions in informing the Petitioner that his 

complaints were not properly raised in the grievance format under the collective 

bargaining agreement, and she states that the Petitioner was informed of the manner in 

which his complaints could be properly handled outside the grievance process.  

2   The Court notes that the index to the "Civil Service Board Hearing, Brian Meaton 12-08-B Exhibits" sets forth the exhibits 
submitted to the Civil Service Board at the February 8, 2013, hearing.  (App. 3).  The Clerk for the City of St. Petersburg noted on 
the index that the Civil Service Board sustained the Petitioner's objection to the City's proffered exhibit 15 (testimony of Ron Wilson 
from 2003 Board Hearing) and exhibit 16 (Arbitration Decision March 20, 2002).  The Clerk also notes that the Civil Service Board 
sustained the City's objection to the Petitioner's proffered exhibit 4 (Investigative Report dated 9/5/01 from Mirella James) and 
exhibit 5 (Order Granting Petition for Writ of Certiorari, [case number] 03-5025AP-88A ["Meaton I"]).  The Court has not considered 
these documents as they were not considered by the Board in reaching its decision. 

                                                 



Memoranda of the parties and correspondence between the parties documents these 

actions.  

 The evidence and testimony presented to the Civil Service Board demonstrates 

that the City addressed the Petitioner's complaints through counseling and written 

documentation.  The evidence supports the conclusion that the Petitioner's due process 

rights were not violated at the time of his termination in 2003. 

 Basic due process requirements are met if the parties are provided notice of the 

hearing and an opportunity to be heard.  Jennings v. Dade County, 589 So. 2d 1337, 

1340 (Fla. 3d DCA 1991).  The parties must be able to present evidence, cross-

examine witnesses, and be informed of all the facts upon which a board acts.  This 

Court finds the Petitioner's assertion that his due process rights have been violated 

because the February 8, 2013, evidentiary hearing was conducted nine and one-half 

years after his termination to be without merit.  The Civil Service Board was complying 

with the opinion of the Second District Court of Appeal and the trial court when it 

conducted the new evidentiary hearing.  See Meaton III, 987 So. 2d 755; Meaton IV, 

Case No. 03-005025AP-88B (Fla. 6th Cir. Ct. March 10, 2011). 

 This Court finds meritless the Petitioner's argument that dicta in Meaton I controls 

this matter and the February 8, 2013, hearing should not have been conducted.   

 In Meaton III the appellate court addressed the statements made in prior opinions 

of the Sixth Circuit Court appellate panels that have reviewed this matter. The Second 

District Court of Appeal stated: 

  Our denial of the City's petition should, however, not be understood as 
manifesting our approval of the circuit court's comments about the 
appropriateness of further proceedings before the Board.  See Tynan v. Dep't of 
Highway Safety & Motor Vehicles, 909 So. 2d 991 (Fla. 5th DCA 2005) (rejecting 
claim that due process was violated when new hearing officer conducted 
additional evidentiary hearing after order was quashed). 

 
  In Tamiami Trail Tours, Inc. v. Railroad Commission, 128 Fla. 25, 174 So. 

451, 454 (1937), the supreme court recognized that when a circuit court grants 
certiorari relief and quashes an order of a lower tribunal, 

 
 it leaves the subject matter, that is, the controversy pending before the 

tribunal, commission, or administrative authority, as if no order or 
judgment had been entered and the parties stand upon the pleadings and 
proof as it existed when the order was made with the rights of all parties to 



proceed further as they may be advised to protect or obtain the enjoyment 
of their rights under the law in the same manner and to the same extent 
which they might have proceeded had the order reviewed not been 
entered. 

 
 The [circuit] court has no power when exercising its jurisdiction in certiorari 

to enter a judgment on the merits of the controversy under consideration, 
nor to direct the respondent to enter any particular order or judgment. 

 
  See also Broward County v. G.B.V. Int'l, Ltd., 787 So. 2d 838, 844 (Fla. 

2001). 
 
  In the series of proceedings that have followed in the train of Meaton's 

discharge, the circuit court has more than once issued pronouncements 
concerning the course of future proceedings.  These pronouncements are 
nothing more than dicta. 

 
Meaton III, 987 So. 2d at 757-58.  The pronouncements in Meaton I are not binding.  A 

new evidentiary hearing has been conducted in accordance with the requirements of the 

appellate court in Meaton III, 987 So. 2d 755 and the trial court in Meaton IV, Case No. 

03-005025AP-88B (Fla. 6th Cir. Ct. March 10, 2011)(dismissing the Petitioner's 

complaint seeking declaratory relief).  The issue before this Court only concerns the 

procedures relating to the February 11, 2013, order of the Civil Service Board.   

 The Petitioner's due process rights have not been violated.  In the petition for writ 

of certiorari the Petitioner has limited the issues to be reviewed by this Court.3  The 

Petitioner does not claim that the Civil Service Board departed from the essential 

requirements of law, nor does he challenge the sufficiency of the evidence to support 

the Civil Service Board's decision upholding the termination of his employment. 

 The Petition for Writ of Certiorari is denied. 

 DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers in Clearwater, Pinellas County, 

Florida, this ____ day of May, 2014. 

 
 
Original order signed on May 22, 2014, by Circuit Judges Linda R. Allan, 
John A. Schaefer, and Keith Meyer. 
 
 
 

3   See footnote one, supra. 
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