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SRPE Negotiation Meeting Minutes 

 

SRCDS Attendance: David Gunter, Floyd Smith, Emily Donalson, Dustin Gray, and Tonya 

Shepherd 

 

SRPE Attendance: Rhonda Chavers, David Godwin, Ruth Blackmon, Latricia Laurant, and 

Tamala Strickland 

 

The meeting was called to order at 4:34pm. 

 

David Gunter opened the meeting on behalf of SRCDS with artifact #1 (10/14/21 Items Awaiting 

Responses from SRPE). Gunter asked if there was any item that SRPE wanted to respond to 

Chavers replied, “nothing’s changed. Still under review.” Gunter references page 2 where 

“SRPE demanded the right to bargain insurance the table” during the Nov. 30th session.  Gunter 

then asked if the union had an insurance proposal to present as part of that demand? David 

Godwin stated that the last salary proposal presented from SRPE was “if you agree to the salary 

proposal, then the union would accept the increased insurance rates.”  

 

Gunter stated that he is trying to ensure that everything is as accurate as possible because there is 

a school board meeting tomorrow night and there will probably be an executive session. 

 

Gunter asked if SRPE was still contesting the contractually defined insurance process 

specifically paragraph B and paragraph J in the Insurance article of their master contract. 

Godwin stated that the district did not provide a report of the recommendation of insurance in 

August. Gunter clarified that SRPE maintains the position that the insurance changes were not 

reported to SRPE and the change was unilateral. Chavers stated that the committee is not the 

bargaining unit.  

 

Gunter provided SRCDS artifact #2 (Email Documentation). Stating that these emails document 

the fact there was communicated back and forth between Mrs. Chavers and district officials 

specifying the changes to the insurance plans. Gunter pointed out that Chavers even 

acknowledged the information and responded that it looked like everything was covered. Based 

on this information, the district is holding to the fact that SRPE had knowledge of insurance 

changes, both through direct communication with Chavers as well as the representation on the 

insurance committee. Godwin stated that the union demanded to bargain the increase on Nov. 

30th.The district still holds to the fact that the district kept SRPE in the loop. Chavers stated that 

increase in costs were not provided to the bargaining unit until September 28, 2021. Chavers also 

mentioned that the union requested to bargain and for the district to speak to payroll to stop the 

increase. 

 

Gunter presented SRCDS artifact #3 (Responses to SRPE 2/24/22 Items). The two items he 

covered were: SRPE analysis of Funding Increases on 2021/22 3rd calculation. Chavers wanted 

to clarify that the FCR of 5.6% is an estimate, not an actual. Gunter clarified that was correct. 

Gunter mentioned a meeting he held with members of senior level admin today (March 7 2022) 

and received information about increases, specifically on fuel. Chavers stated that she wanted 

specifics on what was budgeted so there is reference to “what was budgeted.” Gunter stated that 
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he would get those numbers for her. In reference to SRPE 2021-222 salary proposal, the District 

noted that the amount proposed by SRPE would negatively impact the current FCR reducing the 

FCR to approximately 1.88 percent. On that basis, SRCDS rejects this offer due to the significant 

impact of the offer and the critical financial status which would be created by the same. Chavers 

asked for Gunter to provide her with the specific statute. Gunter said he would.  

 

Gunter presented SRCDS artifact #4 (SRCDS Total Monetary Proposal 21-22). One level 

forward movement (includes a 2.13 FRS longevity for 31+). The reason the level move comes in 

at 2.13 percent is because there are still some levels where SRPE had negotiated a 1.67% value 

in prior years. HB641 comes in at 3.2 percent for an average overall instructional increase to 

2.48%. Instead of overcomplicating things, funds from TSIA would be included in the 2.48% (a 

little over $2.5 million); another salary level gets picked up in this proposal on the HB 641 

schedule. Salary schedules (appendix D) were also provided along with this proposal. 

 

Godwin questioned why the salary schedule on the previous proposal was higher than the 

salaries on this current proposal. Gunter says that the salary schedule was improved on the prior 

offer, but didn’t include a level movement. That was the difference in the numbers. Gunter stated 

that one of the reasons the unit rejected the last time was because there was no forward 

movement so this offer was built on having a forward level movement instead of an 

improvement to the salary schedule. Godwin questioned that on the last proposal, someone with 

26 years of qualified service would be on level 26. Gunter stated that it depends. He went on to 

inform that he and Godwin had this discussion before. Yes, a person could have 26 years of 

service and a person on year 26 would be paid at 25 as there is bargaining going on and any 

movement for existing employees is awaiting a settlement with the union.  

 

Godwin stated that the salary schedule does not have forward movement. Chavers stated that it is 

unprecedented that the district present a salary schedule that went down. Gunter clarified that the 

salary schedule did not go down in fact it is the same as the current schedule being used. Gunter 

stated that two meetings ago, the union presented a proposal that went up if we want to talk 

about unprecedented.  

 

Godwin stated that for whatever salary schedule that is proposed, the district can make the same 

salary schedule for people so that everybody is getting the same increase across the board. 

Gunter stated that it is a proposal and if SRPE wants to propose otherwise, they can. Gunter also 

noted that this proposal is higher than what Escambia and Okaloosa settled for with their 

instructional employees. Gunter stated that Escambia is giving several bonuses and is unsure if it 

is recurring funds. Godwin stated that the person who he spoke to in Escambia said that it was 

recurring. Godwin also stated that Okaloosa schedule is for 2.4% increases. Gunter clarified that 

Okaloosa settled for 2.2% from the report given to the District. Chavers and Godwin asked why 

Okaloosa’s FCR was so much higher than Santa Rosa’s.  

 

Godwin stated that Okaloosa funds things differently than we do in Santa Rosa. Godwin stated 

that Okaloosa funds a 7-period day. He is unsure that he would advertise that Okaloosa’s FCR is 

better than ours (Santa Rosa). As far as Escambia’s FCR being funded higher than Santa Rosa’s, 

those two districts fund things that Santa Rosa does not. 
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SRPE went to caucus at 5:03pm. 

 

The meeting resumed at 5:19pm. 

 

Godwin mentioned a couple of things…we’re funded more than Escambia right now. He 

referenced a presentation from Asst Supt of Finance Susan McCole. He said that an estimated 

cost for our district to go 6 out of 7 and our district should be ahead of them. He also suggested 

that teachers are paid about $5,000-$6,000 more in Okaloosa. Chavers stated that our teachers 

teach more minutes a day and then some; they don’t have to make up storm days, etc. Godwin 

stated we need to pay our teachers more.  

 

SRPE rejected the district’s offer but presented a counteroffer.  

 

Godwin presented SRPE artifact #1 (SRPE Instructional Compensation Proposal -7.50%). He 

stated that the union had come down quite a bit (7.5%) and would agree to the insurance 

increases if this proposal is accepted. Godwin stated that the total salary cost for compensation 

minus the TSIA monies would be about $7.2 million cost to the district (7.18%). Page 2 is a 

salary schedule that reflects those increases. Instructional employees on the 21-22 regular salary 

schedule will receive a 5.0% salary increase that includes forward movement on the regular 

salary schedule and 2.5% recurring longevity supplement. Instructional employees with 31+ 

years of service will receive a 5.0% salary increase and a 2.5% longevity supplement. 

 

Godwin stated that Escambia County and other counties have done the same thing with the 

supplements to try and give teachers that same amount increase.  

 

Gunter sought clarification on what Godwin did when he set the base schedule. Gunter didn’t 

have any other questions.  

 

SRCDS went to caucus at 5:30pm. 

 

The meeting resumed at 5:37pm. 

 

Gunter opened and on behalf of the board cannot accept the offer…biggest reason is it is above 

what he has the authority to accept.  

 

Gunter countered with SRCDS artifact #5 (SRCSD Total Monetary Proposal 21-22). Same 

format as the last offer. Average overall instructional increase 2.75% and HB641 increase the 

current schedule by 3.495%. Gunter noted that is all the authority he has from the board to settle 

the contract. Everything is on the table.  

 

Godwin stated that Gunter brought up the ed-support union agreeing to 2.75%. Godwin 

questioned if everyone of their employees got a 2.75% increase and 1,200 teachers based on this 

proposal get 2.33%. Gunter stated that the union may want to seek clarification from the 

legislatures on why this situation is forced by the TSIA guidelines. Gunter pointed out that it is 

the FLDOE setting the requirements for teachers under the minimum salary to get 50% more 

than what can be given to those who are above. Gunter explained the percentages in the offer are 
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what is required to meet the FLDOE mandates and be at a 2.75% average.   Godwin and Chavers 

clarified that this is how this shakes out from the money that he has been authorized.  

 

Chavers sought clarification on the wording at the bottom of SRCDS artifact #5. Godwin 

questioned if the district was funding the 2.75% because part of the 2.75% is coming out of the 

categorical. Chavers stated that the union has seen the FLDOE paperwork too and there are 

monies available. 

 

Chavers asked for an understanding/history lesson on how the district got hooked up with 

Coastal Connections. Gunter stated that he does not handle instructional items. Godwin stated 

that bottom line, the district is not funding the entire 2.75% and have done so for ed-support, but 

on this current offer, you have lots of teachers that are not getting the 2.75%. Chavers stated that 

they agree that everyone should have gotten the $1,000, but in this proposal, there’s about 1,200 

teachers who will not get the 2.75%. 

 

Godwin stated that it is his understanding that administrators too will get the 2.75%. Gunter 

stated that he has already stated that if they want to see this applied in a different way, that’s fine 

and SRPE can make a counteroffer.  

 

Godwin said this is the District’s final offer. Gunter clarified that he did not state this was the 

district’s “final offer,” stating this is all that he has been given authority to settle the contract.  

 

Godwin presented SRPE artifact #2 (Funding Increases/Decreases on 2021/22 3rd calculation). 

Godwin stated that based on the presentation from Mrs. McCole, he is presenting this 

information and since the two neighboring counties (Escambia and Okaloosa) keep being 

brought up, let’s talk about them.  

 

Godwin stated that on the 3rd calculation, Escambia received a $10.5 million decrease. Okaloosa 

took a $6 million decrease on the 3rd calculation. Santa Rosa got an $10.5 million increase. So, 

with this information, why would Santa Rosa teachers agree to the same amount of increase as 

the neighboring counties who had decreased funding? So, this explains why SRPE will counter 

the last offer from SRCDS. 

 

Godwin presented SRPE artifact #3 (SRPE Instructional Compensation Proposal-5.07%). 

Instructional employees on the Regular Salary Schedule will receive a 3.38% salary increase 

that includes one level forward movement. Instructional employees with 31+ years of service 

will also receive a 3.38% salary increase. If the district accepts this offer, then the union will 

accept the insurance increase. Cost to the district will be 4.75%. 

 

Chavers stated that this proposal includes the union accepting the insurance increase if this offer 

is accepted. Gunter clarified asking if the union is threatening ULP if this offer is not accepted. 

Marie Locklin stated that it is not a threat. Chavers agreed. They both said it is bargaining. 

Gunter clarified that SRPE was conditioning their acceptance of the insurance on the District’s 

acceptance of SRPE’s current offer. Godwin affirmed.  
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Gunter stated that he told the union that he didn’t have anything else to offer but expects to have 

an executive session after the board meeting tomorrow.  

 

Chavers questioned the insurance increase incurred by the Board. Gunter stated that he could  

further clarification but his understanding is that was the net increase incurred by the Board. 

Godwin stated that he thought the increase was $3.6 million for employees. Chavers questioned 

if the county had asked for $2.3million, then the district would not have had to ask for increase at 

all. Godwin stated that some of this insurance increase was self-inflicted. He stated that he has 

always heard that the district could not use non-recurring funds to pay recurring costs; however, 

this is what happened. He claims that the district basically took 10% out of that fund and no one 

was consulted.  

 

Godwin stated again, that if this offer is accepted, the union will move forward and this clean. 

 

Gunter questioned if this is the union’s final offer…Godwin and Chavers stated that this is their 

final offer for today. 

 

Chavers presented additional language to include what ed-support received related to 

bereavement days. 

 

Gunter asked if there was anything else. Chavers stated that was it.  

 

The meeting concluded at 6:08pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


