
SRPE Negotiations 

February 10, 2022 

 

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

Shepherd 

 

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

Tamala Strickland  

 

Meeting was called to order at 4:04pm by David Gunter. 

 

Gunter presented a Memorandum of Understanding on the Civic Literacy Excellence Initiative 

(see SRCDS 1) along with a copy of the MOU from FLDOE addressing the same. Chavers stated 

she understood the MOU and contacted the district back in December and though that this would 

only apply to 3-4 people in the district. Gunter stated that he spoke with Clark Youngblood and 

Chavers did so as well. Chavers mentioned that David Godwin is the chief negotiator, so her 

name (Chavers) was crossed out and Godwin’s name was written in. Both parties agreed that the 

MOU needed to be in place so teachers in SRC would be able to apply as soon as FLDOE 

finalizes the process to apply. Chavers questioned how the district planned to let know the 

teachers know these monies are available. Gunter stated that he would get with Clark 

Youngblood to get the information/email out so teachers knew the money was available and the 

process to apply.  

 

Gunter stated that the next item to present would be SRCDS proposal #15. This proposed 

language puts the Civic Literacy Excellence Initiative in the qualifications and assignments 

article of the master contract. This would be the contract language in Article X. Chavers agreed 

that this item could be “TA’d.” 

 

Gunter then provided written responses to items presented by SRPE during the prior session.  

(see Responses to SRPE 11/30/21 items).  

▪ Article II: Association and Employee Rights. Gunter stated that the district would be 

rejecting this item at this time. He spoke with payroll about letter for dues and the fact 

that it is needed for audit purposes, the District has to have something to be able to 

establish the amount of funds to be deducted. Gunter referred to the SRPE membership 

form noting SRPE should have a copy. Gunter noted the contradiction in SRPE’s 

proposed language compared to the form itself. Gunter noted the membership form 

requires the employee to release the District for any liability associated with SRPE 

membership. Chavers stated that their information came from Polk County, so other 

counties use the language. She furthered that the reason the language was proposed was 

because of FOCUS and certain reports that used to be available to SRPE and accurate 

have not been available. SRPE stated that something has to be cleaned up in payroll 

because people that aren’t members are being charged and people who are members are 

not being charged. Gunter clarified if SRPE was referring to a report from 3270. Chavers 

said yes, but would need to get back with him on the name of the report. Gunter clarified 

the information from the report needed (dues-paying members). Gunter stated that he 

would find out from payroll if there is a report that can be accurately generated.  



▪ Article XX: Insurance Proposal. (see Responses to SRPE 11/30/21 items) Chavers 

stated that the union did not get a report on the insurance. Godwin questioned if the 

insurance rates were up for bargaining. Gunter stated that union members present at the 

insurance committee were aware of the insurance information and had been presented the 

required reports. SRPE held to that the committee is a “recommendation,” not the 

bargaining unit. Gunter referred to the master contract language that “insurance for 

employees was determined by a joint committee.” Chavers stated that past tense “was” 

means previously. Godwin stated that this is an open book year on the contract. Gunter 

asked if SRPE had an insurance proposal and Godwin relied that SRPE did not have an 

insurance proposal to present.  

▪ SRPE 2021-22 Salary Proposal. Gunter stated that the last proposal from SRPE would 

negatively impact the FCR. FCR is currently at 5.6% and the current proposal from SRPE 

would cause the FCR to fall somewhere around 3%. Therefore, SRCDS would reject the 

offer because of the negative impact that it would create. SRCDS did not put a counter 

offer on the table but has an executive session with the Board tonight (Feb 10, 2022) and 

will be discussing this tonight. There is a potential cost to the district due to the insurance 

ULP that the bargaining unit is stating they will be making. Chavers and Godwin 

questioned again why the district had no counter offer; and Chavers stated that she hopes 

the district would bargain in good faith. Chavers questioned the fact that we are in the 

second semester of the school year and there is no offer/counter-offer from the district. 

Gunter responded that it was SPRE’s choice not to meet until after the third FTE 

calculation and that SRPE’s threat to contest the insurance process could cause the 

District to incur additional expenses. Gunter informed SRPE that any expense from 

SRPE filing a ULP related to insurance would impact the funds available for raises and 

the District was not in a position to make and offer not knowing how much any insurance 

related claim by SRPE may cost.  

 

SRPE went to caucus at 4:33pm.  

 

The meeting resumed at 4:44pm. 

 

Godwin stated the reasons Gunter gave for not providing a counter to the salary proposal doesn’t 

sound very confident in the reason the District hasn’t provided an offer. Gunter stated that was a 

big assumption on Godwin’s behalf. Gunter stated that at the last meeting SRPE stated that they 

did not want to come back to the table until after 3rd FTE calculation. The final calculation came 

in last week and there isn’t a board meeting until tonight. Gunter stated that he does not have the 

authority from the board since the Board had not had the opportunity to meet and SRPE knew 

that when they insisted on meeting on Feb 10th . Godwin stated that he is prepared and doesn’t 

understand why the Board is not prepared. Gunter again stated that 3rd calculation just came out 

and the executive session is tonight and he hopes to walk away with information and authority to 

make an offer.  

 

Godwin stated that there have been 53 resignations since March and the Board doesn’t have an 

offer. Chavers stated that there are 4 pages of vacancies. Chavers stated that “for the record, 

she’s never seen this go this far without an offer,” and questioned Gunter’s  relationship with the 

Board. Gunter stated that “for the record, he has a great relationship with the board.” 



Gunter then reviewed the items previously presented by SRCDS which SRPE has yet to follow-

up on or respond since the October 14, 2021 session (see 10/14/21 Items Awaiting Responses 

from SRPE). 

 

Responses from Chavers and SRPE on these items were:  

 

SRCDS Artifact #4: 10-14-21 Items Awaiting Responses from SRPE: 

▪ Proposal 1: Recognition – still need to review 

▪ Proposal 2: Association and Employee Rights - SRPE denied. Gunter noted that was in 

session and no written response has been given. 

▪ Proposal 3-6: Grievance procedures – SRPE still has under review 

▪ Proposal 7-8: Association and Employee Rights – SRPE still has this under view. Gunter 

noted the denial was to Item 8 only but was in session and no written response has been 

given.  

▪ Proposal 9-10: Employees’ Rights and Protection – SRPE still consider it. Gunter stated 

the District is withdrawing Proposal 10 based on contract language and let 9 stand as it 

reflects the current contract langue pertaining to any reference to ESP. 

▪ Proposal 11: Differentiated pay scale – SRPE still has this under review 

▪ Proposal 12: SRPE still has this under review  

o Gunter offered a revised proposal 12A and SRPE took it under review 

▪ Proposal 13: SRPE still has this under review 

▪ Proposal 14: SRPE still has this under review 

 

SRCDS Proposal 12A: Article XXIV-Terms of Agreement 

▪ Gunter passed this at the table and SRPE would take this under review. 

 

This ended the items presented by SRCDS. 

 

Godwin passed and presented SRPE artifact #1 (Changes in Cash During Year) – Godwin 

stated that this document was created by Risk Management. The chart on the left side – the cash 

balance funds have gone up each year.  Godwin passed SRPE Artifact #2 (Self-Funded 

Account HSA Request) was presented to the school board in December 2020, Godwin said the 

District took $1.3 million out of the self-funded insurance account to go to the operating budget, 

but then raised premiums the following year. Godwin questioned if it were legal to use payroll 

deductions in the operating fund. Godwin stated that if funds were not taken out, the district 

would be up to $7.8 million. Godwin stated that the union received emails from Duval County 

and their fund was also low, but they used ESSER funds to reimburse. Godwin stated that he 

inquired about this with Risk Management. Godwin stated that he could speak personally to how 

the insurance increase has affected his family (by about $2,800 a year-decreased from his pay 

due to insurance) because the district won’t use ESSER funds to reimburse COVID-related 

claims. Godwin claimed that the cornerstone of every superintendent campaign was to pay 

teachers and to recruit and retain teachers. Godwin stated that he asked Pam Smith (risk 

management) if she consulted with Blue Cross Blue Shield on this. Godwin stated that this is 

why the union demanded to bargain.  

On page 2 of artifact #2 (employee and retiree total health insurance costs for 2021 and 2022). 

The total cost to employees in 2021 was $3 million. This year, employees will be paying $7 



million in premiums. Employees total cost in insurance is $6.5 million. Total increase for 

employees and retirees is $3.5 million, but could be much lower if the district had not taken the 

$1.3 million out of the self-funded insurance account. SRPE claimed other districts did not raise 

premiums on their employees. Godwin appreciated Pam Smith taking his questions.  

 

Godwin presented SRPE artifact #3 (funding analysis for 2020/21 and 2021/22). He stated 

that in 2021, on the 2nd calculation, we projected 29,249.51 FTEs. Final calculation showed 

26,675.08 FTEs. The district got funded for 2500 FTEs we didn’t have. The state held us 

harmless and did not decrease funding. Total state funding last year was $168.9 million. The 

state basically gave us a $15 million gift. Had the state not gifted us, the district would see 

almost a $14.8 million increase. Analysis of Funding Increases on 2021-22 3rd Calculation. 

Godwin stated that this chart was pulled directly from Susan McCole’s finance presentation. He 

appreciates her answering his questions in a timely manner. Increases in adjusted net FEFP; 

deducted categoricals-restricted program use; increase in class size funding and increase in FEFP 

funds and categoricals owed to charters provides additional money available for salary increases 

to the tune of $5,926,211. Godwin stated that based on this, the union has changed their salary 

proposal and is asking for more money than proposed in the first offer. Estimated cost of the 

salary proposal is $10,989,049.34 because the district has had record funding over the last 2 

years, with another $6 million from the 3rd FTE calculation. Godwin and Chaver stated it’s time 

for campaign promises from the Superintendent and Board members to be kept. Chavers 

mentioned that some districts are offering $2,000 in sign on bonuses to retain and recruit 

teachers. Godwin stated that if we’re raising insurance premiums and going to February without 

a salary proposal from the district, how are we going to hire 25 guidance counselors.  

 

Gunter sought clarification on the adjusted net FEFP. Godwin explained and stated that he 

appreciated Mrs. McCole providing some additional clarification on that. 

 

Gunter questioned if the proposal being put forth complies with the requirement that the teachers 

who meet the criteria get the minimum salary. Godwin and Chavers stated that if they get this 

proposal that is no longer an issue. Gunter asked again is SRPE had an insurance proposal since 

they were demanding to bargain insurance at the table and contest the contractually defined 

process. Gunter then asked if all monetary proposals were encompassed in the salary agreement 

and if the Board accepts this proposal then the union would accept the insurance “as is” making 

the insurance issue null and void. Godwin said that SRPE’s acceptance of the insurance increases 

is conditioned on the Board accepting this salary proposal, then if the contract gets ratified the 

insurance is a closed issue. Chavers stated that if the union gets a ratified contract, then the 

insurance issue is dead.  

 

There was nothing else to present.  

 

Chavers questioned if there was a date/time that could be set up. February 22 was the tentative 

date set for the next meeting.  

 

Gunter stated he would find out the possibility for a TD. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:33pm. 


