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Developed:  11/30/2021 

SRCDS’ minutes for SRPE Negotiations 

November 30, 2021 

 

▪ The meeting was called order by SRPE at 4:33pm.  

▪ Chavers stated that SRPE would like for the district to put the contract up on the 

projection screen since this is an open-book year. This enables transparency as both 

teams may collaborate and edit the CBA together.  

▪ SRPE introduced the following language items (SRPE artifact #1): 

• Article II, section J – Association and Employee Rights. This is primarily due to 

inaccuracies from FOCUS related to employee payroll records. Payroll 

Department will send a copy of all member drop forms within five (5) work- days 

of receipt of the SRPE drop form. The membership must be revoked by written 

authorization. 

• Gunter stated that the five (5) day turn around may not be ideal. Chavers 

recommended talking to the appropriate personnel to see. Both agreed that 

anything between 5-7 days could be considered. Gunter stated that he would 

speak with the appropriate personnel to see if this is doable.  

• Article XX – Insurance. Chavers introduced the proposed language, then 

referenced an email Dr. Barber sent out in mass regarding insurance. Chavers 

stated that it’s hard to believe that SRC is next door to Escambia County and they 

had no increases in their insurance. Chavers stated that the Cares Act funding was 

there to help the community due to COVID; insurance primarily went up because 

of COVID. Chavers stated that it would be good if SRC could get the $1.5 million 

in ESSER funds but wants to know how that will affect insurance premiums. 

Chavers stated that SRPE sought legal advice, attorney has reviewed, and they are 

“demanding the right to negotiate” this issue. The PERC cases are clear on these 

points: health insurance is mandatory and subject to bargaining, it is unfair labor 

practices for a public employer to unilaterally change the premiums, and unfair to 

accept insurance status quo and increase fees. Again, SRPE is “demanding to 

bargain the health insurance increases.” These insurance increases cannot be 

unilaterally changed until the contract is ratified and settled. 

▪ David Godwin stated that he was reading Dr. Barber’s email and questioned where the 

additional $2 million came from to help offset the cost of the increased insurance 

premiums. Gunter stated that it came from the fund balance (from his understanding). 

Gunter stated that he would present some information shortly that will hopefully clarify; 

this is not recurring money. SRPE is wanting to know where the $2 million goes…they 

are seeking more transparency on this issue. Gunter stated that he would get more 

clarification on this from Risk Management if needed. 

• Chavers stated that her understanding of the self-fund was to have the pool or 

safe-harbor money so that if insurance goes up, the money is already there to 

cover it. Godwin stated that according to the email from Dr. Barber that the $2 

million should have gone to reduce insurance cost, but SRPE is not understanding 

where and how the ESSER funds are playing a role in this. Is the $2 million a part 

of that or is the $2 million directly from the district’s fund balance? Again, SRPE 

is just seeking clarification to better understand. Chavers stated that people do not 
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know this and the increases do not need to occur until the contract has been 

ratified.  

• Godwin also questioned whether or not the coaching supplement has been 

considered. Gunter stated the District has a counterproposal to be presented. 

▪ SRPE and SRCSD went to caucus at 4:52pm. 

▪ The meeting resumed at 5:08pm.  

▪ Godwin opened with SRPE artifact #2 (Budget Analysis). He stated that per the district’s 

annual financial report, the district was able to increase the financial condition ration 

(FCR) from 3.12% to 9.80%. He questioned how the district was able to increase the 

FCR with no new monies coming in? Godwin pointed out that the amount that was 

budgeted for salaries ($109,726,115.24) and what was actually spent on salaries 

($99,881,150.32) was about $9,844,964.92 less than what was budgeted. Thus, asserting 

that the FCR was increased from instructional staff not being filled and paid out the 

additional monies. 

▪ Godwin presented a salary proposal (SRPE artifact #3). The goal is to raise the minimum 

teacher salary from $43,096 to $47,500. To increase instructional staff with 12-30 years 

of service would be 6.643% and to increase instructional staff with over 30 years of 

service would be 6.643%. Godwin stated that this proposal is being presented in light of 

the fact that the district has had record funding and didn’t spend almost $10 million on 

salaries last year – this is a considerable proposal.  

• Gunter clarified that wherever this settles, SRPE intends to maintain a separate 

HB 641 salary schedule and a regular salary schedule would remain in place to 

use for the basis of calculating all supplements. SRPE said yes.  

• Godwin presented artifact #4 representing the separate regular salary schedule 

which would be used as the basis for calculating supplements.  

▪ Gunter stated that he did not have any questions about the items SRPE presented and 

SRPE had no other items to present. 

▪ Gunter stated that he knows SRPE has had some questions about insurance and because 

he does not deal with that on a daily basis, he would be circling in Pam Smith, Director of 

Risk Management if additional information is needed.  

• Gunter presented information (SRC #1 multiple pages) to hopefully answer some 

of the questions that SRPE has had about insurance; however, he would get 

follow-up information if something is not answered. Gunter referenced the 2022 

Stop Loss Quotes Renewal. There is a $7 million difference between years for 

renewals. The primary cause for premiums going up is to address the $7 million 

difference in the renewal rate.  

• Chavers requested the specific plan(s) so things could be identified appropriately 

on the Stop Loss report. Chavers questioned what “aggregate deductible factors” 

is.  

• Gunter walked through the actual/projected from this document. Chavers 

questioned the totals and referenced totals she remembered from 2014. Marie 

Locklin stated that contracts for insurance are pretty stable and relatively the 

same. Locklin questioned if this was not already calculated in the annual budget. 

Gunter stated that he would seek clarification on that. Locklin questioned “why 

would the Board incur such an increase?” 



3 
 

Developed:  11/30/2021 

• Godwin stated that part of the frustration from SRPE is that other districts have 

used ESSER and Cares Act funds to help offset insurance costs (specifically 

COVID-related insurance claims) and doesn’t understand why SRCSD doesn’t do 

the same. Godwin stated that he received notification from Duval that they had 

already been approved to use ESSER funding to offset insurance claims/costs. 

• Chavers stated that Polk County used ESSER 1 and ESSER 2 funding towards 

increased insurance claims. 

• Gunter stated that he would get additional clarification from Mrs. Smith (Risk 

Management) on the insurance questions. 

• Gunter referenced the Insurance Committee meeting minutes from April 26, 2021 

and the July 19, 2021 (agenda) and July 7, 2021 (minutes) where Locklin and 

Blackmon both served as representatives of SRPE which also documents SRPE 

had knowledge of the proposed increases and was part of the committee that 

approved the increases. SRPE requested minutes from the July 19, 2021 meeting. 

Gunter stated this is what was provided to him, but he would request minutes.  

• Locklin stated that the minutes are somewhat vague because it does not show who 

voted (or who made motions). Locklin stated that sometimes she would leave the 

meeting early and there was information she may not have been privy to. Chavers 

stated that they would demand to bargain it. 

• Chavers stated that SRPEs attorney said that the district’s attorney needed to 

contact him.  

▪ Gunter stated that SRPE passed some proposals in the last meeting and he would present 

the District’s position on these: (SRCSD artifact #2)  

• Article XX – Insurance - the district would be rejecting this proposal at this time. 

• Article XXI – Miscellaneous (PMPs) – the district would be rejecting this 

proposal at this time based on statutory language. Gunter noted the statutes are 

clear and that students can be covered by both and IEP and a PMP which 

contradicts SPRE’s position that statute says it is one or the other and can’t be 

both.  Chavers and Godwin stated that last year Bill Emerson said that the IEP 

team are the driving force to recommend both, IEP and PMP. Chavers stated that 

if the IEP doesn’t address all the student’s needs, then the IEP is out of 

compliance. Godwin stated that it just seemed like the justification for both the 

IEP and PMP was being decided randomly. Chavers feels that the IEP should 

trump any other document. Chavers said that “everybody gets an IEP because it’s 

best for students,” it’s not. Godwin stated that this whole issue could have easily 

been cleared up if they had been told that the IEP team determines the need for 

both the IEP and PMP. Chavers wants clarification on what is “necessary.” 

• Article XXI – Miscellaneous (Forms and Forms Committee) – the district would 

be rejecting the proposal at this time due to statutory language, but counter 

propose that the forms committee “operate as defined in statute allowing for the 

forms committee to submit an annual report of its findings.” 

• Article V – Working Conditions (duty assignments) – the district would be 

rejecting this proposal based on current SRPE Master Contract language and 

established PERC rulings. The district is currently in compliance with contractual 

right and managerial right. 
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• Appendix E – Differentiated Pay Schedule New Spring Football Supplement – the 

district offered a counter proposal for the coaching supplement. Godwin stated 

that it is absolutely absurd to give a football coach a smaller supplement for one 

season than you would give another coach for another season and stated there 

needs to be equivalent pay. SRPE rejected the district’s counter proposal and 

would stand on their original proposal.  

• Gunter presented PERC CASE NO: SM-2017-010 (SRCSD artifact #3) for 

reference on the next two items along with SRCSB’s clarification of proposal 7 

(SRCSD artifact #4) as requested by Chavers and SRPE during session 1. Chavers 

stated that she had already seen this document and referenced pages 16-18. 

Gunter noted this was the same referenced PERC case that Chavers stated in the 

previous meeting that she had no knowledge of and that a magistrate 

recommendation never occurred. Gunter reviewed the PERC case document 

which clearly establishes SRPE’s and Chavers’ had knowledge of the case and the 

magistrate recommendation. Gunter presented information from the case 

document clearly showing Chavers was in attendance and provided a 

statement/testimony as part of the hearing which resulted in the magistrate’s 

recommendation. Godwin questioned when the magistrate’s recommendation 

went to the Board, what did they do? Gunter stated that it was rejected due to the 

financial impact it would have imposed on the District at the time. Godwin asked 

what the purpose was for bringing this up? Gunter said the District is producing 

the document that Chavers claimed did not exist and demanded the district 

produce to show the source of the District’s language proposals 7 and 8 during 

session 1 of negotiations. Godwin said that if the Board wants to go back to this 

language, then they could bring back retro pay.  

• Gunter stated that he could not speak to the reasons why the past Board took the 

action they did other than the financial impact that the Board would have 

incurred. Chavers and Godwin said that “you represent the Board.” Chavers said 

that all the language was rejected and asked why Gunter would go and pull 

language from a previous issue and bring it to the table. Gunter stated that 

contrary to what Chavers would like to claim, he does not operate totally 

independent in these decisions and takes direction from District staff and the 

Board. Gunter noted the language presented addresses issues that still need to be 

resolved and the language provided by the magistrate serves to clarify the issue.   

• Chavers stated that the district wants to pull something from the US Supreme 

Court but won’t take anything that’s in statute. Chavers stated that she would have 

to agree to with Godwin on this one – it’s an open book and we need to put the 

contract up on the screen. 

• Gunter presented clarification to proposal 8 (SRCSD #5) from session 1. Chavers 

questioned where are we going with this? Gunter stated that the District is 

clarifying items that were brought to the table in the previous meeting and 

producing the documentation that Chavers claimed did not exist and demanded to 

be produced in her responses during session 1. Chavers stated that a lot of time 

has been spent to refute what has already been rejected by the previous Board, so 

why is language being brought up that was already been rejected by the Board. 

Gunter said, “it’s an open contract year and everything is on the table”. Gunter 
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stated the language items being proposed address issues that are still ongoing and 

need to be clarified. 

• SRPE questioned if the district has a salary proposal? Gunter said “no because I 

have not been given the final authority” to present a salary proposal. SRPE 

questioned what was taking so long. Gunter said that the Superintendent nor the 

Board have given him the monetary authority to do this yet.  

• SRPE questioned what the most current FTE was. Floyd Smith mentioned that it 

was about 30,000. Chavers clarified, that was about 1,000 students over 

projection. Smith said he would look up the exact projections and get that 

information back to the SRPE. Smith will send the date that DOE has on their 

calendar for when the 3rd calculation comes out. 

• Gunter presented SRCSD’s clarification of proposal 1 and 3 (artifact #6) from 

session 1 regarding PERC unit clarification and the statutory reference to the 

grievance procedure. Gunter relayed the time frame for the unit clarification 

process and noted the statutory language referencing the grievance process does 

not mirror the master contract language as claimed by Godwin and SRPE during 

session 1. Gunter provided the exact statute documenting that the process is to be 

negotiated between the parties.     

• There were no more items presented from the district.  

• Godwin stated that there is no point in meeting until SRPE gets the 3rd FTE 

calculation and Chavers agreed. Chavers stated SRPE will identify a date when 

they will be available to meet after they get the 3rd FTE calculation information.  

▪ The meeting concluded at 6:34pm. 

 

 


