
SRPE Attendance – David Godwin, Marie Locklin, Tamara Strickland, Ruth Blackman, and 
James Early 
 
SRCDS Attendance – David Gunter and Tonya Shepherd 
 
Meeting was called to order at 10:01am by David Gunter. 
 
Gunter opened on behalf of the district to reply to what the union left on the table at the last 
meeting.  
 
Gunter mentioned that several employees had contacted HR expressing an interest to donate 
more sick leave than the five (5) day limit. There has been a gradual increase in terminal pay 
payouts and this would help in that matter. Gunter wanted to see if the union was interested in 
doing that…. maybe as an MOU or change to contract language.  
 
Godwin clarified when this was put in place….2021. Locklin stated that she remembers the 
process, but there was a persuasive argument that the district didn’t want people to feel pressured 
to give more than they were comfortable with. Five (5) is a nice number…it caps it. Employees 
have options for absences…. sick bank, employee medical leave. They have options if they 
choose to take it.  
 
Gunter stated that he understands the aforementioned position of the union. He just wanted to ask 
if they thought it was good how it exists or if they wanted to write up any additional language.  
 
Godwin stated that they would take it under consideration. Godwin said that no one had 
contacted them about this. 
 
Gunter provided a counterproposal to what the union last presented (SRCDS artifact #1). He 
stated he anticipates that there will be some questions. This offer was structured in trying to 
expend the TSIA money allocation and at the same time trying to address some compliance 
issues regarding performance pay.  
 
The district has $2.25 million in TSIA funds to distribute. Instead of 80/20 like we’ve dealt with 
in the past, we are now working with a 50/50 model. Gunter stated this offer was structured with 
state statute compliance in mind. HB 641, SB 2524, and the requirements of 1012.22, FS is 
placing some burden on how this offer can be written up.  
 
Gunter stated that he has some questions for clarification on some of these statutes. Godwin 
stated that if an instructional employee didn’t have a professional services contract by 2011, then 
they are on annual contract. Gunter stated that the district would prefer to go with the top option 
for HB 461 minimum salary. Gunter stated this initial offer will serve as a model to build off of 
going forward with subsequent offers.  
 
Gunter then referred to page 2 of the artifact. Gunter reviewed the differentials between highly 
effective (HE) and E (effective) ratings. Gunter said we will not be able to use the FRS longevity 
supplement going forward due to changes in statute. 



 
This offer would expend the TSIA dollars. This would be retro to July 1 and all employees hired 
after July 1 would be addressed consistent with the final settlement of the contract.  
 
Godwin had questions: You’re offering $2,250,000 to go toward salary increases. Godwin 
clarified this is a non-negotiable amount. Godwin asked what percentage is the district adding to 
this offer? Gunter stated this model was based on a dollar amount but could be converted to 
percentages. Godwin stated that the Board doesn’t have an option, they have to use this money 
on salary increases. So, Godwin asked again, what money in this offer is the district offering in 
this proposal? Gunter stated the offer expends the TSIA dollars and provides a basis for 
subsequent offers. Godwin clarified that the $2,250,000 is from the state, it’s non-negotiable and 
asked what is the district offering on top of this? Gunter stated this offer does not include 
additional funds from the District and serves as a model to expend TSIA funds. Godwin stated 
that his interpretation is the district is not offering a pay increase. Gunter stated that the offer 
represents a $2.25 million increase to salaries over the prior year. Gunter restated that this 
counter offer from the District is to clarify the statutory requirements and structure future offers. 
In negotiations, you have to start from somewhere.  
 
Godwin stated that in reference to the structure model…you study history, so you don’t repeat 
past mistakes. The union and the district decided to go with something simpler (what is in the 
contract now). The current performance pay formula has been in place for four (4) years…other 
counties use this model, and it works.  
 
Godwin stated he wants to keep it like it is. It’s simple. People can look at it and know what 
they’re making. The year we went to a salary schedule, it cost a lot of money. It wasn’t 
necessarily corrected, but we did the best we could. We don’t need to get in that situation again. 
Gunter agreed noting that the District had to put an offer on the table that would meet the intent 
of the statutes. Godwin stated he feels that if we move to this structure, then in 3 or 4 years, we 
will be in the same boat again. So, the union’s position is to keep things the way they currently 
have it and any proposal that is presented from the union will be structured as such. 
 
Gunter mentioned he anticipates with the climate that is out there, there will be increased 
scrutiny on superintendents and board chairs to use the money as it has been intended an in a 
manner consistent with the current statutes. Gunter also stated SRPE can counter the offer how 
they choose.  
 
SRPE went to caucus at 10:30am. 
 
The meeting resumed at 10:39am.  
 
Godwin mentioned that the money that is being offered…the state says this money (DeSantis 
money) has to be given so he believes the school district is not offering any money. He has been 
on negotiations for a long time, and never has he seen an offer be zero. There is a board member 
race going on right now and everyone is talking about the importance of recruiting and retaining 
teachers. Godwin stated he thinks the intent of the state was for boards to come to the table with 
an amount and use the TSIA money to supplement getting to the mandatory minimum.  



 
Godwin stated that with this proposal, the school board is not willing to put any money on the 
table for teacher raises and would like the district to take the union’s last offer under 
consideration. Gunter again noted that the offer represents a $2.25 million increase to salaries 
over the prior year and restated that this counter offer from the District is to clarify the statutory 
requirements and structure future offers. 
 
Godwin stated that the district could accept their last proposal and be spending about $2 million 
less than what was budgeted for salaries.  
 
Godwin mentioned that in reference to negotiating health insurance, the union wanted to wait 
until they received recommendations from the insurance committee before they begin 
negotiations on health insurance. 
 
There was nothing else to discuss.  
 
The next meeting was tentatively scheduled for the week of August 22 with several possible 
dates being identified.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:46am. 
 
 
 
 
 


