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===================================== 

In the Matter of 
 
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF INDIAN RIVER, FLORIDA  

    SPECIAL MAGISTRATE 
and        Case No. SM-2010-012 
 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY EDUCATION ASSOCIATION  
===================================== 
 
Appearances 
 
For School District of Indian River   : G. Russell Petersen, Esq. 
For Indian River County Education Association : Dianne T. Falvo 

 The undersigned, serving as a Special Magistrate under the procedures of the Public 
Employees Relations Commission of the State of Florida, conducted a hearing on April 6, 2010, 
at which the School District of Indian River (the “County” or the “District”) and Indian River 
County Education Association (the “Union”) were afforded the opportunity to present testimony 
and documentary evidence in support of their respective positions. The parties agreed that the 
hearing would conclude upon the Special Magistrate’s receipt of the advocates’ post-hearing 
briefs.  The briefs of both parties were timely transmitted to the Special Magistrate on April 19, 
2010, and were then exchanged between the parties by the Special Magistrate, all by email 
attachment.  The hearing concluded on that date.  By statute, the Special Magistrate had 15 
days from the conclusion of the hearing in which to furnish his decision. 

The parties’ collective bargaining agreement (the “CBA”) expired on June 30, 2009 and 
they have been unable to resolve impasses on several items. The findings and 
recommendations of the Special Magistrate are as set forth below.  The Special Magistrate’s 
statutory mandate is to achieve a prompt, peaceful and just settlement of the dispute, taking into 
account, inter alia, the “interest and welfare of the public.” 

 
_______________________________________ 

April 30, 2010      Mark Lurie, Special Magistrate 
  
State of Florida 
County of Palm Beach 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 30th day of April, 2010 
by Mark Lurie, who is personally known to me. 
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The Union represents regular full-time classroom teachers, guidance counselors, 

department and grade level Chairs, occupational specialists, elementary specialists, speech and 

language pathologists, media specialists, “teachers on assignment,” and social workers).  The 

parties remain at impasse with regard to the following issues: 

 

 

Issue            Page 

Annual Step advancement, placement and credit for experience (Article XIX.3.C)     2 

The workday (Article III.1)          11 

Teacher independence in the determination of student grades (Article VIII.2)   12 

Professional Compensation and Fringe Benefits (Article XIX)                14 

Professional Development (Article XIII.B.1, 2)                  15 

Workday Time for Professional Development (Article XIII.8)     19 
 

 

ARTICLE XIX.3.C   STEP PLACEMENT AND CREDIT FOR EXPERIENCE 

The CBA covers July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2009 and includes a 25-Step salary 

schedule as “Appendix B.”  Article XIX.3.C. states that  

 All MBUs [members of the bargaining unit] will be paid in accordance with the salary scheduled 
attached in Appendix ‘B.’   

At the bottom of Schedule B is a paragraph that (1) prescribes the step at which new employees 

initially will be placed and (2) provides for the movement of teachers between steps based upon 

their years of full-time teaching experience following initial placement: 

 For the 2006-2007 school year, employees will be initially placed on the revised salary schedule 
step according to verified years of credible teaching experience.  Years of experience will be 
used for initial step placement only.  Employees will move a step for each year of full-time 
teaching experience following initial placement.  A year of full-time teaching experience for step 
movement shall be defined as working one day more than half of the regular school year.”  
[Italics added] 

In the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 addenda to the CBA, the parties carried forward the italicized 

text.  In 2009, an arbitrator ruled that the CBA made annual step increases automatic.  Step 

increases were implemented for the 2009-2010 school year but the parties agreed that, due to a 

decline in revenues to the District, step progression would be frozen for the 2010-2011 school 

year. 
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The Union proposes retaining the current Appendix B language.  Doing so will mean 

that, when the 2010-2011 CBA expires, the status quo (which the District is required to 

preserve, pending the signing of a new agreement), will include automatic step increases.  The 

District proposes explicit language eliminating automatic Step increases.1  Hence, the impasse. 

The DistrictÕs Reasoning  

State revenues to the District, which formerly exceeded local revenues, has fallen in 

each of the last two fiscal years to below local revenues. Worse, local funding has declined: 

FEFP2 funding relies on local tax revenues that are based on local property values.  The 

District lost 8.3% in tax assessed valuation (“TAV”) in fiscal year 2009-2010 and 

anticipates a further 6.3% decline in 2010-2011.  The trend is certain to continue for 

several years to come. 

As locally derived revenues have fallen, State funding has fallen even faster.  The State 

funding shortfall would have been further exacerbated had the District not received 

about $6 million in fiscal stabilization funds furnished by the Federal Government, a 

contribution that is unlikely to recur.   

The District’s General Fund increased by about 14% in 2005-06 and 11% in 2006-07, and 

remained level for a year, but then declined 4% in 2008-09, and 8% in the current year.  Some 

of the revenue loss occurred without warning.  Consequently, in the past year, the District’s 

                                                             
1   The District proposes that the following be included under Article XIX, PROFESSIONAL COMPENSATION AND 

FRINGE BENEFITS, Section XIX.3, COMPENSATION AND PAY SCHEDULES, as a new paragraph A (re-lettering each 
existing paragraph that follows): 

“Movement of employees on the Instructional Salary Schedule is accomplished only through negotiations 
between the Union and the Board subject to the provisions of Chapter 447, F.S. The Appendix B salary 
schedule is for use only with respect to the 2009-10 school year, (defined as July 1, 2009 through June 30. 
2010).  The salary schedule attached as Appendix B shall not be used in any year other than the 2009-10 
school year, because the salary schedule and the amount of step pay increase, if any, shall be negotiated 
between the employer and the Union (IRCEA) on an annual basis.  The MBU's/IRCEA shall not automatically 
receive a step increase in any FUTURE or SUBSEQUENT year of this contract, and shall only receive such 
compensation, including step increases, as may be negotiated and mutually agreed between the parties 
through collective bargaining.  If the parties are unable to reach an agreement for a new salary schedule in 
any future year, then the last agreed schedule shall remain in place as the status quo and MBU's shall be 
paid on that schedule with no step increase or step advancement. In addition, if the parties fail to reach 
agreement while the last agreed schedule is in force as the status quo pending a mutually agreed new 
schedule, no new hire shall receive a step by being placed on the schedule with a step increase, and such 
new hires shall be treated as if they were employed the prior year with respect to their placement on the 
salary schedule. By way of an example and illustration only, if the status quo for a ten (10) year teacher 
keeps the teacher on the ninth (9th) year step, a newly hired teacher with ten (10) years of experience would 
be placed on the ninth (9th) year step level.”  [Special Magistrate’s underlining] 

In it’s post-hearing brief, the District proffered changes to the language of its impassed proposal, averring 
that the language was “substantially the same.”   The revised language states, inter alia, that the schedule 
“for 2009-2010 fiscal year in effect… shall be negotiated annually.”  (Underlining added)  The implications of 
the proposed changes are unclear.  Consequently, only the District’s proposal, as it existed as of the impasse 
hearing, will be dealt with. 

2   “FEFP”: the Florida Education Finance Program 
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Unreserved Fund Balance fell from 6.5% (near the statewide average of 6.82%) to a fiscally 

unsound 3.25%.  The creditworthiness of the District’s Certificates of Participation (“COPs”) 

have been downgraded correspondingly, from ‘A+’ to ‘A.’ 

The District’s priority is the educational and financial stability of the School District.  To 

that end, it has set several objectives3 that it deems “essential to protecting the interests and 

welfare of the public.”4  One objective is the adequate solvency, meaning the restoration of the 

District’s Unreserved Fund Balance to a minimum 4% level.  As noted, at the end of fiscal 2008-

2009, it was at 3.25%.5    

The School Board has made budget cuts in the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years.  

In the former, the reductions totaled $5.9 million, and included the indefinite suspension of 

bonus pay to non-bargaining employees, including administrators and their support staff.  In 

2009-2010, those same employees took a further 2.5% decrease in pay.  Assistant principals 

had their compensation cut by about 8%, through a reduction of their contract days.  The District 

also shifted some property insurance and casualty expenditures to the capital outlay fund, and 

requested a 10% discount from its vendors, many of whom complied.  Prospectively, the District 

is seeking to achieve a 5% across-the-board reduction in expenditures by reducing 75 positions 

(maintenance, transportation, payroll curriculum and instruction) in 2010-2011 and cutting the 

pay of all non-bargaining unit staff by 5%.6  Among the measures being taken is the closing of 

JA Thompson Magnet School (re-zoning the students back to their home schools, transferring 

staff, and utilizing the building for other purposes). 

 The prospects for 2010-2011 are bleak.  The District is facing expenditure growth and 

revenue shrinkage that could result in a net 10% reduction in available funds.7   A one-time, 

                                                             
3  The objectives, in addition to increasing the Operating Fund Balance, are to maintain State-required core academic 

instruction; comply with the Class Size Reduction constitutional mandate; reduce recurring expenditures; review 
programs for cost effectiveness; maximize organizational efficiency; employ best business practices; apply 
revenue enhancements and combine job responsibilities where possible.  

4   As noted, the “interest and welfare of the public” is one of the statutory criteria that are to be considered by the 
Special Magistrate.   Others are the availability of funds and the comparability of the work and compensation of 
the bargaining unit members to others in the State who are similarly employed. 

5   The Ending General Fund Balance was approximately $4 million; while the General Fund was approximately $123 
million. 

6   An exception: employees whose compensation was cut 2½ % in 2009-2010 will have it cut an additional 2½ % in 
2010-2011, and not an additional 5%. 

7    Florida Retirement System rates are set to increase by about $2.2 million; the Class Size Amendment will require 
15 teachers costing the District about $868,000; and $9 million in funding from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) will not recur: ($6M of state fiscal stabilization, $2M of IDEA-ARRA, and $1M of Title 
1 -ARRA). 

In a year-and-a-half, the District will have to issue debt instruments (termed Certificates of Participation (or 
“COPs”) to fund the replacement of the aged Vero Beach Elementary School.  Bond rating agencies have recently 
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non-recurring local quarter-mil increase, while possible, would not cure the District’s 

intermediate-term liquidity problem, and would require the favorable vote of a super majority of 

the School Board (4 out of 5 votes).  That vote is unlikely to happen.  A permanent quarter-mil 

increase would require a vote by the electorate at the next general election, which is even more 

unlikely.8 

The cost of the Step increase in 2009-2010 was $972,000.  The only sources of funds 

with which to pay for future Step increases would entail the further erosion of the Fund Balance, 

or further reductions in the non-instructional staff.   Both alternatives would adversely affect the 

interests and welfare of the public. 

 The District has proposed a ¼-hour reduction in the duration of teachers’ workdays, from 

7 ¾ hours to 7 ½ hours, starting in 2010-2011.  When teacher compensation is measured 

against hours worked, the effect will be an hourly wage increase of 3.2%. 

The UnionÕs Reasoning  

The Association acknowledges and is sympathetic to the District’s financial plight.  It 

offered to waive the 2010-2011 Step increase, saving the District approximately $1 million, 

provided that annual Step increases be reinstituted in 2011-2012.  The intent was to provide 

relief to the Board for 2010-2011, but permit the Association to analyze Board finances for 2011-

2012 and then negotiate over any additional agreements for Step waiver. 

The Union bargained for and won the right to annual Step increases, during the 2006-

2007 contract negotiations.  During that year, 

Non-instructional staff received compensation increases aggregating about 10%, 

although some individual increases were huge.  [See Appendix A to this decision.] 

The District created and staffed new administrative positions – elementary school 

assistant principals – with teachers, reducing the instructional staff budget by $800,000.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
downgraded the District’s outstanding COPS from ‘A+’ to ‘A,’ based upon the District’s reduced reserve levels, the 
County’s increase in unemployment (currently the third highest in the state) and high real estate foreclosure rates.  
The District will incur the additional cost of financing associated with the lower debt rating. 

8   Section 1011.71 Florida Statutes:    
(b) In addition to the millage authorized in this section, each district school board may, by a super majority 

vote, levy an additional 0.25 mills for critical capital outlay needs or for critical operating needs.  If levied 
for capital outlay, expenditures shall be subject to the requirements of this section.  If levied for operations, 
expenditures shall be consistent with the requirements for operating funds received pursuant to 
s. 1011.62.  If the district levies this additional 0.25 mills for operations, the compression adjustment 
pursuant to s. 1011.62(5) shall be calculated and added to the district's FEFP allocation.  Millage levied 
pursuant to this paragraph is subject to the provisions of s. 200.065. In order to be continued, millage 
levied pursuant to this paragraph must be approved by the voters of the district at the next general 
election. 
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The Communication Workers of America (“CWA”) bargaining unit received a 

compensation package of slightly over 10%. 

The Union accepted a smaller increase – 7.82% – in exchange for the long-term financial 

security of the language granting annual automatic Step increases.  If that language is removed 

from the CBA, then all other District employees will have financially benefited at the teachers’ 

expense. 

The average salary paid to the District’s teachers has been less than the average paid to 

teachers statewide.  The disparity was 4.73% in 2006-2007, but narrowed to 4.09% by 2008-

2009 due, in part, to the annual Step increases.  Nonetheless, the District’s teachers’ salaries 

continue to be less than those in contiguous and like-size counties, while the non-teachers’ 

salaries are more. 

 There has been and remains a disparity between the comparability of the District’s 

teachers’ compensation and that of the District’s non-teacher employees, exacerbated by some 

of the salary increases recently given to the District’s administrative, professional technical and 

support personnel (CWA) positions.  As of 2008-2009, many of the latter were paid well more 

than the State average for the same positions.  And the District spends a proportionately higher 

percentage on administrative expenditures per un-weighted full-time equivalent students than 

contiguous or like-size counties.  The District’s support staff, represented by the CWA, will 

continue to enjoy a Step salary schedule.  Without guaranteed annual Step increases, the small 

advancements toward salary parity that teachers have achieved will be lost.    

The District has committed financial errors – of commission and omission – during the 

past year.9 It would be wrong to take away automatic Step increases – to “penalize” teachers – 

because the District made poor financial decisions. The foregoing notwithstanding, the District’s 

                                                             
9   The alleged financial errors included the following: 

The School Board did not pass the ¼ mil option for 2009-2010. Had it passed, it would have generated 
approximately $3.5 million; more than enough for the 2009-2010 Step increase.  The School Board will likely 
pass the ¼ mil option for 2010-2011.  Passage for both years would have infused $6.5 million into the 
Unreserved Fund Balance.   
The Union recommended to the District Superintendent that Thompson Elementary School be closed, starting 
in the 2009-2010 school year.  The superintendent did not heed that recommendation at the time it was made, 
but is belatedly closing the school in 2010-2011.  The closure for the additional year would have yielded 
savings of $475,000. 
During 2009-2010, positions were paid from the General Fund that could have been paid from Title 1 funding; 
the same funding shift is being proposed for 2010-2011, and should yield savings to the General Fund of 
$600,000. 
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COP’s ratings drop, from ‘A+’ to ‘A,’ has left the Board with a solid, high rating.  The reviewing 

agency report concluded that, “The [District] Rating Outlook is Stable.” 

These difficult financial times will not last forever. If automatic Step increases are 

completely removed from the CBA, the chance of having them reinstated is low.  Members of 

the instructional bargaining unit represent 53% of all District employees.10  If such budgetary 

cuts need to occur, they should not be imposed on those doing the work that is the most 

necessary and essential for educating children.   

Recommendation  

 These difficult financial times will not last forever.  However, there is no recovery in sight 

for Indian River County’s real estate values, or for the State’s economy.  There is no telling 

when District revenues will cease declining, let alone when they will increase.  The horizon of 

such a change in circumstances is so far off, and is contingent on so many unknowable factors 

that, as of now, it is entirely hypothetical.  Automatic annual Step increases constitute, by status 

quo default, a commitment to increase expenditures.  To undertake such a commitment in the 

absence of any expectation of revenues with which to fund it would be fiscally irresponsible. 

The Union bargained for and won a salary schedule with annual experiential step 

increases, and has described some of the quid pro quo for obtaining it.  While financial 

circumstances currently preclude the District’s compliance with the core purposes of that salary 

schedule, that inability is not a reason for the Union to forfeit the contractual promise made.  

Someday, things will be different and, when that day comes, the bargaining unit members, 

having suffered the financial consequences of the hiatus of a contractual right, should not be 

required to negotiate for the same substantive right a second time. 

During the Special Magistrate hearing, the suggestion was made that automatic annual 

Step increases be reinstated if a fiscal target is met, such as a minimum unreserved Ending 

Fund Balance.  The School District rejected the concept, noting that the target might be 

achieved by a single-year anomalous injection of liquidity (e.g., another Federal stimulus effort); 

and that the liquidity could, thereafter, just as quickly vanish, leaving the District with the 

ongoing burden of annual Step increases and without the recurring revenues to fund them.  The 

District’s objection was sound. 

 
                                                             
10 Since 2006-2007, the number of District teachers has remained constant, while non-instructional staff has been 

reduced:  In the 2009-2010 school year, the District employs 1,041 teachers (unchanged from 2006-2007), 504 
support personnel (CWA, down 50 from 2006-2007), 74 professional and technical personal (down 19), 73 
administrators (down 8) and 46 confidential managerial (up 5 from 2006-2007). 
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The objective of the Special Magistrate proceeding is “the prompt, peaceful, and just 

settlement of disputes.”  But in difficult financial times like these – when both parties are 

constrained to discard earlier expectations and to accept the fact that promises previously made 

cannot presently be kept – what constitutes a just settlement can not be defined by the normal 

touchstones of quid pro quo or comparability.   Rather, a just settlement during a state of 

financial emergency is one that fairly allocates the deprivation among the stakeholders and, 

more important in the long run, is a settlement that mitigates the losses to any party.  The 

obligation to mitigate losses means that that the sacrifice by any party should be co-extensive 

with, but should not extend beyond, the duration of the state of financial emergency.  The notion 

that “a crisis is a terrible thing to waste” is incompatible with the concept of a just settlement if its 

effect is to continue to deprive a party of a negotiated benefit after the emergency has passed. 

The Union obtained, in earlier collective bargaining, the rights to a Step salary schedule 

and to the annual movement of teachers between the steps of that schedule.  The benefits of 

the arrangement are obvious: teachers can make informed decisions when considering whether 

to initiate or continue their employment with the District, and the District is better able to attract 

teacher candidates.  The Step salary schedule also affords teachers a measure of certainty 

about their future income that enables them to knowledgeably undertake their own, personal 

financial commitments. 

 The Special Magistrate deems the District’s proposal – to do away with the Step salary 

schedule – to be an unjust permanent forfeiture of a contract right, which forfeiture is premised 

on a financial emergency of finite duration (albeit a duration that is presently unknowable).  

Economic cycles are just that – cyclical – and it is reasonable to assume that, some day, things 

will be better.  And, when things are better, the Step salary schedule, with its automatic annual 

movement between Steps, should be reinstituted as a matter of right, and not as a matter of de 

novo collective bargaining. 

That brings us to the crux of the problem.  How can one define when this economic crisis 

has passed?  Using any single financial criterion, or several criteria as “triggers” is deficient 

because it assumes that the items selected for measurement will, in the future, accurately 

reflect the District’s outlook for long-term liquidity.  But such future trigger criteria cannot be 

defined with confidence because (1) both State and Federal intervention in the way schools are 

funded will continue to yield unpredictable results as will (2) local funding decisions, (3) Federal 

intervention in the way real estate markets are subsidized and (4) State and Federal 

intervention in the ways that teachers are to be compensated.  There is no good way, 
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prospectively, to predict the circumstances under which the Step salary schedule can be 

reinstated; there is only the conviction that it should be reinstated as soon as is practicable.  The 

judgment of when conditions are right will be best left to the District.  But, with such discretion, 

comes the concomitant obligation to do the right thing, and arbitral review to assure that the 

obligation is honored.  To achieve those objectives, the Special Magistrate recommends the 

following contract language, which is intended to preserve the Union’s bargained-for automatic 

annual Step increases, while suspending such increases until revenues are reliable and the 

District’s fiscal health is sound 

The provision now appearing beneath the Appendix “B” salary schedule should be 

deleted, and the following should be added to Article XIX.3.C of the CBA, .  
(1) Years of experience will be used for initial step placement only.  Employees will move a step 

for each year of full-time teaching experience following initial placement.  A year of full-time 
teaching experience for step movement shall be defined as working one day more than half 
of the regular school year. 

(2) However, the above paragraph (1) shall be suspended, and paragraph (4), below, shall 
govern until such time as the District shall determine that its Unreserved Fund Balance and 
its projected revenues (the “financial criteria”) are and will remain adequate to pay for the 
step increases that will ensue under the reinstated Step Salary Schedule.  The District shall 
make this determination when requested to do so, in writing, by the Union, but no more 
frequently than annually. The District’s decision shall be given to the Union in writing, and 
shall set forth the District’s reasoning. 

(3) The Union shall have the right to grieve, through arbitration, the District’s conclusion regarding 
the adequacy of the financial criteria.  The standard of review by the arbitrator shall be 
whether the District’s conclusion was arbitrary or pretextual.11    Should the arbitrator deny 
the grievance, the Union may not file another grievance challenging the reasonableness of a 
subsequent District conclusion on the financial criteria until 18 months have elapsed from the 
filing of the immediately prior grievance. 

(4) Pending reinstatement of the Step Salary Schedule, the following provisions will apply: 

Movement of employees [between steps] on the Instructional Salary Schedule will be 
accomplished only through [annual] negotiations between the Union and the Board, 
subject to the provisions of Chapter 447, F.S.  [Movement between steps will not occur 
automatically]. 

If the parties are unable to reach an agreement for a new salary schedule, then the last 
agreed schedule shall remain in place as the status quo and MBU's shall be paid on that 
schedule with no step increase or step advancement.  In addition, if the parties fail to 
reach agreement while the last agreed schedule is in force as the status quo pending a 
mutually agreed new schedule, no new hire shall receive a step by being placed on the 
schedule with a step increase, and such new hires shall be treated as if they were 
employed the prior year with respect to their placement on the salary schedule.  By way 
of an example and illustration only, if the status quo for a ten (10) year teacher keeps the 

                                                             
11 The Special Magistrate would have recommended (1) that the standard of review by the arbitrator be whether the 

District’s conclusion was reasonable and not the higher standard of whether it was arbitrary or pretextual (i.e., the 
“abuse of discretion” standard), and (2) that the burden of persuasion be the District’s.  The Special Magistrate did 
not made those recommendations out of concern that vesting such discretion in an arbitrator would be deemed an 
unlawful delegation of the District’s legislative authority.  
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teacher on the ninth (9th) year step, a newly hired teacher with ten (10) years of 
experience would be placed on the ninth (9th) year step level.” 
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Article II I.1  Workday and Workyear 

The parties both proposed to shorten the duration of the workday by 15 minutes, from 7 

hours and 45 minutes to 7 hours and 30 minutes, through adoption of the following amended 

Article III.1.A: 

The established workday will be seven (7) hours and thirty (30) minutes including lunch. Where 
special supplements are paid for additional duties, the workday will be appropriately extended. 

The Special Magistrate recommends its adoption. 

The parties disagree on whether this change, coupled with the carry-forward of the prior 

year’s wage rates, can fairly be described as a 3.2% increase in pay.  The Special Magistrate 

observes that the change will not reduce the educational objectives set for the teachers, or the 

time and effort that the teachers will have to expend to achieve those objectives.  But the 15-

minute differential will, in theory, reduce, by that duration, the hours spent outside of their 

scheduled workdays, preparing their classroom materials and evaluating and grading students’ 

work. 
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ARTICLE VII I.2  DETERMINATION OF STUDENT GRADES 

Article VIII is titled “Teacher Authority and Protection,” and paragraph A states, in 

substance, that the teacher is responsible for determining grades.  The Union seeks to add the 

words appearing in bold: 

It shall be the responsibility of MBU’s to determine grades and evaluate students in accordance 
with the grading regulations and procedures established by the School District of Indian River 
County as provided for in School Board Rules.  No pressure shall be applied by 
administrators in an attempt to have an MBU alter an assigned student grade . 

 

The UnionÕs Reasoning  

Pressure from administrators to raise students’ grades can originate from parental 

complaints. Such pressure occurs predominantly at the high school level, where college 

scholarships are based upon grade point averages, and passing grades may be needed for 

graduation. The Union proffered testimony of the phenomenon: 

Denise Colon, a high school math teacher, testified that she has been asked to raise 

student grades because they had earned too many ‘Ds’ and ‘Fs.’  Her evaluating 

administrator advised her that it “doesn’t look good” to have too many low grades.  If a 

teacher acquiesces to such a request, and the students have not mastered the material, 

subsequent standardized test scores will make it appear that the teacher has either 

intentionally or incompetently issued inflated grades. 

Karen Twitchell testified both that pressure had been placed upon her to change a 

student’s grade, and that she had represented teachers who had been similarly 

pressured. 

Sometimes, the administrator who is pressing for the grade change is the teacher’s evaluating 

administrator, in which case the teacher may fear that the cost of refusal will be a lower 

evaluation score.  Addition of the proposed contract provision will discourage such requests. 

The District has argued that the provision, although made at the start of negotiations, 

was thereafter abandoned by the Union, and was not extant when impasse was declared.  The 

Union counters that it did not abandon the proposal.  It notes that, on February 1, 2010, the 

Union offered, in exchange for agreement on other matters, to drop any outstanding provisions 

(including this one); that the District declined the offer, which the Union then withdrew.  The 

Union asserts that its final offers included the proposal, and that it was among the items 

outstanding when impasse was declared. 
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The DistrictÕs Reasoning  

The provision, as written, is vague: 

 No pressure shall be applied by administrators in an attempt to have an MBU alter an assigned 
student grade. 

The term “pressure” is undefined, and is not so intrinsically clear that its meaning will be 

universally understood.  What will distinguish between a commonplace inquiry from one that 

constitutes “pressure,” and who will draw the distinction?  The provision, as written, may restrict 

administrators, teachers, department heads and others from offering constructive comments.  In 

the example proffered by the Union – a mathematics teacher who had been told that her 

students had earned too many ‘Ds’ and ‘Fs’ – it would have been proper for her administrator to 

inquire into her performance.   Such an inquiry can lead to further training and to the furnishing 

of tools that will assist the teacher in improving his/her students’ success rates. 

The proposed sentence does not add anything to the current CBA.  No examples were 

given of the appearance of such language in the agreements of other school districts.  The 

testimony submitted was insufficient to show that administrators are pressuring teachers to 

change grades. 

Recommendation  

While the proposal looks good in principle – Who can doubt the virtue of prohibiting 

administrators from pressuring teachers to change the grades their students have earned? – the 

evidence is lacking that this is a prevalent phenomenon, or that such pressure is not already 

inherently viewed as improper and could be contested as such.  While the term “pressure” 

connotes an element of coercion that mere inquiry does not (i.e., the term “pressure” is not 

vague or ambiguous), the need for the provision has not been demonstrated, and its adoption 

could encourage counterproductive disputes about whether an inquiry was or was not coercive.  

The Special Magistrate recommends against adoption of the provision. 
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ARTICLE XIX, PROFESSIONAL COMPENSATION AND FRINGE BENEFITS 
 

During the Special Magistrate hearing, the District and the Union each indicated their 

assent to the following proposed language for Article XIX.A.1: 

A.  As of July 1, 2001, all verified years of teaching experience will be recognized by IRCSD per 
F.S. 121.090(9) for new teachers in the system when properly verified. The salary of the MBU 
will be changed on the regular pay date following verification of teaching experience. 

1.  During new employee orientation the District shall require the employee to sign a 
form, with a copy given to the employee and a copy kept for the personnel file, 
explaining the process for teaching experience and advanced degree verification 
prior to salary adjustment.  

In its post-hearing brief, the Union stated that, while it was willing to sign a tentative agreement 

incorporating the proposal, the District has declined to do so.  The District did not address the 

proposed Article XIX.A.1 in its post-hearing brief.  During the hearing, it indicated its approval of 

the provision.  The Special Magistrate deems the proposal to have been agreed to by both 

parties, and recommends that they share that view. 
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ARTICLE XII I,  PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

 
Under Florida Statute 1012.98, the School Community Professional Development Act, 

Florida school districts, public schools and others are required to create a “system of 

professional development” (hereinafter, the “development system”) to improve teacher 

performance and student learning.  The development system must “align” to state standards 

and “support” the framework for standards adopted by the National Staff Development Council.  

The statute requires, among many other things, that each school district, “in consultation with 

teachers” and others, “develop a professional development system...” that includes in-service 

activities, coupled with follow-up support.  The in-service activities are to “focus” on the 

following: 

“analysis of student achievement data”; 

“ongoing formal and informal assessments of student achievement, identification and use of 
enhanced and differentiated instructional strategies that emphasize rigor, relevance, and reading 
in the content areas”; 

“enhancement of subject content expertise” [which the Special Magistrate takes to mean greater 
teacher competence in the academic subject being taught]; and 

“integrated use of classroom technology that enhances teaching and learning, classroom 
management, parent involvement, and school safety.”   

Once developed, a school district’s development system must be submitted to and approved by 

the Department of Education.  (Relevant portions of the statute, with notation by the Special 

Magistrate, are set forth in Appendix B of this decision.) 

Article XIII of the CBA, tilted PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, requires, in paragraph 1.B.1 

and 1.B.2 respectively, that the school principal or a supervisor assign teachers to specific in-

service activities and that, in doing so, teacher preferences will be considered.  The Union 

proposes language for the same paragraphs that will respectively (1) require the sessions to be 

pertinent to the teacher’s duties, (2) give the teacher’s preferences priority.  The Union’s 

proposed changes appear in bold font: 

B. Participation in in-service activities is required when provided within the regular work 
schedule, or in an area marked “needs improvement” or “unsatisfactory” on an 
evaluation.  Participation in in-service activities outside of the contract day or at other 
times is optional.   

1. Assignment to in-service activities during the regular workday shall be made 
by the principal or supervisor for that related area, and must pertain to the 
specific duties of the MBU . 

2. MBU preferences and department/grade level chair recommendations cited 
on the MBUÕs Professional Development plan  will be considered the 
priority  when making assignments to in-service activities. 
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The District does not agree to these changes, but has changes of its own.  It would delete 

teacher preferences and department chair recommendations and, instead, have the school 

principal develop the plan for each teacher.  Again, the proposed changes appear in bold font: 

1.  Purpose and General Guidelines 
B. Participation in in-service activities is required when provided within the regular work 

schedule, or in an area marked “needs improvement” or “unsatisfactory” on an 
evaluation.  Participation in in-service activities outside of the contract day or at other 
times is optional.   

1. Assignment to in-service activities during the regular workday shall be made 
by the principal or supervisor for that related area. 

2. MBU preferences and department/grade level chair recommendations will be 
considered when making assignments to in-service activities.  The school 
principal is required to establish and maintain an individual 
professional development plan for each instructional employee 
assigned to the school as a seamless component to the school 
improvement plans pursuant to 1012.98.  

 

The UnionÕs Reasoning  

Several teachers testified that development system training sessions are often 

misaligned with the specific teaching duties of the teacher: 

• Union President Beth Weatherstone and Executive Board member Denise Colon 

testified that there is little offered for high school teachers, and that most of the offerings 

are geared towards reading and elementary teachers.  Nevertheless, high school 

teachers are required to attend. 

• Ms. Colon testified that she has been required to attend the same training repeatedly, 

including 4 sessions on how to retrieve FCAT and benchmark scores from a District 

computer program, and several sessions on how to delete the contents of her school e-

mail account. 

• Ms. Colon testified that Advanced Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB) 

teachers, who attend professional development courses over the summer, have 

complained to her that they have been required to attend in-service sessions that are 

irrelevant to their work. 

• Union President Weatherstone also testified that the sessions were poorly organized 

and scheduled; that much of what was provided had little relevance to what was 

occurring in the classroom; and, again, that they are not germane to the subjects being 

taught, are repetitive, and are of poor quality.  
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The Union urges that, if the District is going to require that teachers attend professional 

development in-service sessions, then it must assure that the course offerings are relevant to 

the subject areas they teach, and are relevant to their Individual Professional Development 

Plans and specific teaching duties.  That is not currently the case. 

The DistrictÕs Reasoning 12 

The District has conducted annual evaluations of the quality of the in-service courses, 

and has requested teacher input for future courses.  The Union’s witnesses, Ms. Weatherstone 

and Ms. Colon, did not testify as to whether they had requested, from either their Principals or 

the District, training in the specific courses they taught and, if so, whether the requests had 

been denied.  Nor did they testify as to whether they had made such requests when completing 

the District’s annual surveys.   

The gist of the Union witnesses’ testimony was not so much that the sessions presented 

should be improved and the subjects covered should be more precisely chosen, but that the in-

service sessions should be voluntary, and not mandatory.  The problem is that, when course 

attendance was voluntary, attendance was low.  

Mandating attendance permitted the District to assess its efficacy for the program’s 

primary objective: improved student performance.  The in-service sessions were not intended to 

improve solely teacher competence in their respective academic subjects but, rather, were 

intended to enable the District to develop a systematic program for achieving student success. 

The District’s Director of Staff Development testified that, this year, the District had 

offered specific courses that teachers had requested.  They included The Seven Habits of 

Highly Effective People, Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Publisher, Web Site Design, and Dealing 

with Difficult Behaviors.  There are 1,100 teachers in the District.  More than 51 courses were 

offered, at which there were 2,095 teacher attendees.  No more than 10 of those courses had 

duplicate offerings.  The District’s language is fair and measured.  It should be adopted.  

Recommendation  

The focus of the legislation is on improving both (1) the methods and tools employed by 

the teacher and (2) the teacher’s competence in the academic subject matter(s) taught.  The 

statute directs that the development of the development system be done collaboratively; 

specifically, that it be done “in consultation with teachers.”  The Special Magistrate finds that 

                                                             
12  In its post-hearing brief, the District made what appeared to be repeated references to transcript pages.  The 

Special Magistrate was not furnished with a copy of the trascription.  
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each party’s proposal would unduly constrain such collaborative engagement.  He finds that that 

the existing contract language strikes a balance that is more faithful to the statutory intent, and 

recommends that the language of Article XIII.1.B. be retained without amendment. 
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ARTICLE I II .1 .I    WORKING CONDITIONS and 
ARTICLE XII I.8   PROVISION FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TIME  
 

Under Article III of the current CBA, teachers’ student-contact hours are reduced during 

the last 3 days of each semester, and teachers can use that time for grading, planning and other 

similar activities (hereinafter, “discretionary time”): 

Article III.1.I: 
 Three (3) of the last days of the 90 day term, and of the 180 day term will be designated by the 
Board as shortened days with a minimum of four hours for secondary school students and five 
hours for elementary students.  Time that is free from student contact on these days shall be 
used for individual teacher grading, planning, etc. 

The District initially proposed to change the teachers’ use of this discretionary time to mandatory 

attendance at staff development programs.  Here was the District’s proposed revision, at time of 

impasse, of the last sentence of Article III.1.I: 

 Time that is free from student contact on these days shall be used for individual teacher grading, 
planning, etc.  staff development.  All elementary and middle school teachers will utilize these 
three half-days for staff development activities. 

In the Special Magistrate hearing, the District stated that it was seeking to convert only a single 

half-day per semester (and not all three) from discretionary time to mandatory developmental 

activities attendance.   

In conjunction with the change to Article III, the District proposes to add a new 

subsection to Article XIII of the CBA – Subsection 8 – which provides for the scheduling of those 

two half-days.  Here is the text of that provision: 

 Elementary and Middle School teachers will convert two half-days during semester exams 
[meaning one half-day per semester] to 1 full day of staff development.  The balance of time will 
be regular school days for teachers and students.  

The effect of this provision is that elementary and middle school teachers will forfeit the 

discretionary time they had on 1 of the 3 half-days of discretionary time during the final days of 

each semester and, instead, will be compelled to attend professional development activities.  

The District also proposes converting half of an additional teacher workday each semester. 

Here is its proposal: 

½ day utilized for in-service during the 1st semester identified as a teacher work day. 

½ day of a teacher work day will be utilized during the 2nd semester as an in-service day. 

And, finally, the District proposes the conversion of the end-of-year teacher workday for high 

school teachers from discretionary time to mandatory professional developmental activities.  



20 

The net effect is that District teachers will lose 2 half-days per semester (2 days per school 

year) to mandatory attendance at professional developmental activities. 

The Union proposes that, rather than take 1 day per semester for development activities 

from the elementary and secondary teachers’ discretionary time, ½ day per semester be taken 

from their classroom time.  It offers these provisions for the new Article XIII.8: 

A.   One day during each nine (9) weeks grading period shall be designated as a shortened 
day with approximately four (4) hours of student contact time for elementary and 
secondary students. 

B.   These early release days shall be utilized for professional development. 

 

The DistrictÕs Reasoning  

The District’s proposal essentially makes mandatory those professional development 

activities that had been voluntary.  Its goal is to spread staff development throughout the year.  

The development activities are important: they inform teachers of advancements in methods, 

tools and curriculum materials.  Teachers will still have sufficient workdays to accomplish their 

coursework planning, preparation, and student evaluation and reporting tasks.  

The Union has objected to the quality of the developmental programs.  But teachers, 

themselves, can improve that quality through their annual evaluations of the courses.  The 

successful teaching of teachers – so they can create measurable student success – is the 

purpose of the professional development training, and is in interest and welfare of the public. 

UnionÕs Reasoning 

Donna Whiting13, an elementary teacher, testified that the discretionary time afforded at 

the end of each semester time is needed for grade-level meetings, personal planning time and 

completing report cards.  The preparation of elementary school report cards requires the 

teacher to override the computer-generated grade for each subject, and to type-in personal 

comments: a time-consuming process.  Ms. Whiting testified that, this past January, she utilized 

all of her discretionary time and still had to work late into the night, at home, to get the work 

done. Losing discretionary time to attend mandatory in-service activities will compound the 

problems ensuing from the time constraints that already exist.   

Regarding the taking of the high school teacher’s final school day, if that post-planning 

day is used for mandatory professional development, the teachers will have no time left to close 

                                                             
13   Ms. Whiting is also a Union Executive Board member and a past vice-president. 
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out their rooms at the end of the school year.  The work will have to be done outside of contract 

hours. 

Francis Adams, Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction, testified as a 

District witness.  Under cross-examination by the Union, she stated that the quantity of teacher 

work would not be reduced if these teacher workdays were converted to in-service development 

days; that teachers would be expected to get the same amount of work done.  The Union 

concludes that, since the work to be done and the time required to get it done are inelastic, what 

the Board really wants is to take compulsory in-service time away from discretionary time, and 

to have teachers increase their work performed outside of regular workday hours, without 

receiving additional compensation. 

Nothing precludes the Board from offering professional development on a voluntary 

basis during teacher workdays. Teachers will attend if they need in-service points for re-

certification, or if the in-service sessions are relevant to their work, or are otherwise of interest to 

them.  The Association believes that its proposal – to set aside an early student-release day 

once a semester – is a reasonable approach to teacher participation in the professional 

developmental program. It will not significantly impact student instructional time. 

The in-service training program lacks cohesiveness and integration with the Strategic 

Plan, and the Board has demonstrated it cannot adequately plan and prepare aligned and 

relevant professional development training.  For example, in July of 2009, the Board approved 

the District’s Strategic Plan for the 2009-2010 school year.  Many of the training sessions listed 

on the District’s in-service master calendar are not part of the Strategic Plan.  No training is set 

for April 2010 and there is only 1 session scheduled for May.  Some of the in-service offerings 

approved for the Strategic Plan do not appear in the master calendar, and there are disparities 

between the training sessions listed on the District’s chart of subjects, and those appearing on 

the master calendar.   

Over the years, District teachers’ instructional hours have increased, while their 

discretionary time has decreased.  Martin County has 7 early release days and St. Lucie has 4 

early release days used exclusively for professional development.  Brevard, Citrus, and St. 

Lucie all have three (3) early release days at the end of the semester for teachers to use in 

record keeping, planning and preparation.   
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Recommendation  

This aspect of the impasse dispute does not concern whether professional development 

is desirable; the legislature decided that it is, and the District and the MBU must comply.  Nor 

does this impasse dispute concern whether attendance is voluntary or mandatory.  Under Article 
XIII.B. of the CBA, 

“Participation in in-service activities is required when provided within the regular work schedule…”  
(Underlining added.) 

The question is whether the time used for attendance should be taken from teachers’ 

discretionary time or from classroom time.  The District proposes the former (at the rate of 2 

half-days per semester); the Union proposes the latter (at the rate of 1 half-day per semester).     

The comparability data presented by the parties in this Special Magistrate proceeding 

were not sufficient for competent conclusions to be drawn about (1) the annual time spent by 

teachers in professional developmental programs in comparable districts or (2) the discretionary 

time afforded teachers in comparable districts.  In sum, the Special Magistrate does not have 

sufficient external criteria to decide these questions based upon comparability.   And the 

criterion of the “interest and welfare of the public” can be argued either way.  

In the hope of achieving “a prompt, peaceful and just settlement of the dispute,” the 

Special Magistrate proposes compromise: that both proposals be adopted in substance.  The 

Special Magistrate recommends that the ½ day per semester of classroom time curtailment 

proposed by the Union be offset against the aggregate 1 day per semester reduction of 

discretionary time proposed by the District.  This will net-out to the relinquishment, by each 

teacher, of a ½ day of discretionary time per semester, for attendance at a professional 

development session. 
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APPENDIX A 
2006-2007 Non-instruct ional salary increases 
(Data have been ocr’s for this decision, have not been proofed, and may contain processing errors.) 
 

2007 Saiary 
Annualized  2007 Job Title  

2006 Salary 
Annualized  Difference  Percent  

     
$41,504  OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $54,373  ($12,869) -24% 
$33,887  OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $41,683  ($7,796) -19% 

$102,000  ASST SUPERINTENDENT BUSI & FINL $100,736  $1,264  1% 

$39,602  MIGRANT PARENT OUTREACH $39,342  $260  1% 
$72,070  ASST PRINCIPAL FLC $69,770  $2,300  3% 
$72,070  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $69,770  $2,300  3% 
$58,822  ACCOUNTANT/AUDITOR, $57,117  $1,705  3% 
$90,415  PRINCIPAL HIGH SCHOOL $87,826  $2,589  3% 
$30,382  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $29,500  $882  3% 

$31,507  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $30,625  $882  3% 
$71,367  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $68,599  $2,768  4% 
$73,151  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $70,551  $2,600  4% 

$104,557  ASST SUPT CURR/INSTRUCTION $100,439  $4,118  4% 
$104,557  ASST SUPT PERSONNEL $100,439  $4,118  4% 
$41,976  TRANSPORTATION:COMPUTER:TECHNIAN $40,394  $1,582  4% 

$44,532  COORDINATOR OFFICE OF ATTENDAN $42,919  $1,613  4% 
$36,387  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $35,077  $1,310  4% 
$46,789  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $45,176  $1,613  4% 
$44,532  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $42,919  $1,613  4% 
$39,566  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $37,870  $1,696  4% 
$46,789  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $45,176  $1,613  4% 

$44,532  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $42,919  $1,613  4% 
$44,532  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $42,919  $1,613  4% 
$41,823  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $40,127  $1,696  4% 
$50,153  FISCAL ASSISTANT $48,126  $2,027  4% 
$47,773  FACILITIES COORDINATOR $46,104  $1,669  4% 
$26,433  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $25,451  $982  4% 

$32,546  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER HIGH SCHO $31,246  $1,300  4% 
$30,382  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER MIDDLE SC $29,107  $1,275  4% 
$42,869  PAYROLL COORDINATOR $41,045  $1,824  4% 
$40,753  ACCOUNTANT/AUDITOR $39,132  $1,621  4% 
$55,953  SCHOOL SUPPORT TECH SCH BASED $53,065  $2,888  5% 
$38,544  ESE SIGN LANGUAGE INTERPRETER $36,549  $1,995  5% 

$40,409  EXECUTIVE ASST FOR SUPERINTEND $38,481  $1,928  5% 
$31,598  FOOD SERVIGE MANAGER HIGH SCHO $30,169  $1,429  5% 
$56,765  GARAGE COORDINATOR $54,028  $2,737  5% 
$69,955  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $65,866  $4,089  6% 
$69,955  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $65,866  $4,089  6% 
$77,759  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $73,380  $4,379  6% 

$69,955  ASST PRINCIPAL-SENIOR HIGH $65,866  $4,089  6% 
$51,362  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $48,383  $2,979  6% 
$52,635  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $49,581  $3,054  6% 
$53,690  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $50,574  $3,116  6% 
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$51,362  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $48,383  $2,979  6% 
$56,414  .SYSTEMS/ANALYST 1. $53,333  $3,081  6% 
$37,295  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $35,345  $1,950  6% 

$56,414  ELECTRICAL COORD $53,333  $3,081  6% 
$56,414  ELECTRICAL/HVAC COORDINATOR $53,333  $3,081  6% 
$60,752  GROUNDS & CUSTODIAL COORDINATO $57,336  $3,416  6% 
$56,414  NETWORK TECHNICIAN $53,333  $3,081  6% 
$57,825  OPERATIONS TELECOMMUNICATIONS $54,595  $3,230  6% 
$61,660  POSITION CONTROL & STAFFING SP $58,194  $3,466  6% 

$56,414  5PPROGRAMMER-MNALYSTII _? J $53,333  $3,081  6% 
$36,520  EXEC ASST FOR ASST SUPT PLANNI $34,523  $1,997  6% 
$45,480  EXECUTIVE ASST FOR SUPERINTEND $42,908  $2,572  6% 
$24,381  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $23,005  $1,376  6% 
$22,595  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $21,300  $1,295  6% 
$23,499  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $22,123  $1,376  6% 

$45,480  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER, HS W/ELD $42,908  $2,572  6% 
$44,155  MAINTENANCE SPECIAUST $41,661  $2,494  6% 
$45,280  PROPERTY RECORDS COORDINATOR $42,786  $2,494  6% 
$31,294  ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, DISTRICT $29,500  $1,794  6% 
$44,155  SUPERVISOR EXT DAY PROG $41,661  $2,494  6% 
$79,980  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PERSONNEL $75,236  $4,744  6% 

$79,980  PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $75,236  $4,744  6% 
$44,155  ACCOUNTS PAYABLE COORDINATOR $41,661  $2,494  6% 
$31,294  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $29,500  $1,794  6% 
$31,507  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $29,667  $1,840  6% 
$31,507  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $29,667  $1,840  6% 
$24,012  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $22,692  $1,320  6% 

$30,382  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL 28,542 $1,840  6% 
$76,882  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $71,722  $5,160  7% 
$81,361  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $76,232  $5,129  7% 
$53,914  CODE COMPLIANCE INSPECTOR $50,383  $3,531  7% 
$37,411  EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST $35,077  $2,334  7% 
$50,153  FTE COORDINATOR/TRAINER $46,864  $3,289  7% 

$44,601  HEALTH SERVICES COORDINATOR $41,802  $2,799  7% 
$68,153  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $63,744  $4,409  7% 
$32,427  , EMPLOYEE BENEFITS & RISK MGT S $30,339  $2,088  7% 
$38,191  EXEC ASST FOR ASST SUPT BUSINE $35,712  $2,479  7% 
$28,108  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $26,333  $1,775  7% 
$26,433  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $24,607  $1,826  7% 

$25,416  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $23,786  $1,630  7% 
$30,042  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER MIDDLE SC $28,030  $2,012  7% 
$81,180  EXEC DIR ELEMENTARY EDUCATION $76,017  $5,163  7% 
$35,778  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $33,419  $2,359  7% 
$35,974  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $33,637  $2,337  7% 
$77,013  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $71,428  $5,585  8% 

$77,013  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $71,428  $5,585  8% 
$79,681  DIR OF INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT $74,065  $5,616  8% 
$55,861  SAFETY TECHNICIAN $51,882  $3,979  8% 
$53,728  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $49,626  $4,102  8% 
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$52,480  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $48,468  $4,012  8% 
$46,531  SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER $43,123  $3,408  8% 
$52,635  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $48,529  $4,106  8% 

$30,829  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $28,486  $2,343  8% 
$53,512  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $49,481  $4,031  8% 
$50,160  STUDENTSUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $46,425  $3,735  8% 
$51,715  */WEB MASTERS i:R           ': $47,937  $3,778  8% 
$54,727  COMPUTER PROGRAMMER II $50,462  $4,265  8% 
$51,167  OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $47,476  $3,691  8% 

$56,191  PHYSICAL THERAPIST $51,839  $4,352  8% 
$42,844  EXEC ASST FOR ASST SUPT CURRIC $39,609  $3,235  8% 
$40,504  EXEC ASST FOR ASST SUPT PERSON $37,375  $3,129  8% 
$42,869  EXECUTIVE ASST TO SCHOOL BOARD $39,855  $3,014  8% 
$29,167  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $27,116  $2,051  8% 
$42,869  FOOD SERVICE SPECIALIST $39,855  $3,014  8% 

$46,958  WAREHOUSE FOREMAN $43,662  $3,296  8% 
$39,591  CODE COMPLIANCE INSPECTOR $36,765  $2,826  8% 

$101,497  PRINCIPAL HIGH SCHOOL $94,192  $7,305  8% 
$21,346  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $19,755  $1,591  8% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $31,780  $2,416  8% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $31,780  $2,416  8% 

$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $31,780  $2,416  8% 
$78,035  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $71,722  $6,313  9% 
$69,170  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $63,228  $5,942  9% 
$79,986  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $73,675  $6,311  9% 
$59,040  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $54,254  $4,786  9% 
$40,079  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $36,842  $3,237  9% 

$36,272  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $33,247  $3,025  9% 
$52,646  SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER $48,383  $4,263  9% 
$53,919  SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER $49,581  $4,338  9% 
$53,919  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 49,581 $4,338  9% 
$55,235  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $50,633  $4,602  9% 
$53,919  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $49,581  $4,338  9% 

$55,235  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $50,633  $4,602  9% 
$53,919  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $49,581  $4,338  9% 
$55,235  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $50,633  $4,602  9% 
$72,375  DISTRICT SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $66,301  $6,074  9% 
$50,199  MIGRANT PARENT SPECIALIST $45,952  $4,247  9% 
$71,085  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $65,011  $6,074  9% 

$40,892  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $37,489  $3,403  9% 
$57,922  PROGRAMMER /ANALYST 1 $52,986  $4,936  9% 
$40,009  FOOD SERVICE FIELD MANAGER $36,662  $3,347  9% 
$32,828  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER MIDDLE SC $30,171  $2,657  9% 
$33,358  ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT/DISTRICT $30,625  $2,733  9% 
$60,716  CERTIFICATION ANALYST $55,780  $4,936  9% 

$89,760  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $82,264  $7,496  9% 
$91,027  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $83,531  $7,496  9% 
$91,027  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $83,531  $7,496  9% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $31,310  $2,886  9% 
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$36,852  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $33,920  $2,932  9% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $31,310  $2,886  9% 
$66,247  ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $60,009  $6,238  10% 

$66,247  ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $60,009  $6,238  10% 
$66,247  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $60,009  $6,238  10% 
$67,514  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $61,276  $6,238  10% 
$66,247  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $60,009  $6,238  10% 
$67,903  ASST PRINCIPAL SENIOR HIGH $61,961  $5,942  10% 
$84,907  COORD ADULT & COMM ED/PRIN ADU $76,894  $8,013  10% 

$39,651  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $36,104  $3,547  10% 
$55,665  SCHOOL SUPPORT TECHNICIAN $50,729  $4,936  10% 
$44,249  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $40,120  $4,129  10% 
$56,584  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $51,348  $5,236  10% 
$62,222  OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $56,317  $5,905  10% 
$65,878  OPERATIONS ANALYST $59,745  $6,133  10% 

$77,626  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $70,404  $7,222  10% 
$69,818  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $63,744  $6,074  10% 
$37,977  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS & RISK MGT S $34,544  $3,433  10% 
$28,042  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $25,451  $2,591  10% 
$28,042  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $25,451  $2,591  10% 
$92,317  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $83,837  $8,480  10% 

$37,957  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $34,414  $3,543  10% 
$82,867  ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $74,942  $7,925  11% 

$104,557  ASST SUPERINTENDENT OPERATIONS $94,192  $10,365  11% 
$82,089  DIR RISK MGNT $74,065  $8,024  11% 
$51,653  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $46,729  $4,924  11% 
$69,588  STAFFING & SECURITY SPECIAUST $62,876  $6,712  11% 

$56,694  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 1.0 $51,013  $5,681  11% 
$56,290  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $50,574  $5,716  11% 
$60,827  SUPV PRINT SHOP & RECORDS $54,694  $6,133  11% 
$64,781  SYSTEM ANALYST II $58,194  $6,587  11% 
$53,207  FISCAL ASSISTANT, CHARTER SCHL $48,126  $5,081  11% 
$66,626  PAYROLL MANAGER $59,960  $6,666  11% 

$75,069  PROGRAM SPECIALIST $67,847  $7,222  11% 
$55,953  PROGRAMMER/ANALYST II $50,462  $5,491  11% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASST, DISTRICT $30,866  $3,330  11% 
$30,632  FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $27,475  $3,157  11% 
$73,275  APPLICATIONS ANALYST $65,925  $7,350  11% 
$87,127  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $78,184  $8,943  11% 

$82,089  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $74,065  $8,024  11% 
$87,428  PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $78,846  $8,582  11% 
$34,196  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $30,866  $3,330  11% 
$25,353  SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $22,627  $2,726  12% 
$68,565  SENIOR ACCOUNTANT GENERAL LEDG $60,983  $7,582  12% 
$68,565  SENIOR ACCOUNTANT SPECIAL PROJ $60,983  $7,582  12% 

$56,584  STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIAUST 10 $50,633  $5,951  12% 
$90,032  EXEC DIR ESE & STUDENT SERVICE $80,408  $9,624  12% 
$92,820  EXEC DIR SECONDARY PROGRAMS AN $82,655  $10,165  12% 
$90,032  PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $80,408  $9,624  12% 
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$37,957  ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $33,920  $4,037  12% 
$87,127  DIR STAFF DEVEL $76,798  $10,329  13% 
$52,518  PROJECT SPECIALIST 46,502 $6,016  13% 

$89,760  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $79,141  $10,619  13% 
$89,760  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $79,141  $10,619  13% 
$89,760  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $79,141  $10,619  13% 
$89,760  DIR INFORMATION SERVICES   . $78,480  $11,280  14% 
$85,839  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $75,627  $10,212  14% 
$72,872  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $63,913  $8,959  14% 

$89,760  DIR ALT EDUCATION $77,970  $11,790  15% 
$91,027  DIR HEALTH & STUDENT SERVICES $79,237  $11,790  15% 
$71,748  NETWORK ANALYST $62,141  $9,607  15% 
$73,542  BUILDING OFFICIAL $64,063  $9,479  15% 
$90,990  PRINCIPAL SPECIAL ED SCHOOL $79,355  $11,635  15% 
$66,401  i SYSTEMS/ANALYST II $57,199  $9,202  16% 

$92,317  PRINCIPAL FOR ALTERNATIVE EDUC $79,355  $12,962  16% 
$89,760  DIR OF CAREER, TECHNICAL, & AD     . $76,798  $12,962  17% 
$86,161  EXEC DIR FINANCE $73,795  $12,366  17% 
$84,570  DIR FACILITIES PLANNING & CONS $71,843  $12,727  18% 
$72,872  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $61,961  $10,911  18% 
$85,839  DIR MAINTENANCE $71,843  $13,996  19% 

$89,760  DIR PURCHASING $75,357  $14,403  19% 
$89,760  DIR TRANSPORTATION $75,357  $14,403  19% 
$72,872  PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $60,009  $12,863  21% 
$62,820  ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTAR $49,581  $13,239  27% 
$73,542  FACILITY PLANNER $57,336  $16,206  28% 
$58,887  DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS $45,413  $13,474  30% 

     
$12,416,425   $11,395,928  $1,020,497  9% 
     
     
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $62,820   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $62,820   

 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $68,942   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $62,820   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $62,820   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $62,820   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $67,942   
 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $64,087   

 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL, ELEMENTARY $0  $64,087   
     
   $579,158   
     
     
 ASST PRINCIPAL FLC $0  $66,900   

 ASST PRINCIPAL MIDDLE SCHOOL $0  $65,268   
 SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $0  $45,224   
 SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST $0  $45,224   
 SCHOOL READINESS COORDINATOR $0  $68,153   
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 SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER PROTECH $0  $41,127   
 STAFF DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST $0  $65,001   
 STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $0  $41,127   

 STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $0  $41,127   
 STUDENT SUPPORT SPECIALIST 10 $0  $45,396   
 EDUCATION/INSTRUCTION ANALYST $0  $68,153   
 OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $0  $45,224   
 OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST $0  $31,657   
 FACILITIES COORDINATOR $0  $50,435   

 FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $0  $21,726   
 FOOD SERVICE MANAGER ELEMENTARY $0  $26,433   
 AUDITORIUM DIRECTOR $0  $36,387   
 PRINCIPAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL $0  $76,341   
 ADMIN ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL $0  $31,294   
     

   $912,197   
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APPENDIX B 
 
Florida Statute 1012.98, the School Community Professional Development Act. 
 
(Special Magistrate’s bold font emphases.) 
 
(1) The Department of Education, public postsecondary educational institutions, public school districts, public 

schools , state education foundations, consortia, and professional organizations in this state shall work 
collaboratively to establish a coordinated system  of professional development. The purpose of the professional 
development system is to increase student achievement , enhance classroom instructional  strategies  that 
promote rigor and relevance throughout the curriculum, and prepare students  for continuing education and the 
workforce. The system of professional development must align to the standards adopted by the state  and 
support the framework for standards adopted by the National Staff Development Council.  

(2) The school community includes students and parents, administrative personnel, managers, instructional 
personnel, support personnel, members of district school boards, members of school advisory councils, business 
partners, and personnel that provide health and social services to students.  

(3) The activities  designed to implement this section must :  
(a) Support and increase the success of educators through collaboratively developed school 

improvement plans  that focus on:  
1.  Enhanced and differentiated instructional strategies to engage students in a rigorous and relevant 

curriculum based on state and local educational standards, goals, and initiatives;  
2.  Increased opportunities to provide meaningful relationships between teachers and all students; and  
3.  Increased opportunities for professional collaboration among and between teachers, guidance 

counselors, instructional leaders, postsecondary educators engaged in preservice training for new 
teachers, and the workforce community.  

(b) Assist the school community in providing stimulating, scientific research-based educational activities that 
encourage and motivate students to achieve at the highest levels and to participate as active learners and 
that prepare students for success at subsequent educational levels and the workforce.  

(c) Provide continuous support for all education professionals as well as temporary intervention for education 
professionals who need improvement in knowledge, skills, and performance.  

(4) The Department of Education, school districts, schools, community colleges, and state universities share the 
responsibilities described in this section. These responsibilities include the following:  

… 
(b) Each school district shall develop a professional development system as  specified in subsection 

(3). The system shall be developed in consultation with teachers , teacher-educators of community 
colleges and state universities, business and community representatives, and local education foundations, 
consortia, and professional organizations. The professional development system must :  

1.  Be approved by the department. All substantial revisions to the system shall be submitted to the 
department for review for continued approval.  

2.  Be based on analyses of student achievement da ta and instructional strategies and methods  
that support rigorous, relevant, and challenging curricula for all students. Schools and districts , in 
developing and refining the professional development system, shall  also review and monitor  
school discipline data; school environment surveys; assessments of parental satisfaction; 
performance appraisal data of teachers, managers, and administrative personnel; and other 
performance indicators  to identify school and student needs that can be met by improved 
professional performance.  

3.  Provide inservice activities  coupled with followup support appropriate to accomplish district-level 
and school-level improvement goals and standards. The inservice activities for instructional 
personnel shall focus on analysis of s tudent achievement data , ongoing formal and informal 
assessments of student achievement, identification and use of enhanced and differentiated 
instructional strategies  that emphasize rigor, relevance, and reading in the content areas, 
enhancement of subjec t content expertise , integrated use of classroom technology  that 
enhances teaching and learning, classroom management, parent involvement, and school safety.  

4.  Include a master plan for inservice activities, pursuant to rules of the State Board of Education, for 
all district employees from all fund sources. The master plan shall be updated annually by 
September 1, must be based on input from teachers and district and school instructional leaders, 
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and must use the latest available student achievement data and research to enhance rigor and 
relevance in the classroom. Each district inservice plan must be aligned to and support the school-
based inservice plans and school improvement plans pursuant to s. 1001.42(18). District plans 
must be approved by the district school board annually in order to ensure compliance with 
subsection (1) and to allow for dissemination of research-based best practices to other districts. 
District school boards must submit verification of their approval to the Commissioner of Education 
no later than October 1, annually.  

5.  Require each school principal to establish and maintain an individual professional 
devel opment plan for each instructional employee  assigned to the school as a seamless 
component to the school improvement plans developed pursuant to s. 1001.42(18). The individual 
professional development plan must:  

a.  Be related to specific performance data for the students to whom the teacher is assigned.  
b.  Define the inservice objectives and specific measurable improvements expected in student 

performance as a result of the inservice activity.  
c.  Include an evaluation component that determines the effectiveness of the professional 

development plan.  
 
 
 
 


