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Bargaining Minutes 
CBLT February 23, 2017 

CTA Office 
 

Attending: 
Maribel Aponte                  CTA Bill Floyd                             District Mark Mitchell                     CTA 
David Azzarito                  District Theresa Harter-Miles       District Megan Oats                         CTA 
LeighAnn Blackmore       District Alex Heidelberg                 District Clay Phillips                         CTA 
David Cintron                      CTA Allison Kirby                       District Ronald Pilgrim                   District 
Doreen Concolino            District Sharon Leonard                   CTA Kenrick Pratt                        CTA 
Albert Davies                       CTA Lisa Marie Lewis                  CTA Krista Russell                     District 
Wendy Doromal                 CTA Michael Marzano                CTA Patricia Walker                 District 
Jason Duke                        District Clinton McCracken             CTA Stephanie Wyka               District 
Gloria Fernandez             District Phyllis Mills                          CTA Rea Xenja                             CTA 

 
 Guests: Beth Curran and Christina Kinard from Risk Management; Brandon McKelvey from Research, 
Accountability and Grants 
 
Agenda: 
 

• Fringe Benefits Committee Report 
• Universal Domestic Partner Insurance Coverage 
• Supplement Committee Report 
• Reduction in Force 
• Evaluation 
• Appeals Committee Report 

 
 
Fringe Benefits Committee Report (See handouts #1 and 2) 
 
Beth Curran, Senior Director of Risk Management presented information to the group concerning 
projected insurance costs for 2017-18.  The District is looking at a 10.9% cost increase to the overall 
Insurance Plan.  Claims to the Plan are funded by premiums (paid by both the Board and the employees 
in Plan B and Plan C) and benefits which are copays, deductibles, maximum out of pockets and 
coinsurance.  Ms. Curran shared an illustrative example where the Board contribution will increase by 
8% (which is contractual language) and the increase to the employee’s premium costs.  Plan A does not 
have a premium for employees and this cost would have to be absorbed by Plans B and C. 
 
The projections are compiled by our benefits consulting team with Arthur J. Gallagher & Company and 
two different insurance actuaries.  CTA asked for the documentation and it will be provided.   
 
There was a question asked about the Affordable Care Act (ACA) and if changes to the Act would affect 
the overall insurance Plan.  Ms. Curran said that if ACA is repealed, it should not affect our overall Plan.  
Our plan is better off in some places than ACA.   
 
There was a statement made that our Behavioral benefits are not very good.  Ms. Curran said that the 
District is looking into this. 
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The Fringe Benefits Committee will continue to review different options to bring back to the bargaining 
teams. 
Universal Domestic Partner Insurance Coverage 
 
Mark Mitchell, Executive Director of Orange UniServ stated that any benefit changes that CTA will agree 
to must include universal domestic partner coverage.  CTA believes we need to set the district apart 
from other districts with this type of coverage and that OCPS would attract teachers and employees to 
work by offering this benefit. 
 
Supplement Committee Report 
 
Clay Phillips, co-chair of the Supplement Committee reported that the committee is working on several 
pieces of proposed language and re-tiering of the athletic schedule and performing arts, along with 
some possible new supplements such as a supplement for National Honor Society sponsor.  A 
preliminary costing of the proposed changes ranges from $800K to $1M.  The committee will have one 
last meeting in March and will be bringing their findings to the bargaining teams at the next meeting. 
 
Reduction in Force  (see handouts #3 and #4) 
 
Kenrick Pratt presented a proposal for teacher lay-off based upon “A Smarter Teacher Layoff System” by 
The New Teacher Project.  Kenrick stated that the economic conditions have significantly improved since 
2008, but that we need to be prepared for any contingency in the future.  In CTA’s proposal, lay off 
would be based upon a scorecard where: 

• Evaluation scores would have a value between 0 and 45 
• Years of experience would have a value between 0 and 25 
• Degree level would have a value between 0-10 

o AA: 3 
o BA/BS: 5 
o Masters: 8 
o PhD:  10 

• Contract type would have this point value: 
o Probationary: 5 
o Annual: 7 
o PSC/CC: 10 

• Certification type would have a range between 0-10 
o 1 area:  5 points 
o 2 or more areas:  10 points 

 
After discussion and a caucus called by the District, Ron Pilgrim suggested that the HR committee review 
and develop this criteria.  Krista Russell and Wendy Doromal will coordinate meeting times. 
 
Appeals Committee Report and Aggregation Items  (See Handouts # 5 and #6) 
Dr. Brandon McKelvey provided a presentation to the group outlining the chain of events from 
November 30, 2016 to February 21, 2017. 

• On November 30, there was a bargaining meeting to discuss the appeals process. During 
this meeting, it was decided that appeals would be based upon the accuracy of the 
rosters and the calculation.  
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• On January 20, there was an initial meeting of the appeals committee. 51 of the 56 
appeals were heard and decided at this time. 5 appeals required additional information, 
and additional items were discussed 

• On February 21, there was an additional meeting of the appeals committee. The 
remaining 5 appeals were discussed along with the additional items discussed at the last 
meeting 
 

There were three issues where the appeals committee wanted further discussion 
Concern #1 The Accountability, Research and Evaluation department dropped some 
value-added models from the calculation because they did not meet research-based 
standards for inclusion or because the impact was not consistent with the bargained 
agreement. This left some teachers without scores in some of their courses and this 
could have impacted them negatively or positively.  

o Some teachers received their scores based on only one group of their courses. If 
this score was negative, it may have been the case that the dropped courses 
and models would have helped them. If the score was positive though, the 
dropped courses and models could have hurt their scores.  

o The appeals committee asked if there was a way to account for this in the 
scoring and aggregation for the following year 

o There are limited choices that we have from a statistical standpoint because a 
value-added model can’t be executed for a course that has a single teacher or 
six students.  

o The aggregation concern happens when a teacher of Auto Mechanics 5, 6 and 7 
also teaches a Journalism course and the Journalism course is the only one with 
a value-added model 

 
Concern #2 – The NCIP (Non-Classroom Instructional Process) for assigning student 
learning growth scores was not well-known to the appeal committee members. This 
makes it difficult for them to judge appeals with the process.  

o The NCIP is the process for providing a student learning growth score to non-
classroom personnel.  
- Handouts concerning the NCIP process were provided.  
- Next year, the process will be conducted electronically to make it easier.  
- The flexibility is needed because different schools use the same personnel 

title in different ways. This makes sense because of differences in school 
size and other needs.  

- When there is a concern with the method selected, we encourage both 
principals and teachers to email us.  

- Dr. McKelvey requested that the group look at the process and let him know 
if there are specific questions or concerns 

- The process could be done at the beginning of the year, though there are so 
many role changes 

- The Appeals Committee wanted to make this process more transparent 
 

Concern #3 - It can be confusing for teachers to understand how their scores will be 
produced year to year. This is often due to rules about the inclusion of students with 
valid year current and prior test scores. Many of these rules for statewide assessments 
are outside of the control of the district.  
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o There are many cases where we do not know the information that we would 

need to give teachers an exact accounting of the students and courses that will 
be included by the end of the year 

o We provide no later than the last day of pre-planning, a list of all offered courses 
with their aligned assessments. There has been a concern about whether or not 
the assessment is completed by this time.  
 It is difficult to start this process during pre-planning and provide specifics 

because courses may not make or need to be shifted or added.  Anytime 
someone emails Dr. McKelvey’s office, they are helped to find the courses 
for which they are attached 

 We could place additional information on the crosswalk to help direct 
teachers to their courses.  Other information should be included to tell 
teachers to check the crosswalk again if their schedule is changed or if the 
teacher’s assignment is changed 

o There are additional problems though that keep the district from providing more 
information 

(1)  Students count toward a teacher’s score based on a school year match, 
and current and prior year scores. We do not know these items until the 
end of the year in most cases.  

(2)  The FLDOE can change the value-added model included courses. This 
may not be known until the end of the year.  

o As we tried to think of what a teacher may want to know, it become difficult to 
understand what could be provided to support 

o It was suggested that we write a draft of the communication for the next 
bargaining meeting 

• There is an additional concern about departmentalization. This is something that is going 
to require additional discussion.  

o We also continue to monitor departmentalization. There is not a way that 
we have found to meet all of the minute requirements and clearly 
departmentalize ELA and Math. Specifically, Math teachers also receive the 
ELA scores because they teach reading minutes.  

o In theory, it is possible to attach these students to a Reading Coach, but the 
schedule makes this very unlikely.  Not every school has the same number 
of coaches. 

 
To-do List for Dr. McKelvey to bring back to the bargaining teams: 

- (1) Aggregation method 
o There was support from Chen’s aggregation method 
o Will bring back the impact at the next meeting 

- (2) Additional emails for clarification 
o Expanded email about the crosswalk 

 Provide information on the aggregation method 
 Provide additional information on schedule changes 

o Additional email to remind people to keep information that they may need for an 
appeal in the following school year 
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Evaluation  (see handouts #7 and #8) 
 
Legal Requirements for Teacher Evaluation 
The district provided a presentation that included an overview of F.S. 1012.34, Rule 6A-5.030, and Rule 
6A-5.065 as they relate to the legal requirements for teacher evaluation in connection with instructional 
practice.  F.S. 1012.34 requires that our evaluation system be approved by the FDOE; additionally, this 
statute requires our evaluation system to be aligned with the Florida Educator Accomplished Practices 
(FEAPs).  Rule 6A-5.030 requires that the evaluation system be based on contemporary research and 
that the district must provide evidence that the evaluation system used includes indicators based on the 
FEAPs.  Rule 6A-5.065 provides the FEAPs.  Specific FEAPs were shared related to the requirement for 
standards-based instruction, using rigorous and higher order instructional techniques, and the necessity 
of monitoring students’ understanding and providing immediate, specific feedback to students. The 
district noted that as the state statutes and state rules are revised, it is the district’s responsibility to 
meet the standards established by the state. The district also shared historical teacher evaluation data in 
connection with the implementation of the teacher evaluation tool, and any clarifications that were 
made to the evaluation tool’s protocols. 

• 2011-12: 99.23% of teachers had a Final Score of Effective or Highly Effective 
• 2012-2013: 99.62% of teachers had a Final Score of Effective or Highly Effective 
• 2013-2014: 99.78% of teachers had a Final Score of Effective or Highly Effective 
• 2014-2015: 99.60% of teachers had a Final Score of Effective or Highly Effective 
• 2015-2016: 98.59% of teachers had a Final Score of Effective or Highly Effective 

The district also shared data regarding the historical rating distribution of Domain 1 elements in 
observations that have been counted towards evaluation. The district noted that for the 2016-2017 
school year, the frequency of applying and innovating ratings are higher than the previous year, 
demonstrating an upward trend in teacher proficiency. 
 

 
 
 
The union stated that the data shared does not reflect the emotional impact of the evaluation tool on 
teachers.  The union stated that when unilateral changes are made that it impacts teachers mentally and 
emotionally, and that the changes made to the scales were not bargained.  The union stated that 
everything related to evaluation should be bargained.  The union requested a larger version of the slide 
shared that connected the evaluation system implementation to historical final score ratings, and that 
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the data be broken down by the percentage of highly effective and effective.  The district will provide 
this to the union. 
 
CTA Proposal for New Deliberate Practice Scoring 
CTA made a formal proposal for deliberate practice scoring removing the negative scores for beginning 
and not using. 

• Innovating: .4 
• Applying: .3 
• Developing: .2 
• Beginning: .1 
• Not using:  0 

 
Positives and Deltas: 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Handouts: 
Document #1 

 

+ 
• Brandon’s presentation 
• David did a great job as gatekeeper 
• Ms. Curran did a great job of framing the 

insurance issues 
• Even though topics were tense, we were 

sane and civil 

∆ 
• No more side conversations 

while people are talking 
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Document #2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

8 
 

Document 3: 
 
 

 
 
Document 4: 
“A Smarter Teacher Layoff System”  March 2010 by The New Teacher Project 
http://tntp.org/assets/documents/TNTP_Smarter_Teacher_Layoffs_Mar10.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://tntp.org/assets/documents/TNTP_Smarter_Teacher_Layoffs_Mar10.pdf
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Document 5:  Non Instructional Personnel Roster Process Form  
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Document #7:  Legal Requirements for Evaluation:  Instructional Practice 
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