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SUMMARY

The Third District Court of Appeal affirmed summary judgment for the School Board of Miami-Dade

County in an action by twenty-seven teachers seeking damages and mandamus relief concerning a

grandfathered salary schedule allegedly required by section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes. The
court held that the statute creates neither an express nor an implied private right of action. In a special

concurrence, Judge Gooden also addressed sovereign immunity and questioned the judicially created

contractual waiver recognized in Pan-Am Tobacco Corp. v. Department of Corrections.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether section 1012.22, Florida Statutes, expressly or impliedly creates a private right of action

allowing teachers to sue a school board for allegedly violating the statute.

2. Whether the trial court properly entered summary judgment for the School Board based on the teachers'

lack of standing.

HOLDINGS
1. Section 1012.22 does not expressly authorize teachers to bring a private lawsuit to enforce the statute.

2. Section 1012.22 does not create an implied private right of action for teachers seeking relief concerning

annual compensation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We agree with the trial court that, without specific statutory authorization to pursue a private cause of action

for violation of the statute, Appellants lacked the requisite standing to enforce the statute via a lawsuit against
the School Board.” (at 2)

“In other words, no express language in section 1012.22 confers upon teachers a private right of action.” (at
2)

“Nor do we discern from the legislative intent of section 1012.22 that a private right of action may be
judicially implied.” (at 2)

“Because section 1012.22 does not supplant collective bargaining between a school board and a teachers
union, we cannot infer that it provides teachers a private cause of action related to their annual

compensation.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Twenty-seven Miami-Dade County school teachers sought damages and mandamus relief based on the School
Board's failure to adopt a grandfathered salary schedule before July 1, 2014. They relied on section 1012.22(1)
(c)4., Florida Statutes, which required adoption of the schedule. The teachers also had individual annual

contracts incorporating applicable laws, but the court treated the lawsuit as one based on an alleged breach of the
statute.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Appellants sued after the School Board allegedly failed to adopt a grandfathered salary schedule for teachers
before July 1, 2014, as required by section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes. On July 24, 2024, the Circuit Court
for Miami-Dade County granted summary judgment for the School Board on several grounds, including lack of
standing. The Third District Court of Appeal affirmed.
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affirmed
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