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Problem 

The purpose of this study was to identify and 

compare the fringe benefits that the administrative, in-

structional, and non-instructional personnel of the sixty-

seven school boards in the State of Florida are offered. 

The current status and general patterns regarding 

the type and extent of fringe benefits were to be 

determined. 

Procedures 

The procedures used in the study included a review 

of literature. Data was obtained from questionnaires mailed 

to the Personnel Departments of each school system. Sixty-

six out of sixty-seven responded. The collected data from 

3,168 possible responses was statistically viewed. The Chi 

Square level of significance was used. 
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Conclusions 

The data lead to the following conclusions: 

1. Florida School Districts basically offer the 

same benefits to all their employees. There is little 

variance 1n this state. 

2. Individual benefits receive much more attention 

than do family benefits. 

3. Dental care insurance premiums, vision care 

insurance premium, and cancer care insurance premiums are 

almost non-existent in this state. 

4. Very little variation exists 1n awarding sick 

days in this state. 

5. The number of emergency-personal days awarded 

per year is relatively constant throughout this state. 

6. Sabbatical leave is not offered by almost as 

many districts as do offer it. 

7. Tuition reimbursement is practically a non

existent benefit in this state. 

Recommendations 

After analysis of data compiled by responses made on 

the questionnaire sent to school systems in the State of 

Florida the following recommendations would be made: 

1. A cost evaluation should be made of benefits in 

a district and given to the employees. 

2. Smaller counties should consider joint purchase 

of insurance to better offer this benefit. 
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3. Negotiating teams should realize cost of benefit 

and comparative surveys for better bargaining. 

4. Efforts should be made to improve family prem1um 

coverage. 

5. Vision care I dental care I and cancer care are 

benefits of the future; analysis should be made now for how 

best to offer these benefits. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Chapter 
I. INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 
Need for the Study 
Purpose of the Study . . 
Assumptions of the Study 
Questions to be Answered . 
Definition of Terms ... 

II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction . . . 
Recent Studies . . . . 
Cost Comparisons . . . 

1 

. . . 2 
. . . . . . 2 
. . . . • 2 

. . . . . 3 
. . 3 

4 

7 

. . . . . 7 

Survey of Private Enterprise Benefits 
Different Variables on Fringe Benefits 

. 7 

.12 
. . . .14 

.17 

.18 Fringe Benefits Grouped ... 
Assessing Benefits .... 
summary . . . . . . . 

III. METHOD 

Description 
Description 
Description 
Procedure 

of Subjects 
of Instrument 
of Design 

IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 
Presentation of Items 
Treatment of Items . . 
Additional Benefits 
Summary 

V. SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 
Findings 
Conclusions 
Recommendations 

vii 

. . . . • • 24 
. . . . . 2 7 

. . . 32 

• • . 32 
•. 32 

.33 
.. 33 

. . . 36 

.36 
.. 36 
.. 38 
. . 55 

.56 

. . 57 

. • . 57 
.• 59 
.. 60 

.61 



APPENDICES 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

VITA 

viii 

.. 63 

.83 

.87 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Compensation is more than the pay check, and some of 

those extras one receives are more important than others. 

Employers are taking a closer and more analytical look at 

fringe benefits, and so should employees. Numerous surveys 

show that fringe benefit payments can average ten to thirty

five percent of a total payroll. Although fringe benefits 

continue to become more important in the compensation of 

school employees, few school districts have the information 

they need to evaluate or compare their compensation programs 

with those of other school systems. What compensations are 

being given? How do various school board accessory packages 

in the State of Florida compare? Answers to these questions 

and others related to fringe benefits offered by school 

boards in the State of Florida will be examined in this 

study. 

The problem to date has been the lack of a study 

giving a compilation of benefits being offered by all the 

school boards in the State of Florida to their different 

employees for comparison and use in negotiations showing 

general patterns of type, extent, and status of current 

fringe benefits. 

l 
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Statement of the Problem 

This study is to investigate and compare the fringe 

benefits offered to the employees by the school boards in 

the State of Florida. This information will be on the 

extent and nature of leave provisions (sickness, vacation, 

personal, and sabbatical) and insurance benefits (hospitali

zation, major medical/surgical, dental care, and group life 

insurance). The study will offer compar1sons in the area of 

administrative, 

employees. 

instructional, and 

Need for the Study 

non-instructional 

Fringe benefits are an increasing expense to school 

boards and employers in the public and private sector. They 

are also an increasing concern to the employee, since they 

make up a considerable portion of the total compensation. A 

study showing the benefits given by the var1ous school 

boards g1 ves a basis of compar1son for the employee and 

employer alike to use 1n negotiating sessions. A need and 

interest in this study was evident from the eighty-five 

percent response of those people completing the question

naires asking for the results. 

Purpose of the Study 

The general purpose of this study 1s to compile and 

compare the fringe benefits that are offered to the 
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employees of the Florida School Boards. General patterns 

regarding the type and extent of fringe benefits will pro

vide information for use in negotiations and general aware

ness to all concerned. 

Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions are basic to the study: 

1. Fringe benefits are a part of an employee's 

compensation. 

2. Variations of fringe benefits being offered are 

of interest to employee and employer. 

3. Different classifications of employees receive 

different benefits. 

4. Employers want to meet in part the economic 

risks faced by employees. 

5. Employers can provide protection against eco

nomic risks with greater certainty than individual employees 

can and at less cost . 

6. The quest for more and better benefits is con-

stant. 

Questions to be Answered 

This study will attempt to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What benefits are currently being offered to 

employees of school boards in Florida? 
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2. Do school boards offer the same benefits? 

3. Are benefits different for various groups of 

employees? 

4. Do benefits vary by the size of the county as 

the State of Florida stratifies them? 

5. What are the greatest variations in benefits 

being offered by the counties? 

Definition of Terms 

Administrative personnel--any member of a staff 

termed as an administrator with responsibility for adminis

trative direction and supervision of instructional and/or 

non-instructional personnel. 

Administrator--a person with administrative respon

sibility. 

Compensation--fixed payment at regular intervals for 

services rendered. 

Convention leave--granted 

designated employee by employer 

sional organization meetings. 

leave of absence for 

for attendance at profes-

Dental care--insurance made available to the em-

ployee 

nation 

at the 

of both 

dental care. 

employer's 

for the 

or employee's expense or combi

employee and his / her family for 

Emergency leave--granted leave of absence for desig

nated employee by employer for emergency reasons entitled to 

pay and charged to sick leave. 
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Fringe benefit--cash contribution in the form of 

supplementary or deferred compensation other than salary 

from the employer to the employee. 

Group insurance--term like insurance made available 

to the employee at the employer's or employee's expense or 

combination of both for the employee and his/her family. 

Hospitalization--insurance made available to the 

employee at the employer's or employee's expense or combina

tion of both for the employee and his / her family for 

hospital costs. 

Instructional personnel--any member of an instruc

tional staff as defined by regulation of state board and 

used synonymously with teacher and others engaged in an 

instructional capacity in the school. 

Major medical/surgical--insurance made available to 

the employee at the employer's or employee's expense or 

combination of both for the employee and his / her family for 

surgical and other medical costs. 

Non-instructional personnel--any member of a staff 

engaged in non-instructional capacity employed by the school 

board. 

Personal emergency leave--granted leave of absence 

for designated employee by employer for personal emergency 

reasons entitled to pay and charged to sick leave. 

Personal leave--granted leave of absence for de

signated employee by employer for personal reasons entitled 

to pay and charged to sick leave. 
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Religious leave--granted leave of absence for de

signated employee by employer for religious reasons entitled 

to pay and charged to sick leave. 

Sabbatical leave--granted leave of absence, with or 

without pay, for designated employee by employer for a fixed 

time period to pursue an activity which will increase the 

employee's job expertise. 

Sick leave--granted leave of absence, with pay, for 

designated employee by employer for illness or illness/death 

of close relative or member of household. 

Sick leave bank--a reserve of paid sick leave days 

over and above the individual's maximum accumulation which 

is donated for use in event of a prolonged illness or 

similar emergency. 

Vacation leave--granted leave of absence, with pay, 

for designated employee by employer for vacation days. 

Vision care--insurance made available to the em

ployee at the employer's or employee's expense or combin

ation of both for the employee and his/her family for vision 

care. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Most educators are currently receiving more than 

dollars, but their take home pay has not kept pace with the 

cost of living 1ncrease. This is only one of the many 

conclusions that may be drawn from several of the Education 

Research Service Studies done in the last few years. Do the 

fringe benefits available make up the difference? Because 

of this interest, numerous surveys have been conducted. 

Recent Studies 

Fringe benefits for superintendents of schools were 

reported by the Educational Research Service, Washington, 

D.C., June 1970. This study was done to meet the need on 

the part of superintendents and school boards, for data on 

nonsalary benefits provided the administrative heads of 

local school systems throughout the country. Questionnaires 

were sent to superintendents of the 555 school systems 

enrolling 12,000 or more pupils and to 318 superintendents 

in smaller systems. Discussion on salaries, length of 

7 
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contracts, annual paid vacation, indistrict transportation 

arrangements, leaves of absence, group insurance coverage, 

retirement income, professional obligation expenses, re-

location expenses, and other fringe benefits were provided. 

In many of the school systems represented in this report, 

the superintendent was included with the other administra-

tors in that particular system for his/her benefit policies. 

Several findings from this report were of interest. 

Median salary and benefits generally were smaller with de-

scending enrollment groups. Theoretically, 98 percent of 

the participating superintendents have paid vacations--about 

two-thirds of them for four weeks or more. Almost 30 per-

cent of the responding superintendents may apply for sab-

batical leave. The majority of superintendents 1n the 

survey (almost 90 percent) received sick leave ranging from 

four to thirty-five days each year. 1 

Gertrude Stieber, working for the Educational Re-

search Service, conducted two major studies in 1973-74 on 

fringe benefits for administrative and supervisory personnel 

in public schools. These studies provide information on the 

extent and nature of leave provisions (sickness, vacation, 

religious, personal, and sabbatical) and insurance benefits 

(hospitalization, major medical/ surgical, dental care, 

vision care, and group life insurance). The school systems 

1 . . . 
Ed u c a t1 o na 1 Research s e rv 1 c e Report , =-F..:::rc.=l=-=n:=-g,e.::__.::B...,::e::-::n~e~-'::' 

fits for Superintendents of Schools (Washington, D.C.: ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service, ED 085 914, 1970). 
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were grouped into three categories by size of enrollment 

within their respective state. 1 

Highlights of Stieber's survey provided interesting 

percentages. Of the districts reporting, 96 percent pro-

vided sick leave for school administrative and supervisory 

personnel. Of the reporting systems, 67 percent provided 

ten to fourteen days of sick leave annually; 20 percent 

granted fifteen to nineteen days. Permitting accumulation 

from one year to the next of sick leave were 97 percent. 

Granting emergency or personal leave were 88 percent of the 

reporting systems. Thirty-two percent of the systems 

granted religious leave. 

granted sabbatical leave. 

Fifty-five percent reporting 

Sixty percent of the systems 

reporting paid full group hospitalization. Nineteen percent 

of the reporting systems provided dental care 1nsurance. 

Three percent provided vision care insurance. Fifty percent 

of the systems reporting provided group life 1nsurance 

coverage, and 38 percent paid the full premium. 2 

A study of the salary and fringe benefits for se

lected personnel in western New York was made in 1974-75. 

It was designed to provide comparative information for 

personnel in the six counties. Care should be taken in 

1Gertrude N. Stieber, Salaries Scheduled for Admin
istrative and Supervisory Personnel 1n Publ1c Schools, 1973-
74 (Washington, D.C.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 085 672, 1973-74), p. 4. 

2 Ibid., p. 5. 
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comparing compensation for specific titles among districts. 

Duties could vary from district to district. 1 

Available from the National Association of Secondary 

School Principals are statistical data collected from a 

survey of 1, 052 school districts, all of which enroll at 

least 300 pupils. The data indicated national trends 1n 

paid vacation, leave policies, retirement plans, and lnsur

ance benefits . This was compiled in January 1977. 2 

OMNI Report, Analysis of Professional Fringe Bene

fits for 1978-79, showed that most school districts provided 

hospitalization and life 1nsurance coverage. The percent of 

school districts providing dental coverage has increased. 

Vision care coverage was provided by relatively few 

districts. Graduate study reimbursement tended to be re-

ported by approximately three-fourths of the school 

districts. Leave usage have increased and varies by regions 

and by s1ze and wealth of districts. 3 

Salaryfax 1974-75 was a study comparing salaries as 

well as benefits of school district personnel in the seven 

1western New York Regional Office for Educational 
Planning, Salaries and Fringe Benefits, Classified Person
nel, 1974-75, A Study of the Salary and Fringe Benefits for 
Selected Classified Personnel in Western New York (Cheek
towaga, New York: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 114 947, 1974-75). 

2Administrative Information Report, Fringe Bene
fits for Principals, Assistant Principals, and Other Admin
istrators (Reston, Virginia: ED 133 822, 1977), p. 2. 

3Richard A. Riddle and James J. Vater, Analysis of 
Professional Frin~e Benefits, 1978-79 (Pennsylvania School 
Study Council, Un1versity Park, Pennsylvania: ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service, ED 168 208, 1978-79), pp. 460. 
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metropolitan school districts that include Albuquerque, New 

Mexico; Denver, Colorado; Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona; 

Wichita, Kansas; and Mobile, Alabama. The tables showed 

that total compensation packages for different categories of 

employees did vary. They were compared between the dis-

. . 1 
tr1cts rev1ewed. 

Salary Schedules and Fringe Benefits for Teachers, 

1972-73 reported by Gertrude Stieber notes trends being made 

toward compensating teachers. In addition to salary sched-

ule data, information on sick, personal, and sabbatical 

leave, hospitalization and health insurance benefits were 

included. 2 

OMNI Report, Analysis of Non-Professional School 

Employees Data, 1978-79 contains data collected from 275 

Pennsylvania school districts. It reflects policies and 

practices affecting salaries, fringe benefits, and staffing 

ratios for non-professional personnel. Fifteen variables 

were analyzed for each of four job categories--secretary, 

custodian, food service worker, and para-professional--and 

thirteen variables were analyzed for the rema1n1ng three job 

1Director, Organization, Analysis and Research, 
Albuquerque Public Schools, Salaryfax for Seven School 
Districts 1974-75 (Albuquerque, New Mexico: ERIC Document 
Reproduct1on Service, ED 114 911, March 1975). 

2Gertrude N. 
Benefits for Teachers, 
Document Reproduct1on 
192-278. 

Stieber, 
1972-73 
Serv1ce, 

Salar~ Schedules and Fringe 
(Wash1ngton, D.C.: ERIC 
ED 075 910, 1972-73), pp. 
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categories--supervisors of transportation, food service, and 

building and grounds. 1 

The bulletin, Salary Guides and Fringe Benefits for 

Non-Certified Personnel, 1972-73 listed salary guides and 

fringe benefit data for non-certified personnel in 162 of 

New Jersey's 604 school districts. Each section reported 

the minimum and maximum salaries paid for various positions, 

the average increase, and the vacation policy. Additional 

fringe benefit and compensation data include the sick leave 

and the personal leave allowed per year, the number of paid 

holidays exclusive of vacation days, and the percentage of 

hospitalization paid by the board for an employee and 

dependents. 2 

Cost Comparisons 

Although fringe benefits continue to become more 

important in the compensation of school employees, few 

school districts have the information to compare the cost of 

their compensation programs with those of other school 

systems. Many studies of fringe benefits for teachers, 

administrators, and non-professional personnel are typically 

limited to descriptions of the retirement programs, leave 

1Richard A. Riddle and James J. Vater, Analysis of 
Non-Professional School Employees Data, 1978-79 (Pennsylva
nia School Study Council, University Park, Pennsylvania: 
ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 168 209, 1978-79). 

2New Jersey School Boards Association Special Ser
vices, Salary Guides and Fringe Benefits for Non-Certi
fied Personnel, 1972-73. Bulletin No. III (Trenton, New 
Jersey: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 077 141, 
1972-73). 
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provisions, insurance benefits, tuition, grants, and sever-

ance payments. Although cost data may be presented for a 

specific benefit, such as the average expenditure for insur-

ance, few studies compare data with the total cost of em-

ployee benefit program. 

Ronald Booth, in his study for the Illinois School 

Boards, reported findings of cost surveys. A 1964 survey 

of 205 school districts in 35 states compared fringe benefit 

costs to average teacher salary. Fringe benefit costs 

ranged from a low of 4.1 percent to 24.5 percent of the 

average salary. Retirement costs constituted 85 percent of 

the total fringe benefit costs. A 1970 case study estimated 

the total fringe benefit package for an Illinois teacher to 

cost approximately 23 percent of an eight-year employee's 

salary, with state retirement contributions constituting 

about 38 percent of the $2,400 worth of fringe benefits. In 

a similar benefit study in 1977, the eighth year teacher's 

fringe benefit package had grown to 26 percent of salary, of 

which 36 percent was for retirement. 1 

Cost comparisons for non-educational employees are 

readily available. Booth also cited .a U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce reported in 1974 that the cost of fringe benefits 

1Ronald Booth, Teacher Benefits: How to Compute 
Costs, Compare and Evaluate, Plus a svecial Section on Nego
tiating Salaries (Illinois Associat1on of School Boards, 
Springfield, Illinois: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 184 242, March 1980), p. 4. 
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increased 210 percent from 1955 to 1971, compared to an 87 

percent increase in wages over the same period. Health and 

insurance benefits showed the greatest rate of increase in 

this study, followed by retirement plans, paid leave, and 

salary. In compar1ng seven corporations with seven large 

city school systems, the school districts had better sick 

leave, sabbatical leave, vacation, and holiday prov1s1ons, 

while the corporations provided better insurance programs, 

separation allowances, and tuition payment programs. 1 

Survey of Private Enterprise Benefits 

A survey of benefits offered by private enterprise, 

to employees of six central Florida concerns, was conducted. 

The personnel offices of Grace Chemicals, Publix Supermarket 

Headquarters in Lakeland, Barnett Banks of Florida in Winter 

Haven, Winter Haven Hospital, Citrus World in Lake Wales, 

and the United States Post Office in Winter Haven gave 

information on the following benefits. 

Sick Leave 

Sick Leave 

Vacation 

1 Ibid. 

Grace Chemicals 

Administrative 

Depends on Department Head 
length of service. 

May receive up to 6 mos. 
pay. Long term - 60% of 
salary to age 65. 
1 week after employed 

6 mos. 
2 weeks after employed 

1 year 

Hourly 

Out more than 7 days 
receive $130 per week. 

If hospitalized, they 
receive that amount 
starting first day. 
1 week after employed 

1 year 
2 weeks after employed 

2 years 
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Grace Chemicals - continued 

Administrative 

3 weeks after employed 
5 years 

4 weeks after employed 
10 years 

5 weeks after employed 
20 years 

Hospitalization Company pays premium. 

Major Medical Employee pays $1.50 for 
himself or $3 per mo. for 
himself and family. 

Life Insurance 1-1/2 times annual salary 
Company pays. 

Dental $25 deductible 
Insurance Company pays. 

Tuition Plan 75% tuition 
Company pays. 

Publix 

Hourly 

3 weeks after employed 
5 years 

4 weeks after employed 
10 years 

5 weeks after employed 
20 years 

Same. 

Same. 

$14,500 per employee 
Company pays. 

None. 

Not offered. 

(Following information applies to all full-time employees only.) 

Sick Leave 

Vacation 

Hospitaliza
tion and 
Extended 
Medical 
Coverage 

Life 
Insurance 

Other 

3 days per quarter 12 days 
per year. Use up to 60 days 
on one illness. Can accumu
late 120 days. 

1 week per quarter usually 
taken as two weeks summe r 
vacation and two weeks 
Christmas vacation. After 
15 years, 5 weeks leave. 

Company pays 75%. 
Employee pays 25%. 

Company pays cove rage based 
on salary. Admin. personnel 
additional $50,000. 

Receive car. 

Same. 

Same. 

Same. 

Company pays coverage 
based on salary. 

Not offered. 
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Barnett Banks of Florida 

Administrative Hourly 

Sick Leave Depends on length of service: Same. 
5 days after first year, 
additional 1-1/2 days each 
year. Not cumulative. 

Vacation 1 week after employed Same. 
6 mos. 

2 weeks after employed 
1 year 

3 weeks after employed 
5 years 

4 weeks after employed 
15 years 

Hospitalization Bank pays for employee. Same. 
Group plan which includes 
major medical with $100 
deductible. Employee pays 
for dependents. 

Life Insurance Employer/employee share Same. 

Sick Leave 

Vacation 

premium. 

Winter Haven Hospital 

(Everyone receives same benefits) 

12 days per year. Cumula- Same. 
tive. After 5 years of employ
ment give 1/2 pay if sick 
leave balance is 60 days or 
over. 

Administrative 

10 days after employed 
1 year 

Same. 

Hospitalization Hospital is self-insured, Same. 

Life Insurance 

pays more than 1/2 of premium. 
Inc ludes major medical. 

Hospital pays for $5,000. 
Employee has option to 
additional coverage . 

Dental Insurance None. 

Sabbatical Up to 1 year. 

Holidays 6 paid days. 

Other Credit Union. 

Same. 

None. 

Same. 

Same. 

Same. 

Hourly 
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Vacation 
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Citrus World 

(All employees have same benefits.) 

Administrative Hourly 

8 days per year. Can accumu- Same. 
late up to 2 years. 

2 weeks after employed 1 week for 
1 year. of work 

3 weeks after employed 
10 years. 

4 weeks after employed 
20 years. 

1,550 hours 

Health Insurance Company pays for employee. Same. 

Life Insurance 

Dental 
Insurance 

Holidays 

Other 

Sick Leave 

Vacation 

Employee pays for dependents. 

$20,000 

None. 

8 paid days. 

Retirement plan, Credit 
Union, product discount. 

$3,000 

None. 

None. 

Same. 

United State s Post Office 

13 days per year, cumulative no limit. Upon retire
ment, if employee has 2,080 hours of sick leave, he 
will receive another year's credit toward his 
retirement. 

15 days - employed 1-3 years. 
20 days - employed 4-15 years. 
26 days - employed 16 or more years. 
Cumulative up to 240 hours. 

Hospitalization Government pays a portion. Employee pays a portion. 
Different plans available. 

Life Insurance Percent based on salary. Optional to buy additional. 

Retirement Plan Part of Federal Civil Servi ce Re tirement Law. 

Different Variables on Fringe Benefits 

The effect of different variables on fringe benefits 

has also been reviewed by several researchers. Location, 
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s1ze, and wealth of the school district as well as the local 

tax effort has effect on the quality and quantity of fringe 

benefits for teachers. Some studies indicate that the 

quality of fringe benefits was affected more by geography 

than s1ze. A 1971 study surveyed 194 districts 1n the 

United States and found that geographic location had a 

greater influence on the fringe benefits offered than did 

either per pupil expenditure or school district size. 1 

Fringe Benefits Grouped 

Fringe benefits can be grouped into 1) legally 

required benefits, 2) leaves, 3) insurance, and 4) addi

tional benefits. 

There are several legally required benefits. Un-

employment compensation is one. It provides economic assis-

tance to people who become unemployed through no fault of 

their own; e.g., reduction in force. Because of the magni-

tude of the costs involved and the potential for fraud or 

abuse, school districts must monitor unemployment compen-

sation claims carefully. To establish a valid claim for 

benefits, a claimant 1s required to meet the following 

criteria: 1) Sufficient wages must have been earned during 

a specified period of time. 2) The claimant must have been 

separated from employment through no fault of his own. 3) 

The claimant must have been available for and continuously 

1 rbid.' p. 5. 
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seeking employment. If it were possible to eliminate staff 

turnover, there would be no employment compensation costs. 

Because turnover will continue, options should be studied on 

proper hiring procedures, establishing evaluation programs 

with training, maintaining complete personnel records, and 

knowing the law. Most of those filing claims for unemploy

ment compensation have not been laid off for lack of work 

but the leading reasons for unemployment compensation claims 

are voluntary leaving or termination for cause such as 

firing. 

Workmen's Compensation provides financial compen

sation for employees who suffer injuries while on the job. 

Florida Statutes, Chapter 440 establishes all procedures, 

rulings, and definitions applying to this topic. 

The Teacher Retirement System provides disability 

1nsurance, additional disability, survivor benefits, and 

retirement income. Some systems provide early retirement 

without a reduction in benefits. 

State laws require school systems to grant and 

provide sick leave. Florida Statutes, Chapter 231 requires 

that each teacher be granted a minimum of days per year to 

be used for personal illness, quarantine at home, or serious 

illness or death in the immediate family or household. 

Either through bargaining or by board policy, additional 

sick leave may be granted extending the benefits beyond the 

m1n1mum. Paid sick leave serves to relieve any possible 

economic burden on a professional employee who is ill, 
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exposed to a teacher with an illness which might be commun1-

cated to the children, and obviate the problem of teachers 

performing at a low level of proficiency by reason of an 

incapacitating illness. However, there are occas1ons on 

which healthy employees take leave of their duties for other 

reasons of sickness and attribute their absences to personal 

illness. 

According to a rev1ew of the literature at least two 

categories of plans have been devised to prevent such mis-

uses of sick leave prov1s1ons: 1) the offering of rewards 

or bonuses for not using sick leave and 2) the elimination 

of psychological and medical reasons for sick leave abuse. 

Methods of Reducing Sick Leave Abuse is a publication re-

v1ew1ng twelve research studies that evaluate plans for 

reducing sick leave abuse among var1ous categories of 

employees. 1 

Sick Banks are becoming more available 1n various 

systems. They are designed to provide teachers with pro-

tection against financial loss due to long term absences 

resulting from illness or injury. 

An additional leave may be Personal/ Emergency Leave. 

This prov1s1on generally allows for a limited number of 

leave days per employee to be taken for personal business 

with the approval of a specified administrator. 

1 Suzanne K. Stemnock. Methods of Reducing Sick Leave 
Abuse (Washington, D.C . : ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 084 646, November 1973), p. 1. 
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Some districts provide Convention Leave. This is a 

budgeted dollar amount to allow teachers, upon approval, to 

attend professional meetings and/or conventions. 

Sabbatical Leave may be granted, with or without 

pay, to allow an employee a fixed time period to pursue an 

activity which will increase the employee's job expertise; 

e.g., educational travel, advanced study. Louisiana's 

sabbatical leave law for public school teachers and state 

college faculty is one of the most liberal in the nation. 

Teachers are granted the right to sabbatical leave for 

purposes of professional or cultural development, and for 

rest and recuperation. While on leave, they rece1ve partial 

salary compensation. The State of Louisiana spends approxi-

mately five million dollars annually on sabbatical salaries. 

However, state law does not presently require that teachers 

on sabbatical leave return to the school system that granted 

them leave. Statistics indicate that only 59 percent 

granted leave for professional improvement returned to their 

original schools, while only 51 percent of those on rest and 

recuperation leave returned. 1 In many cases both the stu-

dents and the public fail to benefit from the teacher 1m-

provement that sabbatical leaves are intended to give. The 

Public Affairs Research Council recommends tightening the 

1Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, Inc. 
Sabbatical Leave for Teachers. PAR Analysis Number 211 
(Baton Rouge, Louisiana: ERIC Document Reproduction Ser
vice, ED 119 391, 1976}, p. 3. 
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sabbatical leave law to require persons on leave return for 

one year to the school system granting them leave, or be 

compelled to refund salary pay received during the 

sabbatical. 

Health Insurance Coverage provides the medical plans 

for the protection of employees against expenses arising 

from illness and accidents not provided with employment. 

Various insurance coverages are possible. Accidental Death 

and Disability Insurance provides financial protection for 

employees who die or who become disabled as the result of an 

accident while employed in the district. Dental Insurance 

has been added in many systems. Various plans have dif-

ferent coverage. Almost all have a deductible and exclude 

orthodontal treatment. 

Another benefit could include Board-Paid Teacher 

Retirement Contribution. The Internal Revenue Service has 

ruled that this can be tax sheltered if certain conditions 

are met. Retirement Systems of the American Teacher by 

William Schmid analyzes and evaluates state programs for 

teacher retirement. Recommendations are provided for sys-

terns improvement 1n each state system. The descriptive-

analytical detail of this study provides confirmation of the 

generality that, if teachers continue with the profession 

long enough, they will retire with allowance payments close 

1 to or even below poverty levels. 

1w. William Schmid, Retirement Systems of the 
American Teacher (Washington, D.C.: ERIC Document Repro
ductlon Service, ED 166 136, 1971). 
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Local Early Retirement Incentive Programs are de

signed to encourage teachers who have reached retirement 

age, and who would not normally retire at that time, to 

retire or to consent to a reduction in their work schedule 

for one or more years. On Retirement Planning is a resource 

book written in February 1980. It lists resources that can 

help teachers get ready in advance. It exam1nes also the 

most critical influences on the quality of life after 

. 1 ret1rement. 

Teacher Retirement systems is a summary of the 1975 

Legal Provisions for Retirement Systems to which teachers 

belong. This publication is a compilation of summaries of 

the major legal provisions of state and local retirement 

systems to which public school teachers belong. The sum-

maries were prepared by administrators in accordance with 

the outline developed by the National Council on Teacher 

Retirement. 2 

Severance pay is a fringe benefit designed to pro-

vide teachers who have given service to a school system with 

financial security during the period of transition to a new 

position or to retirement. Most plans now in effect base 

the amount of payment on the number of days sick leave has 

accumulated. This was the finding from a survey sent to all 

school systems enrolling 12,000 or more pupils. Tables in 

D.C.: 
1980) 1 

1 Lana Pipes, 
ERIC Document 

pp. 6-49. 

On Retirement Planning 
Reproduction Service, 

(Washington, 
ED 181 019, 

2National Education Association Publication, Teacher 
Retirement Systems (Washington, D.C.: ERIC Document Repro
duction Service, ED 119 360, 1976). 
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this report show the amount of unused sick leave or annual 

leave which may be accumulated by professional personnel, 

the conditions of termination under which severance pay 1s 

granted, and the formula applied to determine the amount of 

the pay. 1 

Assessing Benefits 

Teacher benefit programs can no longer be considered 

separate from compensation. Benefit costs are often intan-

gible and difficult to convert to dollars. Employees may be 

unaware of the monetary value of their benefits or even 

unaware of some benefits that are available to them. School 

districts need to redirect their thinking and assess the 

cost and availability of the benefit programs, maintain more 

complete records relative to the benefit utilization, and 

communicate the value of their programs. 

A valuable benefit commonly provides the tax advan-

tage to the employee, a lower cost through group rates, and 

protection unavailable elsewhere. Any benefit that does not 

provide at least one of the advantages probably represents 

an unwise expenditure of funds. A benefit provided at low 

cost to the employer and non-taxable to the employee 1s 

probably a benefit worth considering if desired by a major-

ity of employees. 

1 suzanne K. Stemnock, Severance Pay for Professional 
Employees in Public School Systems (Washington, D.C.: ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service, ED 078 594, 1969). 
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Many benefits offer tax advantages. Insurance 

premiums paid by an employer are not taxable. Tax shel

tering income through pens1on contributions or annuities 

delays taxation until retirement. However, some benefits 

seem to provide tax advantages that really do not, because 

the employee can individually claim tax deductions for them; 

e.g., health and medical premiums, tuition reimbursement. 

Many insurance benefits can be purchased by the 

employer at rates considerably lower than those charged to 

individuals. Low rates alone, however, do not make a 

valuable benefit. Although disability 1nsurance protection 

can be purchased at low rates, the value of additional 

protection may be minimal. Likewise, health and medical 

1nsurance may provide no value to the employee who has 

coverage through a spouse's employment. 

Ronald Booth, in his study for the Illinois Associa

tion of School Boards, concluded that each teacher benefit 

should be evaluated on the basis of: feasibility, sal

ability, negotiability, and predictability. 

Feasibility is an analysis of the dollar value to 

the average employee compared to a dollar spent for salary. 

Employees can spend salary dollars at their own discretion. 

However, the benefit dollar removes this employee option; if 

not of value to that employee, the benefit dollar may be 

worthless. 

Many benefits are high 1n feasibility for those that 

use it or need it, but low in average value because only a 
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few take advantage of it (e.g., some leaves, severance pay 

plans, tuition reimbursement). 

Salability is a political value. To be salable, a 

majority of the employee group must either receive the 

benefit, be eligible to receive it, and see the eligibility 

as a benefit, or feel that it provides protection against a 

future hazard. Spending the employee benefit dollar to 

appease a limited number of employees, unless exceptionally 

low in cost (e.g., a few days of union leave), is an unwise 

expenditure. 

Benefits such as tuition reimbursement, sabbatical 

leave, and convention leave have low salability ratings 

because relatively few employees receive a majority of the 

benefit dollar. Sick leave has a high salability as a form 

of protection. 

Booth's study also showed to provide maximum nego

tiability, the cost of each benefit should be fixed at a 

dollar limit per employee. Even though an increase 1n 

benefit cost may eventually be absorbed by the employer, the 

increased cost can then be negotiated and traded for salary 

dollars. Any benefit which has an unknown cost or is pro

vided without limitation will have a low negotiability 

value. The wise employer will insist upon maximum nego

tiability of the benefit provided. 

Benefits for which future costs are unknown have a 

low predictability value. If the choice of where to spend a 

benefit dollar is between a benefit which is predictable and 

one which is not, the dollar should be spent on the one with 

the greater predictability . 



27 

Most types of leaves, severance programs, and tui-

tion reimbursement have low predictability. Therefore, 

benefits should be limited to a maximum cost per year and a 

maximum number of employees eligible, or be restricted to 

specific justifiable and predetermined reasons regu1r1ng 

l b b . 1 approva on a case y case as1s. 

Summary 

Teachers are becoming better organized and more 

effective in achieving their compensation demands. Union 

organizers make headlines that call public attention to all 

kinds of educational shortcomings. This brings the question 

of whether public employers can continue to afford the 

recent growth in compensation. An effort to control school 

spending should include a careful analysis and evaluation of 

a district's fringe benefit program in order to determine 

whether it serves its intended purpose at defensible cost. 

It is appropriate during any school year to consider 

whether 1n the last year or two the district's chief finan-

cial officer has addressed important issues concerning the 

benefits provided the school district employees. A check

list similar to the one suggested by John F. Gentleman, in 

his paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 

1Ronald Booth, Teacher Benefits: How to Compute 
Costs, Compare and Evaluate, Plus a S~ecial Section on Nego
tiating Salaries (Illinois Associat1on of School Boards, 
Springfield, Illinois: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 184 242, March 1980), pp. 16-17. 
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Association of School Administrators in New Orleans, Louisi-

ana in February 1979, would serve the purpose. It could act 

as a stimulus to think about the many vital issues affecting 

the employee benefits and a basis for future action. 

Checklist i tern one in Gentleman 1 s report asks this 

question: Has your district received a recent report on the 

merits of self-funding? The opportunity to self-fund health 

care 1s not only for industry. Available alternatives 

should be explored. 

Such alternatives that should be con
sidered are available through Blue Cross
Blue Shield as well as commercial in
surers. Generally speaking, these alter
native contracts can be referred to as 
Administrative Services Only or ASO Con
tracts. They provide the services of the 
organization without asking the organi
zation to accept the risk while still 
providing contractual discounts (as 
through the Blues) or claim payment fa
cilities. Here again, if properly de
signed, such contracts can legally avoid 
State premium taxes. 

The effect of utilizing such a contract 
or, for that matter self-funding is to 
release additional dollars to reduce the 
cost of the program to the School District 
and/or employee or to increa:re the bene
fits without additional cost. 

Second on Gentleman 1 s checklist is the question: 

Has your district considered eliminating the payment of 

insurance commissions? In most states an insurance company 

1 John F. Gentleman, "Have You Thought About " 
Benefit Programs: Pit or Pendulum? Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Association of School Admin
istrators. (New Orleans, Louisiana: ERIC Document Repro
duction Service, ED 173 922, 1979}, p. 3. 
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can be directed, at the option of the policyholder, not to 

pay commissions to anyone for group insurance policies and 

not to charge any commissions to the account. The elimina

tion of commission payments could lead to a direct reduction 

in insurance costs. 

Checklist item three is: Has your district recently 

considered whether benefit program administration 1s effi

cient and economic? The best of programs will fail if there 

is inefficient administration. Are the insurance company's 

facilities used to full advantage? Are there too many 

people 1n the administrative office involved in this area? 

Checklist item four is: Does your district receive 

a complete report each year providing budgetary planning 

information? Is there an annual review analyzing insurance 

company expenses, reserves, retentions, and rate renewal 

proposals? Has the district received advice or considered 

submitting it to competitive bidding? Does the current 

program remain competitive? Is there a proposed budget of 

expenses for several years into the future based upon cur-

rent claims experience, 

ary factors? 

Checklist i tern 

adequate consideration 

sufficient literature 

trend factors, and known inflation-

five 1s: Has your district g1ven 

to employee communications? Has 

been prepared and presented to the 

school district employees explaining their benefits? Has an 

annual report been made? Does literature encourage discus

sions with doctors, dentists, and other providers of health 
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care for finding the best services in monetary terms and 

nature of problems? 

Has your district received a report on new develop

ments relating to cost containment? This is item 6. With 

the increases in the cost of health care, containment is of 

prime importance to any health package. During the years 

1973-1977, there was an average rate of 7.7 percent per year 

1ncrease in the overall cost of living (Consumer Price 

Index). Medical care had a greater increase with an 8. 9 

percent 1ncrease. Hospital costs inflated the most with an 

average of 10.5 percent annually. Health care costs now 

account for approximately 8.8 percent of the Gross National 

Product. This means that the average worker devotes the 

equivalent of four and a half weeks of work per year to 

paying health care costs. This upward trend will affect 

costs. 

Second surgical opinion programs are grow1ng in 

popularity. If the second opinion is not obtained, then no 

benefits are payable. If the program is voluntary, then the 

employee is not required but is encouraged to seek a second 

surgical opinion. 

A community can be well served with the establish

ment of a Professional Standards Review Organization. This 

would be a place whereby the employees could receive infor

mation to determine if services are covered; if services 

were medically necessary; or to determine if services could 

be effectively provided on an out-patient basis or more 

economically on an in-patient basis. 
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Money also spent to create free programs to control 

hypertension, obesity, alcoholism, and smoking can return 

itself many times over in sav1ngs on hospitalization and 

medical care avoided and in unused sick leave days. 

Considering joint purchase of insurance could mean a 

sav1ngs. It would create lower administration costs. The 

larger the case, the fewer restrictions placed upon the 

benefits. 1 

All ways should be considered to ensure efficient 

and low cost fringe benefits. Obtaining the most out of 

each budget dollar will receive wide-spread taxpayer approv

al. Follow through on the use of all programs will make for 

a more satisfied system of employees and employers. 

1 rbid., pp. 1-11 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Description of Subjects 

The sixty-seven school district populations 1n the 

State of Florida were surveyed. A school district popu~a

tion consists of administrative personnel, instructional 

personnel, and non-instructional personnel. All school 

district populations for the State of Florida are stratified 

according to population size, average family income, percent 

urban, median education, and number of white collar workers. 

Five district groupings were formed. Data were tallied by 

the five groups. 

Description of Instrument 

The instrument used was a questionnaire with Part 

One applying to administrative personnel, Part Two applying 

to instructional personnel, and Part Three applying to 

non-instructional personnel. Each part consisted of the 

same questions and answers to be checked on a multiple 

choice basis. There were four sections on the types of 

leaves (vacation, sick, emergency or personal, and sabbat

ical) granted by their school board. There were five 

32 
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sections on the 1nsurance (group, major medical, dental, 

vision, and life) amounts to be paid by the school board. A 

cover letter accompanied the questionnaire explaining that a 

comparative study of fringe benefits offered by selected 

school boards in the State of Florida was being conducted by 

a doctoral candidate from Florida Atlantic University, Boca 

Raton, Florida. In return for participation results would 

be mailed if checked as desired. Validity and reliability 

were apparent with numeral choice answers. 

The instrument used in this survey was field tested 

by Mr. Bill Vogel, Deputy Superintendent of Osceola County 

and Mr. Claude J. Ridley, School Board Member Polk County. 

Mr. Ridley formerly served as Personnel Director for Polk 

County for 10 years. 

Description of Design 

The design used in this study was the questionnaire 

consisting of nine sections of questions on fringe benefits 

with a list of alternative responses. This design of ques

tionnaire study was chosen to permit collection of data from 

a much larger sample than interviewing would permit. 

Procedure 

The sixty-seven school districts of Florida are 

stratified into five groups of districts using a weighted 

index based upon a combination of five different variables. 
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The variables are population size, average family income, 

percent urban, median education, and number of white collar 

workers. These have been shown to be closely related to 

many of the factors affecting education and should yield 

groups that are comparable along several such dimensions. 

These data are based upon information in the 1970 Census and 

compiled by the Commissioner of Education for the State of 

Florida and presented in his Annual Report of 1979-80. 

Therefore, the profile district groupings for this study 

are: 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

Alachua Bay Columbia Baker Calhoun 
Brevard Charlotte Highlands Bradford Dixie 
Broward Clay Lake Citrus Gadsden 
Dade Collier Marion DeSoto Gilchrist 
Duval Escambia Martin Flagler Glades 
Hillsborough Indian River Osceola Franklin Hamilton 
Leon Lee Pasco Gulf Hardee 
Orange Manatee St. Johns Hendry Holmes 
Palm Beach Monroe St. Lucie Hernando Jefferson 
Pinellas Okaloosa Santa Rosa Jackson Lafayette 
Sarasota Polk Nassau Levy 

Seminole Okeechobee Liberty 
Volusia Putnam Madison 

Suwannee Sumter 
Taylor Union 
Walton Wakulla 
Washington 

The questionnaire accompanied by a cover letter was 

mailed to the Personnel Department of each of the sixty-

seven counties on March 16, 1981. If a Personnel Department 

was non-existent, it was mailed to the Superintendent. A 

stamped, self-addressed return envelope was also included 

asking for the return within the next two weeks. When 

returns were eighty percent, a second questionnaire was sent 
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on April 13, 1981. When all had returned but three, phone 

calls were made. Two were being mailed out immediately . 

The third county replied that it did not participate in 

surveys of this type. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

An analysis of the responses to the questionnaire on 

fringe benefits as completed by the participating counties 

1s presented in this chapter. 

A survey questionnaire was sent to the sixty-seven 

Florida County School Districts. Sixty-six of the counties 

responded to the questionnaires. One county in Group Five 

sent a letter stating that they do not respond to question

nalres sent by doctoral candidates or others unless state 

required. Therefore, a one hundred percent response from 

the counties who participate in this type of survey was 

received. 

Presentation of Items 

A listing of items surveyed appears 1n Table 1. The 

sixteen items covered in the survey included leave time, 

insurance premiums, severance pay, and tuition reimburse-

ment. Responses were categorized by vary1ng amounts: none, 

less than half, more than half, and all for 1nsurance ques

tions, and five categories of choice of days for leave time. 
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TABLE 1 

FRINGE BENEFITS SURVEYED IN THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

IN THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

Item No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Fringe Benefit 

Vacation Days per Year 

Sick Days per Year 

Emergency-Personal Days per Year 

Maximum Time for Sabbatical 

Individual Hospital Premium 

Family Hospital Premium 

Individual Major Medical-Surgical Premium 

Family Major Medical-Surgical Premium 

Individual Dental Care Premium 

Family Dental Care Premium 

Individual Vision Care Premium 

Family Vision Care Premium 

Life Insurance Premium 

Cancer Care Insurance Premium 

Accumulated Sick Days for Severance 

Tuition Reimbursement 
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Treatment of Items 

Item 1. Vacation Days per Year 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure lA 

None 
Nine or Less 
10 to 14 
15 to 19 
20 to 24 

Total 

2 
0 

51 
11 

2 
66 

42 
6 

16 
2 
0 

66 

5 
1 

53 
6 
1 

66 
------------------------------------

GrOll£ 1 GrOll£ 2 GrOll£ 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure lB 
Administrative 

None 1 0 0 1 0 
10 to 14 6 10 10 13 12 
15 to 19 3 3 0 3 2 
20 to 24 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 
Figure 1C 
Instructional 

None 9 10 6 8 9 
Nine or Less 0 0 1 3 2 
10 to 14 2 3 3 5 3 
15 to 19 0 0 0 1 1 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 
Figure 1D 
Non-Instructional 

None 1 1 0 2 1 
Nine or Less 0 0 0 1 0 
10 to 14 8 10 10 12 13 
15 to 19 1 2 0 2 1 
20 to 24 1 0 0 0 0 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 

Responses indicate that of the sixty-six counties 

responding, vacation time lS primarily awarded to adminis-

trative and non-instructional personnel. Sixty and six 

tenths percent of the total responses indicated they offered 

their employees from 10 to 14 days vacation per year. 

County group1ngs do not reflect any group providing more 

vacation than another group. A substantial variation exists 

ln vacation time for instructional personnel with 42 
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districts offering none, and 24 districts offering varying 

amounts. The Chi Square level of significance for item 1 is 

shown below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

1A 99.70 8 .00 
1B 10.40 8 .58 
1C 8.33 12 .76 
lD 11.65 16 .77 

Item 2. Sick Days per Year 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 2A 

Nine or Less 
10 to 14 
15 to 19 

Total 

Figure 2B 
Administrative 

10 to 14 
15 to 19 

Total 
Figure 2C 
Instructional 

10 to 14 
Total 

Figure 2D 
Non-Instructional 

Nine or Less 
10 to 14 
15 to 19 

Total 

Grou.e 

11 
0 

11 

11 -
11 

0 
10 

1 
11 

0 
65 

1 
66 

1 Grou,e 2 

13 
0 

13 

13 
13 

0 
13 

0 
13 

0 
66 

0 
66 

Grou,e 

9 
1 

10 

10 
10 

0 
10 
0 

10 

3 Grou.e 4 

17 
0 

17 

17 
17 

1 
16 
0 

17 

1 
64 

1 
66 

Grou.e 5 

15 
0 

15 

15 
15 

0 
15 

0 
15 

Very little difference exists in terms of the number 

of sick days offered to employees of the sixty-six reporting 

districts. Ninety-eight and five tenths percent of the 

responses indicated 10-14 sick days per year. No county 

grouping provided more sick days than another grouping. The 

Chi Square level of significance for item 2 is shown below: 
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Chi Square 

Level 
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Degrees of 
Freedom Significance 

2A 3.03 4 .55 
2B 5.69 4 .22 
2C Could not be computed 
2D 7.97 8 .44 

Item 3. Emergency-Personal Days per Year 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 3A 

None 3 0 5 
2 7 5 8 
3 1 2 2 
4 54 59 50 
5 1 0 1 

Total 66 66 66 
----------- - - ----- -- -- -- - - - - - - - -----

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure 3B 
Administrative 

None 0 1 0 2 0 
2 0 1 0 3 3 
3 0 1 0 0 0 
4 11 10 9 12 12 
5 0 0 1 0 0 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 
Figure 3C 
Instructional 

2 0 0 0 3 2 
3 0 2 0 0 0 
4 11 11 10 14 13 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 
Figure 3D 
Non-Instructional 

None 0 2 0 3 0 
2 1 1 0 3 3 
3 0 1 1 0 0 
4 9 9 9 11 12 
5 1 0 0 0 0 

Total 11 13 10 17 15 

Emergency and Personal days are offered to all 

levels of employees 1n the amount of four per year by eighty-

two and three tenths percent of the responses. County 

groupings did not reflect any variations in the number of 

emergency-personal days offered. The Chi Square level of 

significance is listed below: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

3A 7.60 8 .47 
3B 18.75 16 .28 
3C 14.07 8 .08 
3D 18.29 16 .31 

Item 4. Maximum Time for Sabbatical 

Administrative 
Figure 4A 

None 
One Semester 
Two Semesters 
One Fiscal Year 

Total 

30 
1 
7 

26 
64 

Group 1 
Figure 4B 
Administrative 

None 4 
One Semester 0 
Two Semesters 1 
One Fiscal Year 6 

Total 11 
Figure 4C 
Instructional 

None 4 
One Semester 0 
Two Semesters 1 
One Fiscal Year 6 

Total 11 
Figure 4D 
Non-Instructional 

None 6 
One Semester 0 
One Fiscal Year 5 

Total 11 

Group 2 

6 
0 
3 
4 

13 

4 
0 
3 
6 

13 

13 
0 
0 

13 

Instructional 

28 
1 
7 

28 
64 

Group 3 

4 
0 
2 
4 

10 

4 
0 
2 
4 

10 

10 
0 
0 

10 

Non-Instructional 

Group 4 

8 
0 
1 
7 

16 

8 
0 
1 
7 

I6 

15 
0 
2 

17 

56 
1 
0 
9 

66 

Group 5 

8 
1 
0 
5 

14 

8 
1 
0 
5 

14 

12 
1 
2 

15 

Item 4 lends support to the data reported 1n the 

literature that many systems are becoming reluctant to grant 

sabbatical leave. Fifty-eight and eight tenths percent of 

the responses indicate no sabbatical leave is offered. Only 

10 districts provide any sort of sabbatical leave for non-

instructional personnel. The greatest number of counties 
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offering sabbatical leave to all their employees are in 

Group 1. The Chi Square level of significance for item 4 1s 

shown below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

4A 29.88 6 .00 
4B 9.63 12 .65 
4C 9.90 12 .63 
4D 16.63 8 .03 

Item 5. Individual HosEital Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure SA 

None 4 4 4 
Less than Half 6 6 6 
Half 1 1 1 
More than Half 15 15 13 
All 39 39 39 

Total 65 65 63 
- ------------------------- - -- - - -----

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure SB 
Administrative 

None 0 0 0 1 3 
Less than Half 0 1 1 1 2 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 1 3 2 6 3 
All 10 9 6 8 6 

Total 11 13 10 17 14 
Figure sc 
Instructional 

None 0 0 0 1 3 
Less than Half 0 1 1 2 2 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 1 3 2 6 3 
All 10 9 8 8 6 

Total 11 13 10 17 14 
Figure SD 
Non-Instructional 

None 0 0 0 1 3 
Less than Half 0 1 1 2 2 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 1 2 2 6 3 
All 10 9 6 8 6 

Total 11 11 10 17 14 
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All classifications of employees were offered the 

same premium by every county in this survey. Sixty and six 

tenths percent are given total individual hospitalization 

prem1um. Twenty-two and six tenths of all employees are 

given more than half. Three of those four counties offering 

none are in Group 5. For Group 1 ninety and nine tenths of 

the offerings are for all premiums to be paid for all clas

sifications of employees compared to forty-two and n1ne 

tenths being paid in full by Group 5. The Chi Square level 

of significance for item 5 is shown below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

SA .15 8 1. 00 
SB 19.65 16 .24 
sc 19.65 16 .24 
SD 20.66 16 .19 

Item 6. Family Hospital Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 6A 

None 37 37 37 
Less than Half 12 14 12 
Half 3 3 3 
More than Half 8 8 6 

Total 60 62 58 
-- -- -- - -- - -- ------ - ----- - - --- - -

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure 6B 
Administrative 

None 8 6 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 2 2 2 4 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 5 1 0 1 

Total 11 13 9 15 12 
Figure 6C 
Instructional 

None 8 6 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 3 2 2 5 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 4 1 1 1 

Total 11 13 9 16 13 
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Figure 6D 
Non-Instructional 

None 8 6 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 2 2 2 4 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 3 1 0 1 

Total 11 11 9 15 12 

Benefits for the three categories of employees are 

very consistent 1n payment of the family hospital premium. 

Sixty-one and seven tenths percent do not pay any portion of 

the family premium and an additional twenty-one and one 

tenth percent pay less than half. Counties in Group 2 were 

offering this benefit 1n greater amounts than the large 

counties of Group 1. The Chi Square level of significance 

for item 6 is shown below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

6A .44 6 1.00 
6B 14.23 12 .29 
6C 10.40 12 .58 
6D 9.47 12 .66 

Item 7. Individual Major Medical-Surgical Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 7A 

None 9 
Less than Half 4 
Half 2 
More than Half 14 
All 34 

Total 63 

GrouE 1 
Figure 7B 
Admini strative 

None 1 
Les s than Half 0 
Half 0 
More than Half 1 
All 9 

Total 11 

8 
4 
2 

15 
35 
64 

GrouE 2 GrouE 3 

1 0 
0 1 
0 1 
4 2 
8 6 

13 10 

Group 4 

3 
1 
1 
4 
7 

16 

9 
4 
2 

12 
34 
61 

GrouE 5 

4 
2 
0 
3 
4 

13 
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Figure 7C 
Instructional 

None 0 1 0 3 4 
Less than Half 0 0 1 1 2 
Half 0 0 1 1 0 
More than Half 1 4 2 5 3 
All 10 8 6 7 4 

-
Total 11 13 10 17 13 

Figure 7D 
Non-Instructional 

None 1 1 0 3 4 
Less than Half 0 0 1 1 2 
Half 0 0 1 1 0 
More than Half 1 2 2 4 3 
All 9 8 6 7 4 

Total 11 11 10 16 13 

Of all the counties responding to this item seventy

SlX and six tenths percent pay more than half or all of the 

individual's major medical-surgical premium. Thirteen and 

eight tenths percent do not pay any premium for their em

ployees. From Group 1 nine paid all while one paid none for 

administrative personnel. In Group 1 ninety and nine tenths 

of instructional personnel receive benefit of all premiums 

being paid. In Group 5 thirty and eight tenths percent of 

all classifications of employees rece1ve none and same 

percentage exists for receiving all. The Chi Square level 

of significance for item 7 is shown below: 

Figure 

7A 
7B 
7C 
7D 

Chi Square 
Level 

.36 
16.01 
19.55 
15 . 27 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

8 
16 
16 
16 

Significance 

1.00 
.45 
.24 
.50 
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Item 8. Family Major Medical-Surgical Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 8A 

None 38 38 38 
Less than Half 11 11 11 
Half 3 3 3 
More than Half 8 9 6 

Total 60 61 58 
---- -- -- - - -- ------ - - - ------ ------ ---

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure 8B 
Administrative 

None 8 7 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 1 2 2 4 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 5 1 0 1 

Total 11 13 9 15 12 
Figure 8C 
Instructional 

None 8 7 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 1 2 2 4 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 5 1 1 1 

Total 11 13 9 16 12 
Figure 8D 
Non-Instructional 

None 8 7 5 12 6 
Less than Half 2 1 2 2 4 
Half 0 0 1 1 1 
More than Half 1 3 1 0 1 

Total 11 11 9 15 12 

Very little 1s being done for employees 1n the way 

of payment for the family major medical-surgical premium. 

Sixty-three and seven tenths percent of the responses do not 

pay any premium for the employees. Only twelve and eight 

tenths percent pay more than half of the premium. Group 2 

has the greatest percent of counties offering this benefit. 

The Chi Square level of significance for i tern 8 is shown 

below: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

8A .54 6 1.00 
8B I4. 75 I2 .25 
8C I2.42 I2 .4I 
8D I0.04 I2 .6I 

Item 9. Individual Dental Care Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 9A 

None 54 54 53 
More than Half 3 3 2 
All 8 8 8 

Total 65 65 63 
--------------- ------- - ---- - --------

Grou12 I Grou12 2 Grou12 3 Grou12 4 Grou12 5 
Figure 9B 
Administrative 

None 8 IO 9 13 I4 
More than Half 0 2 0 I 0 
All 3 I I 2 I 

Total 11 I3 IO I6 IS 
Figure 9C 
Instructional 

None 8 IO 9 I3 I4 
More than Half 0 2 0 I 0 
All 3 I I 2 I 

Total 11 13 IO I6 IS 
Figure 9D 
Non-Instructional 

None 8 9 9 I3 I4 
More than Half 0 I 0 I 0 
All 3 I I 2 I 

Total 11 11 IO I6 IS 

Dental care premlum lS practically neglected as a 

benefit. Only twelve and four tenths percent of the re-

sponses indicated that all of the premlum was paid for 

employees while an additional four and one tenth percent 

reported that they paid more than half. If care was offered 

for administrative, the care premium was also offered for 

non-instructional. The Chi Square level of significance for 

item 9 is shown below: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

9A .22 4 .99 
9B 8.13 8 .42 
9C 8.13 8 .42 
9D 5.66 8 .69 

Item 10. Family Dental Care Premium 

Figure lOA 
None 
More than Half 

Total 

Figure lOB 
Administrative 

None 
More than Half 

Total 
Figure lOC 
Instructional 

None 
More than Half 

Total 
Figure lOD 
Non-Instructional 

None 
More than Half 

Total 

Administrative 

61 
3 

64 

Group 1 

10 
1 

11 

10 
1 

11 

10 
1 

11 

Group 2 

11 
2 

13 

11 
2 

13 

11 
2 

13 

Instructional 

61 
3 

64 

Group 3 

10 
0 

10 

10 
0 

10 

10 
0 

10 

Non-Instructional 

Group 4 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

61 
3 

64 

Group 5 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

Ninety-five and three tenths percent of all re-

sponses reported no premium for family dental care. One 

school district from Group l and two school districts from 

Group 2 offer more than half the premium and to all employ-

ees whether administrative, instructional or non-instruc-

tional. The Chi Square level of significance for item 10 1s 

shown below: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

lOA .0 2 1.00 
lOB 5. 77 4 .22 
lOC 5. 77 4 .22 
lOD 5. 77 4 .22 

Item 11. Individual Vision Care Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure liA 

None 60 59 59 
More than Half 2 2 2 
All 3 4 4 

Total 65 65 65 
-------------------------- ---- - -----

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure liB 
Administrative 

None 10 12 9 14 15 
More than Half 0 1 0 1 0 
All 1 0 1 1 0 

Total li 13 10 16 15 
Figure liC 
Instructional 

None 10 12 8 14 15 
More than Half 0 1 0 1 0 
All 1 0 2 1 0 

Total li 13 10 16 15 
Figure liD 
Non-Instructional 

None 10 12 8 14 15 
More than Half 0 1 0 1 0 
All 1 0 2 1 0 

Total li 13 10 16 15 

Ninety-one and three tenths percent of all responses 

reported no individual vision care prem1um. Six school 

districts 1n the state reporting in this survey offer more 

than half of individual vision care premium. Eleven school 

districts 1n the state offer all of the premium. Group 5 is 

one hundered percent in the offering of no individual vision 

care premium. The Chi Square level of significance for 

item 11 is shown below: 



Figure 

llA 
llB 
llC 
llD 

Chi Square 
Level 

.19 
5.17 
7.81 
7.81 
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Degrees of 
Freedom 

4 
8 
8 
8 

Item 12. Family Vision Care Premium 

Significance 

1.00 
. 74 
.45 
.45 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 12A 

None 
More than Half 
All 

Total 

Figure 12B 
Administrative 

None 
More than Half 

Total 
Figure 12C 
Instructional 

None 
More than Half 
All 

Total 
Figure 12D 
Non-Instructional 

None 
More than Half 

Total 

64 
1 
0 

65 

Group 1 

11 
0 

11 

10 
0 
1 

11 

11 
0 

11 

Group 2 

12 
1 

13 

12 
1 
0 

13 

12 
1 

13 

63 
1 
1 

65 

Group 3 

10 
0 

10 

10 
0 
0 

10 

10 
0 

10 

Group 4 

16 
0 

16 

16 
0 
0 

16 

16 
0 

16 

64 
1 
0 

65 

Group 5 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

Family vision care premium payment is almost non-

existent 1n the state with only one county pay1ng for a 

portion of the prem1um in this area. One county does, 

however, pay the entire premium for their instructional 

employees. The only group vision care premium provided for 

employees comes from Groups 1 and 2 . The Chi Square level 

of significance for item 12 is listed below: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

12A 2.01 4 .73 
12B 4.06 4 .40 
12C 9.02 8 .34 
12D 4.06 4 .40 

Item 13. Life Insurance Premium 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 13A 

None 12 14 14 
Less than Half 1 3 2 
Half 1 1 1 
More than Half 5 4 4 
All 43 40 41 

Total 62 62 62 
-------------------- - ------ - --------

GrouE 1 GrouE 2 GrouE 3 GrouE 4 GrouE 5 
Figure 13B 
Administrative 

None 0 1 0 6 5 
Less than Half 0 0 0 0 1 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 1 0 0 3 1 
All 10 11 8 8 6 

Total 11 12 9 17 13 
Figure 13C 
Instructional 

None 0 2 0 6 6 
Less than Half 1 1 0 0 1 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 0 0 0 3 1 
All 10 9 8 8 5 

Total 11 12 9 17 13 
Figure 13D 
Non-Instructional 

None 0 3 0 6 5 
Less than Half 1 0 0 0 1 
Half 0 0 1 0 0 
More than Half 0 0 0 3 1 
All 10 9 8 8 6 

Total 11 12 9 17 13 

Varying amounts of life insurance are offered em-

ployees of the Florida School Boards. Of the districts 

responding to i tern 13 only twenty-one and five tenths per

cent did not pay any premium for their employees. Seventy-

three and seven tenths percent pay for more than half or all 
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of the life insurance prem1urn. Counties 1n Groups 4 and 5 

are least likely to pay for all the premium for life insur-

ance. The Chi Square level of significance for item 13 lS 

listed below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

13A 1.47 8 .99 
13B 26.93 16 .04 
13C 26.99 16 .04 
13D 25.29 16 .06 

Item 14. Cancer Care Insurance Premium 

Administrative 
Figure 14A 

None 65 
All 1 

Total 66 

Group 1 Group 2 
Figure 14B 
Administrative 

None 10 13 
All 1 0 

Total 11 13 
Figure 14C 
Instructional 

None 10 13 
All 1 0 

Total 11 13 
Figure 14D 
Non-Instructional 

None 10 13 
All 1 0 

Total 11 13 

Instructional 

65 
1 

66 

Group 3 

10 
0 

10 

10 
0 

10 

10 
0 

10 

Non-Instructional 

Group 4 

17 
0 

17 

17 
0 

17 

17 
0 

17 

65 
1 

66 

Group 5 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 

One county in the state pays for cancer care insur-

ance premium for their employees. The county is in Group 1 

of the county groupings and it pays for the entire premium. 

The Chi Square level of significance is listed below for 

item 14: 
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Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

14A .00 2 1.00 
14B 5.07 4 .28 
14C 5.08 4 .28 
14D 5.08 4 .28 

Item 15. Accumulated Sick Days for Severance 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 
Figure 15A 

None 12 9 12 
Less than Half 3 2 4 
Half 41 46 41 
More than Half 1 0 0 
All 3 3 3 

Total 60 60 60 
-------- ----------------------------

Grou,e 1 Grou,e 2 Grou,e 3 Grou12 4 GrouE 5 
Figure 15B 
Administrative 

None 4 2 2 2 2 
Less than Half 1 0 0 1 1 
Half 5 7 8 12 9 
More than Half 0 1 0 0 0 
All 0 1 0 0 2 

Total 10 11 10 15 14 
Figure 15C 
Instructional 

None 3 2 2 0 2 
Less than Half 1 0 0 1 0 
Half 5 8 8 14 11 
All 0 1 0 0 2 

Total 9 11 10 15 15 
Figure 15 
Non-Instructional 

None 4 2 2 1 3 
Less than Half 1 1 0 1 1 
Half 5 7 8 12 9 
All 0 1 0 0 2 

Total 10 11 10 14 15 

Sixty of the sixty-six counties responded to 

item 15. Of the sixty counties seventy-one and one tenth 

percent pay for half the sick days for severance. Eighteen 

and three tenths percent do not pay for any sick days at 

severance while five percent pay for all of the sick days at 
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severance. Two of the counties that pay for all the sick 

days for severance are in Group 5 of the county groupings. 

The Chi Square level of significance for item 15 is listed 

below: 

Figure 

lSA 
lSB 
lSC 
lSD 

Item 16. Tuition 

Figure 16A 
None 
Less than Half 
Half 
More than Half 
All 

Total 

Figure 16B 
Administrative 

None 
Less than Half 
Half 
More than Half 
All 

Total 
Figure 16C 
Instructional 

None 
Less than Half 
Half 
More than Half 
All 

Total 
Figure 16D 
Non-Instructional 

None 
Less than Half 

Total 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Level Freedom Significance 

3.60 8 .89 
14.39 16 .57 
13.15 12 .36 
9.76 12 .64 

Reimbursement 

Administrative Instructional Non-Instructional 

61 
1 
1 
1 
1 

65 

Group 1 Group 2 

11 11 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 1 

11 13 

10 11 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
1 1 

11 13 

10 13 
0 0 

10 13 

60 
2 
1 
1 
2 

66 

Group 3 

9 
1 
0 
0 
0 

10 

9 
1 
0 
0 
0 

10 

9 
1 

10 

Group 4 

16 
0 
1 
0 
0 

17 

16 
0 
1 
0 
0 

17 

16 
0 

16 

63 
1 
0 
0 
0 

64 

Group 5 

14 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14 

14 
1 
0 
0 
0 

15 

15 
0 

15 
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The overwhelming majority of the districts in the 

state do not provide tuition reimbursement for their employ-

ees. Only five and six tenths percent of the responses 

indicated any form of reimbursement or payment of tuition. 

Only one county responded that they provide any form of 

payment for non-instructional personnel and that was less 

than half. County groups did not differ significantly. The 

Chi Square level of significance for item 16 1s listed 

below: 

Chi Square Degrees of 
Figure Level Freedom Significance 

16A 4.56 8 .80 
16B 16.56 16 .41 
16C 14.08 16 .59 
16D 5.49 4 .24 

Additional Benefits 

The survey also contained a section to allow 

counties to list any benefits not covered in the survey. 

Sick leave banks were listed by four counties. Paid holi

days 1n addition to regular holidays ranging from as few as 

four to as high as ten were listed by five counties. One 

county provides a fully paid medical exam annually while 

another listed in-service salary incentives and corporal 

punishment 1nsurance for administrators. Two counties 

listed the option to buy additional life insurance, and 

finally one county offers a ten percent salary incentive for 

retirement. 
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Summary 

In this chapter the data gathered by the survey 

questionnaire was presented and analyzed. Each item on the 

survey was listed on Table 1. An analysis of each item was 

presented with Chi Square significance listed for each. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The general purpose of this study was to compile and 

compare the fringe benefits that are offered to the emplQy

ees of the Florida School Boards. The survey results were 

compared in relation to employee categories: administrative 

personnel, instructional personnel, and non-instructional 

personnel. They were also compared by county groupings as 

designed in the State Department of Education's Profiles of 

Florida School Districts. 

The review of the literature revealed that there is 

an increasing interest in the area of fringe benefits. This 

increasing interest was reflected by a U. S. Chamber of 

Commerce report showing the cost of fringe benefits in

creaslng two hundred ten percent from 1955 to 1971 compared 

to an eighty-seven percent increase in wages for the same 

period. The review of the literature further contained a 

presentation of benefits paid by seven non-educational 

employers in the Central Florida area. 

The literature further showed that benefits are 

grouped into four area: 1) legally required benefits, 2) 

57 
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leaves, 3) 1nsurance, and 4) additional benefits. The 

literature gave a description of each area and discussed 

benefits included by them. The benefits included were: 

1. Unemployment Compensation 
2. Workmen's Compensation 
3. Teacher's Retirement System 
4. Sick Leave and Sick Leave Banks 
5. Personal-Emergency Leave 
6. Convention Leave 
7. Sabbatical Leave 
8. Health Insurance 
9. Severance Pay 

10. Tuition Reimbursement 
11. Vacation Leave 

Examination of the literature also revealed that 

fringe benefits should be examined on the basis of feasabil-

i ty, salability, negotiability, and predictability. Also 

pointed out was the importance for districts to develop a 

method of examination of their benefits, their cost to the 

district, and their value to the employee . All ways should 

be considered to insure efficient and low cost fringe 

benefits. 

The benefits that were surveyed were presented in a 

table. The sixteen items in the table were then discussed 

and analyzed. Comparisons were made by category of employ-

ee: administrative personnel, instructional personnel, and 

non-instructional personnel. County groupings were also 

compared. Results of the analysis were presented in table 

and narrative form. Chi Square significance was also 

presented. 
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Findings 

1. Florida School Districts basically offer the 

same benefits to their employees. There is little variance 

in the state. 

2. Dental care premiums, vision care premiums, and 

cancer care premiums are benefits that have received little 

attention by the Florida School Boards. Only one school 

board in the State of Florida offers cancer care premium. 

Individual vision care premium is offered in varying amounts 

by five school boards. Family v1s1on care premium ls 

offered by one. Individual dental care premium is offered 

by eleven school boards in varying amounts. Family dental 

care premium is offered by three. All family dental care, 

vision care, and cancer care offerings are in Group One and 

Group Two. 

3. Individual health insurance and major medical

surgical premiums are often provided but family benefits in 

the same areas are mostly neglected. Sixty and six tenths 

percent of the districts offer all individuals hospitaliza

tion while sixty-one and seven tenths percent offer no 

family hospital insurance prem1um. Fifty-four and eight 

tenths percent of the districts offer individual major 

medical-surgical insurance prem1ums while sixty-three and 

seven tenths percent offer none for family major medical

surgical premiums. 
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4. There is very little variation in the policy for 

awarding sick leave. Of the sixty-six reporting counties 

ninety-eight and five tenths percent show all employees 

receiving 10-14 sick days per year. 

5. The number of emergency-personal days awarded 

per year 1s relatively constant throughout the state. 

Eighty-two and three tenths percent of all employees receive 

four emergency-personal days per year. 

6. Sabbatical leave seems to be a relatively con

troversial benefit as to its worth to the district and 

employee. Thirty-one of the sixty-four reporting districts 

offer either one semester or no sabbatical and thirty-three 

of the sixty-four offer two semesters 

7. Tuition reimbursement is 

or one fiscal year. 

practically a non-

existent benefit in the state. Ninety-five percent of the 

reporting school districts do not offer any kind of tuition 

payment or reimbursement to their employees . Only four 

districts offer any form of tuition reimbursement. 

Conclusions 

One most important conclusion of this study 1s that 

there was no significant difference in the benefits offered 

to administrators, instructional personnel, and non-instruc

tional personnel. An assumption going into the study was 

that one might expect inequities among the classifications. 

A second general conclusion was that there was a 

slight relationship between benefits and the size, wealth, 

and location of the distr ict as described in the groupings 
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of Florida School Districts. The relationship again was not 

as great as the expectation carried into the study. 

Recommendations 

The basic concept of this study was to compile and 

compare the fringe benefits of the Florida School Boards as 

offered to their employees. In light of the conclusions 

drawn from this compilation the following recommendations 

seem appropriate: 

1. A detailed analysis and cost evaluation should 

be applied to the benefit package offered by each district 

to its employees. In the analysis every benefit should be 

scrutinized as to its value to the employees as opposed to 

its cost to the board. 

2. The state should assist counties in the Group 4 

and Group 5 categories to offer the same benefits as 

counties 1n the Group 1, 2 and 3 categories. If state 

assistance 1s not available, then counties 1n these 

group1ngs should consider joint purchase of insurance or 

similar prov1sos. 

3. School districts should communicate the value of 

their benefit programs to their employees to make them aware 

of what is being offered. The school board should develop a 

letter to each employee and write out exactly each benefit 

the employee is rece1v1ng and what it costs the board. 

4. School board negotiating teams should know and 

use school district's cost for employee benefits in 
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bargaining. Unless benefits are known and appreciated by 

employees the costs are of little value and should be con

sidered as money unwisely spent. 

5. There should be no difference in benefits 

offered to employees of any classification. 

6 . Negotiating teams representing employees should 

be aware that fringe benefits are not taxable and should be 

weighted heavily in the bargaining process. 

7. Efforts should be made to improve family lnsur

ance premium coverage for all employees. 

8. A further study should be made of bargaining 

teams for both school boards and representatives of their 

employees' bargaining teams to determine which benefits are 

deemed the most important by rank priority. An attempt 

should be made to determine which benefits should be 

included in the bargaining agreement. 



APPENDIX A 

THE LETTER THAT ACCOMPANIED THE FIRST 

CONTACT WITH RESPONDENTS 



Dear 
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Winter Haven High School 
600 6th Street, S.E. 
Winter Haven, Florida 33880 

By way of introduction, I am John A. Stewart, a doctoral 
candidate at Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton, 
Florida. I am conducting a survey of selected school dis
tricts in Florida on the fringe benefits which the school 
boards provide their employees. I will share with you the 
results, if you check as so desired. 

Thank you for taking a few minutes from your busy schedule 
to complete the enclosed survey--Part One for adminstrators, 
Part Two for instructional personnel, and Part Three for 
non-instructional personnel. A self-addressed, stamped 
envelope is provided for the return. I hope to begin tabu
lating these results in the next two weeks. 

Your assistance is greatly appreciated. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

John A. Stewart 
Principal 



APPENDIX B 

THE LETTER THAT ACCOMPANIED THE SECOND 

CONTACT WITH RESPONDENTS 



Dear 
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Winter Haven High School 
600 6th Street, S.E. 
Winter Haven, Florida 33880 

Recently I sent you a questionnaire regarding fringe bene
fits for administrative, instructional, and non-instruc
tional personnel. I have not received a response from you. 

If you have not received your copy or misplaced your 
original, could you please take a moment to complete the one 
I have enclosed for you? Enclosed is a pre-addressed, 
postage paid envelope. 

I appreciate your assistance 1n this matter very much. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

John A. Stewart 
Principal 



APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRES 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Please check appropriate response according to your district. 

1. What is the number of days per year given an administrator for 
vacation leave? 

a. none ---

b. fewer than 9 ---

c. 10 to 14 ---

d. 15 to 19 ---

e. 20 to 24 ---

f. 25 or more ---

2. What is the number of days per year given an administrator for 
sick leave? 

a. none ---

b. fewer than 9 ---

c. 10 to 14 ---

d. 15 to 19 ---

e. 20 to 24 ---

f. 25 or more ---

3. What is the number of days per year given an administrator for 
emergency and/or personal leave? 

a. none 

b. 1 

c. 2 

d. 3 

e. 4 

f. 5 

g. 6 or more 
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4. What is the maximum amount of time granted for sabbatical leave? 
a. none ---

b. 1 semester ---

c. 2 semesters ---

d. one calendar (fiscal) year ---

5. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization to the single employee only 
(administrator)? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

6. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

7. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical to the single employee only 
(administrator)? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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8. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical in the family policy? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

9. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care to the single employee only (administrator)? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

10. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care in the family policy? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

11. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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12. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
vision care in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

13. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

14. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
cancer care insurance provision? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c . one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all .. ---

15. What is the amount of accumulated sick days that would apply to 
severance pay? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all - --

e. all ---
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16. What is the amount of tuition for professional growth paid by 
the school board? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

Please list any additional benefits offered by the school board. 

Please check if you would like the results of this survey. 
Yes ---

No ---
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INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Please check appropriate response according to your district. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

What is the number of days per year given an instructional 
person for vacation leave? 

a. none 

b. fewer than 9 

c. 10 to 14 

d. 15 to 19 

e. 20 to 24 

f. 25 or more 

What is the number of days per year given an instructional 
person for sick leave? 

a. none 

b. fewer than 

c. 10 to 14 

d. 15 to 19 

e. 20 to 24 

f. 25 or more 

What is the number 
person for emergency 

a. none 

b. 1 

c. 2 

d. 3 

e. 4 

f. 5 

g. 6 or more 

9 

of days per year given an instructional 
and/or personal leave? 
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4. What is the maximum amount of time granted for sabbatical leave? 
___ a. none 

b. 1 semester ---

c. 2 semesters ---

d. one calendar (fiscal) year ---

5. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization to the single employee only? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

6. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

7. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical to the single employee only? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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8. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical in the family policy? 

a. none ---
b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

9. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care to the single employee only? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---
e. all ---

10. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care in the family policy? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

11. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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12. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
vision care in the family policy? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

13. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

14. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
cancer care insurance provision? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

15. What is the amount of accumulated sick days that would apply to 
severance pay? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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16. What is the amount of tuition for professional growth paid by 
the school board? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

Please list any additional benefits offered by the school board. 

Please check if you would like the results of this survey. 
Yes ---

No ---
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NON-INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Please check appropriate response according to your district. 

1. What is the number of days per year given an non-instructional 
person for vacation leave? 

a. none ---

b. fewer than 9 ---
c. 10 to 14 ---

d. 15 to 19 ---

e. 20 to 24 ---

f. 25 or more ---

2. What is the number of days per year given an non-instructional 
person for sick leave? 

a. none ---

b. fewer than 9 ---
c. 10 to 14 ---

d. 15 to 19 ---

e. 20 to 24 ---

f. 25 or more ---

3. What is the number of days 
person for emergency and/or 

a. none 

b. 1 

c. 2 

d. 3 

e. 4 

f. 5 

g. 6 or more 

per year given an non-instructional 
personal leave? 
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4. What is the maximum amount of time granted for sabbatical leave? 
___ a. none 

b. 1 semester ---

c. 2 semesters ---

---d. one calendar (fiscal) year 

5. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization to the single employee only? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

6. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group hospitalization in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

7. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical to the single employee only? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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8. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
major medical and/or surgical in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

9. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care to the single employee only? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

10. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
dental care in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

11. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---
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12. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
vision care in the family policy? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

13. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
group life insurance provision? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

14. What is the amount of premium paid by the school board under 
cancer care insurance provision? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

15. What is the amount of accumulated sick days that would apply to 
severance pay? 
___ a. none 

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all - - -
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16. What is the amount of tuition for professional growth paid 1 
the school board? 

a. none ---

b. less than one-half ---

c. one-half ---

d. more than one-half but not all ---

e. all ---

Please list any additional benefits offered by the school board. 

Please check if you would like the results of this survey. 
Yes ---

No ---
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