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This immunity does not shield agents or officers of the district from 

personal liability when they act in a negligent manner. The Attorney 

General was somewhat dubious of the renting of the auditorium, assert­

ing "this might be construed as a non-governmental function and conse­

quently the immunity of the State might not protect the school board 

should an accident or injury occur," and recommended requiring the 

renter to carry insurance in the event the board did not do so. He 

further stated that the liability of the school board for the conces­

sion stand is determined by the contractual relationship between the 

Board and the Band Parents Association and that adequate insurance be 

obtained to protect both parties.53 

Torts--Not authorized to purchase liability insurance. The 

Board of Supervisors for Surry County, because of the risk involved in 

maintaining a radio tower, requested an opinion as to whether or not 

the payment of premiums on a liability policy would be a proper expendi­

ture of public funds. 

The Attorney General referred to § 15.1-506.1 which provides 

the opportunity for counties with a population of over two hundred 

forty thousand inhabitants to provide liability insurance or self 

insurance. Since the county seeking advice did not come under this 

stipulation, premium payment would be unlawful unless specifically 

authorized by the General Assembly. (§ 15.1-506.1 was later amended 

to permit all counties to purchase liability insurance.)54 
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School Boards--Liability insurance to cover officers and em-

ployees of county school boards authorized by § 15.1-506.1. The pur-

chase of liability insurance would not in any way constitute a waiver 

of the doctrine of sovereign immunity but the Board of County Super-

visors of any county may provide liability insurance or may provide 

self-insurance. 

While the General Assembly has given school boards the author-

ity to provide for the necessary insurance, it has not authorized self-

insurance in regard to school properties. While a school board may 

self-insure for liability from the negligent acts of school board 

officers or employees. no authority, statutory or otherwise, empowers 

the school board to set aside a monetary amount annually which would 

55 not be returned to the county's general fund. 

School Boards--Liability insurance policy insuring board and 

members for actions connected with duties. If the liability of a school 

board member arose out of his actions in connection with his duties or 

if the liability were that of the school board, one thousand dollars of 

a one thousand dollar deductible liability insurance policy could be 

56 paid out of funds provided by the County Board of Supervisors. 

Schools--Sovereign Immunity--Extent to which available to 

school employees alleged to have acted negligently. Cited Lawhorne 

57 v. Harlan and stated that an employee who performs duties which do 

not involve judgment or discretion, but which are purely ministerial, 

is liable for injury which results from his negligence and sovereign 
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immunity does not protect such a person who commits an intentional 

tort or one whose act is so negligent as to take him outside the scope 

58 of his employment. 

The Attorney General stated: 

Depending on the facts of a particular case, questions may 
arise as to the extent to which sovereign immunity is available 
to school employees who allegedly have acted negligently. In 
the case of a student who had an accident while driving his car 
to or from school, two factors make it difficult to establish 
any liability on the part of a school employee. It would be 
necessary to establish that the employee had a duty toward the 
student; and it would be necessary to show that the proximate 
cause of the accident was the result of the negligence in the 
performance of a ministerial act. Should an employee, however, 
fail to perform a ministerial obligation • • • the oversight 
might raise a justifiable issue in a suit against the em­
ployee. 59 

Summary 

An examination of the related literature, state statutes, court 

cases, and Opinions of the Attorney General revealed the following 

were the legal conditions affecting insurance provisions in Virginia's 

public school divisions: 

1. School boards have the authority to provide necessary in-

surance. 

2. The choice of whether or not to carry fire or liability 

insurance is a decision for each school division to make. 

3. The purchase of liability insurance does not constitute 

a waiver of governmental immunity. 

4. School boards may provide self-insurance for liability but 

not property. 
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5. School boards have the authority to establish a system of 

pensions. 

6. School boards have the authority to employ counsel to 

represent them in tort actions. 

7. Workmen's Compensation is mandated in Virginia. 

8. School boards are required to purchase school bus insurance 

within the limits of state statute. 

9. Funds may be withheld from school divisions by the Superin­

tendent of Public Instruction if school boards do not secure school 

bus insurance. 

10. In situations involving school buses, governmental immunity 

is waived up to the financial limits of the statute. 

11. The doctrine of governmental immunity or nonliability con­

tinues to be enforced in Virginia. 

12. Schools must exercise care in performing functions which 

are truly governmental and not proprietary. 

13. When performing activities that may be considered as pro­

prietary, school boards should provide or insist on adequate insurance 

coverage for the activity. 

14. Officers and employees of school boards may be held per­

sonally liable for negligent acts. 

15. Employees performing duties which are purely ministerial 

may be held liable for negligence and will not be protected by govern­

mental immunity. 
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16. Failure to perform a ministerial act may raise a justifi­

able issue in a suit against the employee. 

17. The ministerial/discretionary distinction is not always 

clear. 

18. Employees who perform functions beyond the scope of their 

employment may be held liable for negligent acts. 

19. Employees or school officers who commit intentional torts 

may be held liable. 

20. There is a rising number of lawsuits involving the con­

cept of tort liability. 

21. County school boards are not "persons" under § 1983 of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1871. 

22. Nationwide, states continue to abrogate governmental im­

munity either by statute or through the courts. 
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Chapter IV 

CRITERIA FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE RISK 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL 

DIVISIONS OF VIRGINIA 

The criteria proposed in this chapter were, in reality, a set 

of principles for administering the risk management program in the 

public school divisions of Virginia. These principles were selected 

for the following reasons. 

1. They were validated in other states and national studies 

which were reviewed in the section, "Review of the Literature and 

Related Research Studies," and were proven in these other studies to 

be significant. 

2. Specialists in the field of insurance in both industry and 

schools felt that these principles were essential in administering the 

risk management program. 

3. They were logically sound when applied to school division 

risk management programs. 

From the review of the related literature, it became apparent 

that a number of principles established in other state studies were of 

a common nature. Because of the similarity of these criteria, some 

were proposed to evaluate risk management practices in the public 

school divisions of Virginia. In addition, principles recommended by 

researchers and authorities in the field were utilized. The twenty-

one proposed principles are presented. 

126 
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Criterion 1 

One school official shall be designated to assume the respon­
sibility for the risk and insurance program. 

Insuring school properties and personnel is a task of great 

importance and requires the attention of one school official. Linn 

and Joyner stated: 

The first step in outlining a school insurance program calls 
for the appointment of the person or persons to whom is to be 
delegated the responsibility for the administration of the insur­
ance plan in conformity with approved policies and procedures. l 

Jordan, in School Business Administration said: 

If the program is to be administered properly and adequate 
coverage is to be maintained, some local school official must 
be designated as being responsible for keeping the nature of 
the insurance program and the coverages current. Rising con­
struction costs, increases in the number and type of school 
facilities, and changes in the types of coverages available to 
schools are among the factors which emphasize the importance 
of having an administrator responsible for the insurance pro­
gram. 2 

Kent indicated, "Failure to make one school official respon-

sible for handling school insurance affairs • [and] lack of tech-

nical advice, knowledge, and understanding on the part of school 

officials contributed to a defective and inadequate insurance pro­

gram.,,3 Finchum recommended that local boards of education "place 

the responsibility for the entire insurance program in the hands of 

one school official. ,.4 

Criterion 2 

The school official charged with the responsibility for risk 
management should have special training in risk management 
and insurance. 
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This training may come from workshops, special courses, meet-

ings, or other activities where risk management is the topic of concern. 

School insurance is complicated and requires technical knowledge on the 

part of those administering the school insurance program. Learning 

5 this is a matter of study, practice, and performance. 

In Risk and Insurance, the authors blamed lack of knowledge on 

the part of the minor supervisory personnel in industry for the fail-

6 ures which occur in selling the risk management program. Jack Tanzman, 

in School Management, provided the following advice to school divisions: 

The most important step a school district should take in con­
nection with its insurance is to engage a thoroughly competent 
professional. Today a school district is operated like a big 
business, and developing insurance programs for school districts 
requires someone with a high degree of professional competence 
and an extensive knowledge of the fie1d.7 

Criterion 3 

The school risk management official should establish and 
maintain up-to-date records of the school division's risk 
management program. 

These records should include: (1) current valuation of school 

buildings, property, and equipment, (2) losses, claims, and premium 

8 amounts, (3) inspection dates, and (4) policy dates and coverages. 

The importance of records was emphasized by Jordan: 

Appraisal records of each building and its equipment will 
be invaluable in case of loss. These records can facilitate 
the filing of claims and their settlement; if no records are 
available, the inventory of contents would have to be constructed 
from memory or unofficial lists. 9 

Cleveland recommended "complete inventories of building contents and 

records of building costs, renovation, etc., should be maintained. HIO 
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Woodall offered the following recommendations regarding fire 

insurance records. 

1. All school districts should carefully inventory their 
present and plan their future insurance needs annually in the 
light of the best information and advice available. 

2. Inventories of contents and equipment should be completed 
annually . • • • 

3. The insurance premiums paid and the losses sustained for 
every school district • • • should be incorporated into the annual 
report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. ll 

In Practical Risk Management the author underscored the impor-

tance of keeping loss records: 

Complete and well organized loss records are the basic tool 
of the risk manager. Without them, he is driven before the wind 
of circumstances--a mere onlooker to what is happening. With 
them, he can orchestrate and direct the interrelated components 
of loss prevention, claims administration, and insurance. 12 

Criterion 4 

The individual responsible for the risk management program 
should have a knowledge of the legal requirements for insur­
ance in the state of Virginia. 

Another factor which may play a part in determining the amounts 

and types of insurance coverage which should be carried by local school 

divisions is that of legal requirements. Provisions of the State Con-

stitution, laws enacted by the legislature, regulations of the State 

Board of Education, and sometimes ordinances and regulatory measures 

of local governing bodies may make the purchasing of certain types of 

13 insurance mandatory. 

Allen warned school divisions: 

It is imperative that the school administrator be familiar 
with the legal requirements in his particular state and commu­
nity in order to make certain that the insurance program of the 
district conforms to law, and particularly to the current law. 14 
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Criterion S 

Necessary forms and standard procedures for reporting 
accidents, as well as liability and property losses, should 
be established and maintained by the individual responsible 
for the risk management program. 

Insurance contracts impose certain obligations upon the insured 

following a loss. Failure to meet these obligations may prevent the 

insured from recovering on what is otherwise a valid claim. lS When an 

accident or loss occurs, written notice shall be given by or on behalf 

of the insured to the company or any of its authorized agents as soon 

as practicable. Such notice shall contain particulars sufficient to 

identify the insured and also reasonably obtainable information respect­

ing the time, place, and circumstance of the 10ss.l6 Allen cautioned 

school divisions: 

• • • although much help and guidance is available from the 
adjuster in the preparation of the proper claim, he should not 
be expected to perfect the claim on behalf of the district. 
The adequacy of the presented claim is the sole responsibility 
of the school administrator. 17 

Criterion 6 

All insurance policies should be checked for accuracy and 
concurrency by the individual responsible for the risk 
management program. 

In view of the fact that much property is underinsured, it is 

recommended that each school check its insurance coverage to see if 

it is adequate and, if not, to make the necessary changes in the cover-

18 age. Finchum stressed the importance of checking all policies for 

d f d i · 19 concurrency an accuracy 0 property escr pt10n. Salmon found 

that "Concurrency of insurance policies should be checked by both 
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the servicing insurance agent or broker and the school district's 

business official.,,20 

Criterion 7 

The Board of Education should establish a broad policy to 
serve as the guidline for the school insurance official 
in managing the school division insurance program. 

Allen stated: 

There must be specific regulations or a statement of 
adopted policy that describes the insurance program of the 
district. It is a function of the governing board to for­
mulate policy and to adopt the rules under which the busi­
ness official will administer the program. 2l 

Mehr and Hedges stressed that rules for risk management must be estab-

22 lished and maintained by management. Schaerer recommended a state-

ment of purpose for the program outlining the coverages which are 

mandatory and those which are optional, and the means of procuring 

and distributing the insurance business of the district. The state-

ment should be clear, concise, and must be reviewed periodically for 

23 updating and revision. 

In Risk Management, Gary J. Bausom summarized the advantages of 

a written risk management policy: 

1. It gives the risk manager a basis for his authority in 
making various risk management decisions. 

2. It sets out the responsibility of risk management to 
other personnel within the organization. 

3. It educates management at all levels on what types of 
information should be funneled into the risk management de­
partment. 

4. It establishes the need for the risk management de­
partment to study risk of all operations of the firm. 

5. It gives the risk manager the mandate to advise manage­
ment on such matters as coverages, deductibles, and cost allo­
cations of risk financing, etc. 24 



132 

Criterion 8 

The school division's risk management program should be 
reviewed annually. 

One of the most important items often overlooked by management 

is the dynamic nature of risk management. It is in the best interest 

25 of every school board to review its insurance program annually. 

Finchum and Viles observed: 

Program review, periodic or continuing, will probably be 
essential in the various school districts. Values change, 
risks change, and sometimes rates change. Also, additional 
coverages may be required from time to time. A program review 
of the school district's insurance program, therefore, may be 
quite as important as any other phase of administering the 
program. 2 

Allen wrote, "Risk management programs must constantly be revised and 

updated," because: 

1. Rate trends and fluctuations affect the cost and perhaps 
even the coverage advisable for the district to purchase. 

2. Legislation, both mandatory and permissive, is con­
stantly changing and bears heavily on the district's insurance 
program. 

3. New forms that better fit the needs of the district are 
constantly being developed. 27 

Criterion 9 

Building planning, alterations, and maintenance should be 
carried out with property protection and safety a prime 
concern. 

Architects and contractors are not insurance experts. Plans 

for construction, location of facilities, and other factors may be 

sound educationally but, at the same time, result in higher insurance 

rates. Some lack fire protection,and facilities may present an attrac-

tive nuisance, such as an outdoor pond or pool, or have another type 
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of risk or hazard. Proper instruction to the architecttplanned inspec-

tions by building departments, and proper inspections by qualified 

district personnel could reduce or remove these risks during the time 

28 the building is being planned and constructed. An example of such 

planning could be the installation of sprinkler systems in vulnerable 

areas which could prove to be preventive and loss reducing to the 

district. 29 

Criterion 10 

Fire, safety, and hazard inspections of the school divi­
sion should be conducted by qualified division personnel 
at least three times a year. 

Management in business and industry recognized that an inspec-

30 tion program is the first step toward risk-loss control. Salmon 

identified the following to be desirable insurance practices related 

to inspections: 

1. Regular inspections of all facilities should be con­
ducted on a regular basis. 

2. Regular inspections should be carried out by (a) per­
sonnel assigned to the site as a regular base of operation, 
(b) personnel from the district's central office, (c) repre­
sentatives of the insurance industry, and/or (d) fire depart­
ment officials. 

3. Inspections should be scheduled at least every four 
months, but preferably on a monthly and quarterly basis A as 
recommended by the National Board of Fire Underwriters.~l 

Howard found from state and national studies that "inspections 

32 are needed at least every four months." Jordan recommended, 

inspection routine provide at least three detailed' 
inspections per year--one immediately prior to opening of 
school, one midway during the school year, and one immediately 
after the closing of the school, since the inspection program 
provides one of the best preventive measures against the pos­
sibility of loss of school time or damage to school facilities 
as a result of fire or disaster. 33 
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Criterion 11 

The school division should establish and maintain an edu­
cational program of loss prevention and safety. 

This program should include (a) workshops and inservice pro-

grams aimed at promoting safety, (b) teachers' meetings devoted to the 

topic of loss prevention, hazard recognition, and safety, and (c) stu-

34 dent safety assemblies. 

One of the alternatives school boards must utilize is reduc-

tion of risk. This is desirable because it lessens the chances of 

injury to students and staff, and often results in lowered insurance 

rates. Any school board that practices risk reduction is adhering to 

35 a tenet of good management. 

In the Texas Study the following summary concerning risk pre-

vention was offered: 

Prevention is the positive approach. Each school should 
designate a person to be responsible for safety. A sum of money 
is more wisely spent to prevent a catastrophe than to pay for 
one. Safety education and accident prevention as a definite part 
of the administrative process are more important than insurance. 
Experience in private enterprise shows that the cost of safety 
engineers is more than paid for through preventive measures. 
School districts, with buildings and grounds as large as any in 
the community and more personnel (including children and employees) 
than any other private or public agenc~ cannot afford to remain 
indifferent to safety and accident prevention. 36 

Criterion 12 

A driver training program which includes a periodic check 
of all drivers and operators of school district vehicles 
should be established and maintained. 

Culp, in his excellent treatise, An Administrator's Handbook 

of School Transportation, has devoted an entire chapter to the topic 
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"Safe Operation of School Buses." He made many excellent suggestions 

in the following areas: (1) Speed and Traffic Control, (2) Loading 

and Unloading Procedures, (3) Road Emergencies, and (4) Discipline, 

and recommended that schools establish and maintain formal, periodic, 

training programs to acquaint drivers with the safety measures and pro­

cedures to be followed in these areas. 38 

Allen recommended carefully drawn procedures to hire competent 

drivers with proper safety attitudes. Constant training must be given, 

and should include information as to the type of incidents for which 

the driver and the district may be held liable. In addition, the 

school division should pay special attention to certain aspects of 

safe operation of school buses. These are rules for: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

speed and control. 

pupil conduct, 

malfunction of equipment, 

loading and unloading students, and 

39 emergency procedures. 

Business and industry have established such programs. Mr. 

Gordon Wagner, developer of a program in defensive driving, originated 

programs for companies such as the Yellow Cab Company in Cleveland, 

Ohio, and the Chicago Transit System, and has been employed to retrain 

drivers in the city of Cleveland who are fined for a major traffic 

violation or have been cited more than one time. 40 
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Criterion 13 

A risk analysis program should be operable which will 
analyze potential loss of property, damage to property, 
and liability responsibility of the school division. 

The compilation of data, while a vital part of the risk manage-

ment process, is only a start. It must be analyzed to determine the 

extent of its financial implications. Once exposures have been iden-

tified, they must then be evaluated to see which are significant and 

41 which are of no consequence. According to Pfaffle: 

Insurance protects a district's assets and income from losses 
due to various perils. This can only be accomplished by a com­
prehensive evaluation of risks to which the school board is 
exposed, together with a review of the history of the frequency 
and severity of both insured and uninsured losses. Only after 
such a review can a district decide what insurance should be 
provided or if insurance is to be provided at all. 42 

Edward W. Siver in Risk Management advised risk managers to 

"first determine what the maximum loss that can be sustained from a 

single fortuitous occurrence is." This must be done by analyzing each 

risk. 43 

H. Felix Kloman, President of Risk Planners Group, Inc., a 

consulting firm, suggested: 

An institution must analyze its total exposure to risk, 
look at its losses over the past three to five years, and 
break them down as to size and cause. They must then identi­
fy those which can be controlled and those which cannot. The 
next step in risk management is to make a fresh analysis of 
the institution's exposure to loss. This means identifying 
those perils that would have a significant impact on the 
assets of the firm, based on the exposure to loss. Risks must 
be analyzed and minimized when possib1e. 44 
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Criterion 14 

The financial strength and qualifications of companies 
selected should be determined by use of Best's, Spectator's, 
or similar ratings. 

The financial rating of insurance companies and the services 

they offer are most important considerations when purchasing insur-

46 ance. Salmon identified the following as desirable practices to 

use in selecting an insurance carrier: 

1. In the selection of an insurance firm with which to place 
insurance, school divisions should require not less than. the 
minimum management and financial strength criteria, as given 
in Best's Insurance Guide. 

2. In determining the financial strength of insurance 
companies, districts would do well to make use of criteria 
published in the Spectator, or to consult the analyses of 
financial statements filed with the State Insurance Com­
missioner. 

3. In selecting the type of insurance company with 
which to place insurance, public school districts should 
take into account 

(a) the quality of service rendered 
(b) the financial strength and management characteristics 

of the company 
(c) the company's record of satisfactory settlement of loss 

claims, among other criteria. 47 

Finchum and Viles also recommended criteria for selection: 

When school officials purchase insurance protection, they 
should purchase the best for the money_ Commercial rating sys­
tems like Best's and Spectator Co. prepare rating schedules for 
the various insurance companies showing their assets and giving 
their general ratings. These ratings are available for inspec­
tion when desired. In selecting the insurance carrier it is 
well to remember that the business of the company should be 
national in scope; its assets should be highly diversified; 
its loss experience should be good; it should have ample capital, 
surplus, and voluntary reserves; and its surplus to policy­
holders should not be less than its unearned premium reserve. 
The company's management should be comprised of people of un­
questioned ability and competency in managing insurance. 48 
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Criterion 15 

Agents or brokers are selected on the basis of the skills and 
competencies needed by the school division. 

In the Risk Management Manual the authors described a process of 

selecting agents or brokers: 

One way is to enter into a contract with an agent or broker. 
The contract should spell out the nature of the services that 
will be performed, their cost, and the personnel that will be 
called upon to deliver the service .••. Some companies have 
even sought to select their agent or broker on the basis of a 
rather complete questionnaire. The purpose of the questionnaire 
is to inform the agent what the company expects from the in­
surance professional and to elicit the skills and depth avail­
able to service the organization's account. 49 

Criterion 16 

Policies should be written on a term basis, three or five 
years. 

A three year term rate is normally 2.7 times the one year rate. 

The five year rate is 4.4 times the one year rate, providing a sig-

nificant savings over both the one and three year rates. It is 

therefore recommended that school insurance be purchased on a five 

year basis with one fifth of the coverage expiring on a common expira-

50 tion date each year. 

In this manner the yearly budgets for fire insurance will be 

the same each year. There are some carriers who will provide an annual 

payment policy and still allow the district the benefit of the longer-

term reduced rate. Another method of taking advantage of the reduced 

rate for the longer term and still retaining an approximately equal 

annual expenditure is to stagger the policies so that approximately 

one-fifth of the total coverage expires each year. It is in this area 
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that premium costs may be minimized with no sacrifice to the extent 

51 or quality of the program. 

Criterion 17 

School division property appraisals should be updated 
annually. 

Appraisals should include new facilities and equipment and 

should take into consideration appreciation and depreciation of pre-

vious inventories. Allen stressed that the basis of adequate protec-

tion is an annual statement of values which includes building and 

contents for all of the school district's locations. 52 

In Nation's Schools, Wilson pointed out "the ever-rising costs 

of building materials, labor, and equipment make it imperative that 

values be checked against the insurance carried, at least annually.IS3 

Guiles warned risk managers to pay special attention to lines 90 to 

122 in the standard fire policy which spell out the responsibility of 

the insured when submitting a claim. For instance, the insured must 

furnish a complete inventory of the destroyed, damaged and undamaged 

property, showing in detail, quantities, costs, replacement/actual 

54 cash-value, and amount of loss claimed. 

Criterion 18 

School divisions should utilize the services of an inde­
pendent commercial firm to appraise property at least 
once every ten years. 

Appraisals should include the following: 

1. all property (both land in use and unused), 

2. buildings, 
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3. contents, furniture, educational equipment, extra curricu-

lar equipment, bleachers, boilers, educational supplies, extra-

curricular supplies, etc. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

monies and securities, 

rolling stock, 

storage buildings 

garages, and 

55 stadia. 

Salmon and a jury of insurance experts agreed that commercial 

firm appraisals were one of the prime considerations in determining 

fire insurance needs. 56 Allen stated that if "the valuation is not 

kept up-to-date a serious under-insurance situation may deve10p.tt57 

Williams and Heins indicated that the cost of an outside appraisal 

is a wise investment because (1) an outside appraisal may provide a 

much more accurate basis for determining the proper amount of insur-

ance than would otherwise be possible, and (2) it may simplify the 

58 preparation for loss adjustment. 

In the New York State handbook, Insurance, the following 

opinion on appraisals was offered: 

A certified appraisal, made by a commercial appraisal company 
is undoubtedly the most accurate and reliable appraisal. These 
companies employ trained specialists whose factual detailed re­
ports eliminate guesswork from the determination of value. Their 
appraisals are usually supported by detailed descriptions of the 
buildings, and by lists of equipment and other contents which can 
be valuable in providing a Proof of Loss to the insurance company. 
Appraisal companies will furnish values on both buildings and con­
tents, and ordinarily provide both actual cash value and replace­
ment value figures. They also will offer expert testimony, if 
necessary, provide reports, and use standard procedures for up­
dating the property listing and values at regular intervals. 59 
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Because of property value fluctuation, usage, and depreciation, a com-

60 plete new appraisal is recommended after a period of 6 to 10 years. 

Criterion 19 

School facilities and property other than rolling stock 
should be insured at replacement value. 

Vehicle insurance is written at replacement value in relation 

to the condition and age of the vehicle. Allen recommended that at 

least part of the school district's property be insured on a replace-

ment basis, which is the cost of replacing the structure without an 

allowance for depreciation. The rate for this coverage is the same as 

the fire rate, and merely results in a greater amount of coverage at 

the same rate. It alleviates the problem of financing reconstruction 

when the replacement cost is considerably in excess of the insurable 

value, keeps premium costs at a minimum, and applies the insurance to 

the most likely risks where a substantial loss might occur and where a 

61 large amount of depreciation is involved. 

Guiles agreed that schools should insure division property at 

replacement value. 

In order to cover personal property such as the furnishings 
and equipment that are in a building, as well as the building 
itself, schools should purchase insurance which will reimburse 
them on a replacement cost basis rather than an actual cost 
basis. 62 

Wilson saw the school's new ability to purchase coverage for actual 

replacement cost as a tremendous boon to schools since total des truc-

63 tion of schools by fire, tornado, or explosion is not rare. 
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Criterion 20 

All insurance should be purchased for the portion of 
the year it is necessary and cancelled for the remain­
der of the year. 

If buses are used for carrying passengers only during the 10-

month school term, the ordinary liability insurance can be written for 

the lO-month period pro rata of the annual premium. Coverage is pro-

64 vided during the summer months by a Repair and Testing endorsement. 

Linn and Joyner strongly recommended including a clause which propor-

tionally reduces the premium when protection is removed. This type of 

clause can be included in the insurance policy at the time of purchase 

and has been found to result in substantial reduction in cost. 65 

Criterion 21 

In purchasing insurance; deductibles, package plans, 
and blanket coverages should be considered. 

Deductible insurance can provide substantial savings in the 

annual cost for fire insurance since claims expense may be reduced by 

eliminating small 10sses. 66 Th bl k Ii i d t e an et po cy s an a van ageous 

method of writing insurance for the following reasons: 

1. The district definitely knows at all times that property 

at locations designated in the blanket is insured. 

2. Removal of property from one building to another at the 

location designated in the blanket form is automatically covered. 

3. The district has but one rate to use for the locations 

covered, and errors are not likely to occur when policies are being 

checked. With specific insurance, there are many individual rates 

67 on building and contents. 
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The principles were proposed for use to evaluate the risk 

management practices followed in the public school divisions of Vir­

ginia. The proposed criteria were as follows: 

1. One school official shall be designated to assume the re­

sponsibility for the risk and insurance program. 

2. The school official charged with the responsibility for 

risk management should have special training in risk management and 

insurance. 

3. The school risk management official should establish and 

maintain up-to-date records of the school division's risk management 

program. 

4. The individual responsible for the risk management program 

should have a knowledge of the legal requirements for insurance in the 

state of Virginia. 

5. Necessary forms and standard procedures for reporting ac­

cidents, as well as liability and property losses, should be established 

and maintained by the individual responsible for the risk management 

program. 

6. All insurance policies should be checked for accuracy and 

concurrency, by the individual responsible for the risk management 

program. 

7. The Board of Education should establish a broad policy to 

serve as the guideline for the school insurance official in managing 

the school division insurance program. 
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8. The school division's risk management program should be 

reviewed annually. 

9. Building, planning, alterations, and maintenance should be 

carried out with property protection and safety a prime concern. 

10. Fire, safety, and hazard inspections of the school divi­

sion should be conducted by qualified division personnel at least 

three times a year. 

11. The school division should establish and maintain an edu­

cational program of loss prevention and safety. 

12. A driver training program which includes a periodic check 

of all drivers and operators of school district vehicles should be 

established and maintained. 

13. A risk analysis program should be operable which will 

analyze potential loss of property, damage to property, and liability 

responsibility of the school division. 

14. The financial strength and qualifications of companies se­

lected should be determined by use of Best's, Spectator's, or similar 

ratings. 

15. Agents or brokers are selected on the basis of the skills 

and competencies needed by the school division. 

16. Policies should be written on a term basis, three or five 

years. 

17. School division property appraisals should be updated 

annually. 
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18. School divisions should utilize the services of an inde­

pendent commercial firm to appraise property at least once every ten 

years. 

19. School facilities and property other than rolling stock 

should be insured at replacement value. 

20. All insurance should be purchased for the portion of the 

year it is necessary and cancelled for the remainder of the year. 

21. In purchasing insurance; deductibles, package plans, and 

blanket policy coverages should be considered. 
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Chapter V 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, the data collected from the public school 

divisions of Virginia by means of the questionnaire are evaluated. 

Development of the Instrument 

The proposed criteria listed in Chapter IV were used as bases 

for developing a questionnaire. Twenty-one criteria were submitted 

to a panel of insurance specialists and the procedure described in 

Chapter I was carefully followed. Panel members were asked to judge 

criteria as being (1) logically sound when applied to school division 

risk management programs, and (2) essential to the success of the pub­

lic school risk management program. As a result, fourteen of the 

twenty-one proposed criteria were found acceptable for use in the 

study. A list of the fourteen criteria used in the study may be 

seen in Appendix A. 

The questionnaire was prepared by relating a question to each 

of the fourteen criteria. In addition, ten questions were added, 

whose purpose was to provide information about risk management and 

insurance in the public school divisions of Virginia. The first six 

of these questions were developed utilizing the proposed criteria 

that were not validated for use as criteria for sound risk management 

practices,but were deemed desirable for the purpose of gathering 

information about risk management practices. These were criteria 2, 

150 
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6, 12, 15, 18, and 20. Proposed criterion 16 was not used in the 

study. A list of the proposed criteria may be seen on pp. 143-145 of 

the study. Items seven and eight were designed to probe the roles of 

the State Department of Education and the State Insurance Commission. 

Items nine and ten offered school division officials the opportunity 

to provide suggestions for the improvement of risk management in 

Virginia's public school divisions. 

The questionnaire was submitted to practicing school adminis­

trators, specialists in school business administration, and insurance 

specialists for criticism and suggestions, and changes were made 

where necessary. A copy of the questionnaire is shown in Appendix B. 

Collection of the Data 

At the time the study was conducted there were 129 operating 

public school divisions serving Virginia. All 129 were included in 

the study. Each school division was identified by size and expenditure 

per pupil. For the purposes of examining risk management practices in 

Virginia's public schools, those divisions with less than 3,000 stu­

dents were classified as small divisions, those with 3,000 to 10,000 

students were classified as medium size divisions, and those with over 

10,000 students were classified as large divisions. 

For expenditure per pupil, a frequency distribution was util­

ized to determine the classification of school divisions. Due to the 

preponderance of school divisions who expend between $900 and $1,100 

the following classifications were utilized: 



Under $900 

$900 - $1,100 

Over $1,100 

152 

Below average expenditure 

Average expenditure 

Above average expenditure 

On January 4, 1977, a copy of the questionnaire with a letter 

explaining its purpose and providing directions for its completion, 

was mailed to each of the 129 superintendents of the operating school 

divisions of Virginia. A self-addressed envelope was provided for 

questionnaire return. On January 24, 1977, a follow-up letter and 

second copy of the questionnaire was sent to the sixty-four divisions 

who had not yet responded. Copies of these letters may be seen in 

Appendix C. On February 14, thirty-five schools who had not re­

sponded were called and response was requested. 

One hundred and five (81%) of the questionnaires were returned 

by February 21, 1977--one was unusable. Questionnaire return was 

deemed to be of adequate number and sufficiently representative of 

the sample to apply responses to the established criteria and gather 

information about risk management and insurance practices. A summary 

of questionnaire return by school division size and expenditure per 

pupil may be seen in Appendix D. 

Classification of school division by size and expenditure per 

pupil resulted in distributions within classifications that merit 

attentions when analyzing the data. Figure 1 depicts the percentage 

of all responding school divisions by school division size and expen­

diture per pupil (la, lb) as well as the percentage of respondents 

within each classification when size and expenditure per pupil are 

considered (Ie through lh). 
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PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE RETURN 
FOR ALL SCHOOL DIVISIONS 

N=104 

S 
45% 

(b) 

School Division Size Expenditure Per Pupil 

PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONNAI~ RETURN BY SCHOOL DIVISION 
SIZE AND EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL 

N=2l 

.~'---

Above Average 
Expenditure Divlns. 

Large School Div'ns. 

N=72 

~ 

s 3~% \ 
50% ) 

J 

Average Expenditure 
Div'ns. 

N=39 

Medium School Div'ns. 

S = Small, M = Medium, L = Large 

N=ll 

Below Average 
Expenditure Div'ns. 

N=47' 

Small School Div'ns •. 

BA = Below Average Expenditure Div'n., A = Average Expenditure Divln. 
AA = Above Average Expenditure Div'n. 

Figure 1. Summary of the Percentage of School Divisions within 
Classifications, for All School Divisions and by 
School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil. 
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Figure la illustrates that 45 percent of all respondents were 

small school divisions, 38 percent were medium size divisions and 

17 percent were large divisions. 

Figure lb illustrates that 69 percent of all respondents were 

average expenditure divisions, 20 percent were above average, and 

11 percent were below average expenditure divisions. 

An examination of figures Ie through lh resulted in the 

following observations relative to the distribution of school divi­

sions within size and expenditure per pupil classifications. 

1. Above average divisions were primarily small and large 

divisions. Each comprised 38 percent of those classifications. Twenty­

four percent were medium size divisions (Ie) 

2. Average expenditure divisions closely resembled the dis­

tribution of return for all school divisions by school division size 

(ld). 

3. A large percentage of below average expenditure divisions 

were medium size divisions (64%). The remaining 36 percent were 

equally divided between small and large divisions (Ie). 

4. Large divisions were average and above average expenditure 

divisions. Each comprised 44 percent of those classifications.(lf). 

5. Medium size divisions closely resembled the distribution 

of returns for all school divisions by expenditure per pupil (lg). 

6. A large percentage of small divisions were average ex­

penditure divisions (79%). Only four percent were below average 

expenditure divisions(lh). 
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Data Reporting 

The first fourteen data items report the application of the 

established criteria to risk management practices in Virginia's public 

school divisions and are organized under the heading, "Application of 

the Established Criteria to Risk Management Practices." School divi­

sion responses to each question provide data relative to the number 

and percentage of school divisions who met each criterion for all 

divisions and by school division size and expenditure per pupil. A 

table and narrative are provided for each criterion. The narrative 

that precedes each table reports aggregate data results for all school 

divisions and for comparisons within classifications of school divi­

sion size and expenditure per pupil. The narrative does not report 

all results but only those the researcher feels are most related to 

the improvement of risk management practices or have implications for 

further study. In the narrative that precedes each table no attempt 

was made to hypothesize why sound or unsound risk management policies 

and practices were reported, nor why classifications of school divi­

sion size or expenditure per pupil were effective or ineffective in 

meeting risk management criteria. These are areas for further study. 

A summary of the application of the established criteria to 

risk management practices will be seen later in this chapter. 

The information items report school division policies and 

practices and yield information designed to improve risk management 

practices in Virginia's public school divisions. Responses to infor­

mation items are reported in percentages for all school divisions and 
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by school division size and expenditure per pupil. Each information 

item is accompanied by a narrative and table. Findings that the re­

searcher deemed most related to the improvement of risk management 

practices may be seen in Chapter VI in the section entitled, "Other 

Findings." 

The established criteria were classified by risk management 

and insurance function and the percentage of school divisions meeting 

each criterion, as well as mean percentages for each function, was 

utilized to make comparisons within classifications of school division 

size and expenditure per pupil. Mean percentages were used to make 

comparisons between functions. 

Analysis of the Data 

The data presented in this section were obtained from re­

sponses to a questionnaire which was sent to all 129 operating public 

school divisions of Virginia. Some of the questions were not an­

swered by all respondents. In some cases more than one response was 

given, therefore responses are reported as aggregate data and the 

table displaying that data is appropriately footnoted. Where re­

sponse combinations may be of significance to the study it is reported 

in the narrative that precedes each table. In all cases, percentages 

were calculated and rounded off to the nearest whole number. Data 

results occasionally appear inconsistent and in some cases where 

school division size and expenditure per pupil were considered, do 

not appear logical. These will be discussed in Chapter VI in the 

section titled "Recommendations for Further Study. "t 
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Application of the Established Criteria to 
Risk Management Practices 

In this section the established criteria were applied to Vir-

ginia school division risk management practices. Each criterion was 

based on a sound risk management principle. A question related to each 

criterion was developed and school divisions were asked to check the 

appropriate response or responses. An other category was added to 

provide school divisions flexibility in responding and opportunity to 

offer additional information. Results were collected and tabulated. 

The percentage of school divisions meeting each criterion as well as 

other data relative to school division risk management practices are 

reported for all school divisions and by school division size and 

expenditure per pupil. 

Criterion l--One school official shall be designated to assume the 
responsibility for the risk and insurance program. 

To meet criterion 1 it was necessary for school division of-

ficials to indicate that the superintendent, assistant superintendent, 

or other school official assumed responsibility for the risk and 

insurance program. Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 103 (99%) 

answered question number 1 which pertained to criterion 1, and 94 met 

the criterion. Of those who met the criterion, 75 indicated that the 

superintendent assumed responsibility for the risk management program. 

Another 16 reported that risk management was the responsibility of the 
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assistant superintendent. School divisions not meeting the criterion 

delegated responsibility to a school board committee (5) or a com­

mittee of agents (4). 

Large school divisions delegated responsibility to a school 

official in higher proportion (94%) than medium size (92%) or small 

divisions (89%). A higher proportion of large school divisions dele­

gated responsibility to the assistant superintendent (44%) than did 

medium size (15%) or small school divisions (4%) while the small and 

medium size divisions named the superintendent as the person respon­

sible for risk management with more regularity (83% and 74%, respec­

tively). 

Ninety-five percent of the above average expenditure divisions 

met the criterion and 43 percent of these delegated responsibility to 

the assistant superintendent. Above average expenditure division 

delegated responsibility to the assistant superintendent with more 

regularity (43%~ while average (82%) and below average (73%) expendi­

ture divisions were more inclined to delegate responsibility to the 

superintendent. 

It should be pointed out that large and above average expendi-' 

ture divisions report similar percentages for each response choice. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 1. 



Criterion 1 

School Div'n. 
:::esponse 

Superin-
tendent 

Ass't. Super-
intendent 

COlmllittee of 
Agents 

School Board 
Co1IIn1ttee 

Other 

No response 

Table 1 

SummarY of ResponseS for Criterion 1: One School Official Shall be Designated 
to Assume the Responsibility for the Risk and Insurance Progr~ for All 
School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 

All School Div'n6. School Division Size Expenditure Per PUEi~ 

Sr.:all 'tedium Large Belo .... Averase Average 
Over 3000 3000 - 10 t 000 Over 10 .G,~O Cnder 900 900 - 1100 

~"':'7 :\=39 :-;"'18 ~~=ll N=7:' 

Re- 'tet &e- Met Re- ~Iet Re- !let Re- .~tet Re- ~iet 

;;:;'::",'': AVE'r'H!C 

(Iver 1100 

Re- :ie:. 
sponse (rit. % sponse erit. % sponse Cd l:. % spo:-.se Crit. " sponse Crit. r. sponse Crit. % sil°:-.se erit. :. 

103 94 91 46 41 89 39 36 92 18 17 94 11 10 91 71 64 90 21 20 95 

75 73 38 83 29 74 I 8 44 I 8 73 58 82 9 43 

16 16 I 2 4 I 6 15 ! 8 44 I 2 18 I 5 7 9 43 

4 4 I 2 4 I 1 3 I 1 6 I 0 o I 3 4 1 5 

5 5 3 7 6 0 a 9 4 6 0 0 

3 3 1 2 3 1 6 0 0 1 1 2 10 

1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 1 1 0 0 

~ 
VI 
\0 
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Criterion 2--The school risk management official should establish 
and maintain up-to-date records of the school division 
risk management program. 

To meet criterion 2 it was necessary for school division of-

ficials to respond that a central file for insurance records is kept. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, i03 (99%) answered question 3 

which pertained to criterion 2, and 80 met the criterion. Of those 

who did not meet the criterion, 17 indicated that records are main-

tained by the agent/broker or school committee of agents, 11 main-

tained records for building value and contents only, and 11 maintained 

records for policies in force only. 

Large school divisions kept a central file in 94 percent of 

those responding, compared to 77 percent for medium size, and 72 per-

cent for small divisions. Small divisions utilized the agent/broker 

or school board committee in greatest proportion (22%). 

Divisions classified as below average in per pupil 'expenditure 

met the criterion with more regularity (91%) than above average (81%) 

or average expenditure divisions (75%). Average expenditure divi-

sions utilized the agent/broker or school board committee for record 

keeping in the greatest proportion (21%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 2. 

Criterion 3--The individual responsible for the risk management pro­
grams should have a knowledge of the legal requirements 
for insurance in the public school divisions of Virginia. 

To meet criterion 3 it was necessary for school officials to 

indicate that they periodically read any three of the four sources 

listed. All 104 school divisions answered question number 4 which 



Table 2 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 2: The School Risk Management Official Should Establish and 
Maintain Up-To-Date Records of the School Division Risk Management Program,for All School 

Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per pupila 

All School Dlv'ns. School Division Size EX2enditure Per PUEil 

Small ~:edium Lar{;!e Selow Average Average Above Average 
Over3000 30 0 Q":lQ, 000 Overw-:-OOO Coder 900 9CO - HOO Over 1100 

:-;-47 ~·39 N-Ia ~"1l Nan N-21 

Re- ~tet Re- ~Iet Re- ~!et Re- ~et Re- Het Re- Met Re- ~!~t 

sponse Cric. % sponse Crit. % sponse erit. % spanse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % 

Criterion 2 10) 80 78 46 33 72 39 )0 77 18 17 94 11 10 91 71 53 75 21 17 81 

School Div'n. 
Response 

I . f 

I 

Bldg. value 
11 II & contents 

7 15 4 10 0 0 0 0 9 13 2 10 

Policies in 
11 11 6 13 5 13 

force 
0 0 1 9 6 9 4 19 

!'!aintained by 
agent/brokerl 17 17 10 22 6 15 1 6 0 0 15 21 2 10 
or cOlIIBittee 

Central file 80 18 33 72 30 71 11 94 10 91 S3 15 17 81 

Other 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 '0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

No response 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 Q 1 1 0 0 

aAggregated Responses. 

I--l 

'" I--l 
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pertained to criterion 3, and 60 met the criterion. Of those who met 

the criterion, 37 (36%) read all four sources and 23 (22%) read three 

sources. The Virginia Code was read by 90 percent of all divisions, 

followed by the Attorney General's Opinions (76%), briefs of court 

cases (71%), and legal bulletins (67%). All divisions reported reading 

at least one source. 

Large school divisions were most effective in meeting the cri-

terion (67%). A greater percentage of large divisions periodically 

read all four legal sources (56%) than did medium size (33%) or small 

divisions (30%). Small divisions were least effective in meeting the 

criterion (51%). Medium size divisions reported 18 percent who read 

just one source compared to nine percent for small divisions. All 

large divisions read at least two legal sources. 

Above average expenditure divisions met the criterion with 

more regularity (67%) than average (57%) or below average (45%) 

expenditure divisions. Although there was little difference in the 

percentage reading four sources,below average expenditure division 

officials reported only nine percent reading three sources, and only 

73 percent who read the Virginia Code. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 3. 

Criterion 4--Necessary forms and standard procedures for reporting 
accidents, as well as liability and property losses, 
should be established and maintained by the individual 
responsible for the risk management program. 

To meet criterion 4 it was necessary for school division of-

ficials to indicate that forms and standard procedures are established 



Table 3 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 3: The Individual Responsible for the Risk Management Program 
Should Have a Knowledge of the Legal Requirements for Insurance in the Public School Divisions 
of Virginia, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 

All SC:-::J01 j:'.:.~.i:. School Divis10n Size Ey.oendit~re Per PUEil 
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School 01v'n. 
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0'\ 
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w 
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summaries 
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Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 

No response 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 a 
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and maintained for reporting accidents, and liability, and property 

losses. For the purpose of reporting; accidents, liability, and 

property losses shall be reported as loss types. Of the 104 ques­

tionnaires returned, 100 (96%) answered question 5 which pertained 

to criterion 4, and 61 met the criterion. Of those not meeting the 

criterion, 12 reported using forms and standard procedures for re­

porting two loss types and 20 utilized forms and standard procedures 

for one loss type. Another seven reported that building principals 

handled this in their own way and did not indicate using forms and 

standard procedures to report any of the loss types. 

Large divisions met the criterion in 67 percent of responding 

divisions compared to 62 percent for medium size and 58 percent for 

small divisions. Seventeen percent of the large divisions indicated 

building principals handled loss reporting in their own way. 

Sixty-eight percent of the above average expenditure divisions 

reported utilizing forms and standard procedures for all three loss 

types and 84 percent maintained forms and procedures for at least 

two loss types. Average expenditure divisions reported the lowest 

percentage who utilized forms for all three loss types (59%). Ninety­

one percent of the below average expenditure divisions used forms and 

standard procedures for reporting accidents, but only 64 percent util­

ized them to report property losses. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 4. 



Table 4 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 4: Necessary Forms and Standard Procedures for 
Reporting Accidents, as well as Liability and Property Losses, Should be Established 

and Maintained by the Individual Responsible for the Risk Management Program, for 
All School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 
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S::. ... !! ~:ed iut:! Lar@~ Be 10\." Ave raSe Avera£E ;":'c" .. e Average 
Over 30De )OCo:-ro,OOO Over 10,000 l"nder 90n 900-:-Ti0O O\"e!' 1100 
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Criterion 5--The Board of Education should establish a broad policy 
to serve as the guideline for the school official in 
managing the school division insurance program. 

To meet criterion 5 it was necessary for school division of-

ficials to indicate that the school board established the policy for 

administering the risk and insurance program. All 104 reporting 

school divisions answered question number 7 which pertained to cri-

terion 5, and 86 met the criterion. Of those not meeting the cri-

terion, 11 indicated that the superintendent established policy, 

four indicated it was the assistant superintendent, and three had 

no policy. 

The school board established policy in greatest proportion in 

medium size school divisions (87%) and in least proportion in large 

divisions (73%). 

The school board established policy in all of the below aver-

age expenditure divisions compared to 82 percent for average and 

76 percent for above average expenditure divisions. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 5. 

Criterion 6--The school division's risk management program should be 
reviewed annually. 

To meet criterion 6, it was necessary for school divisions to 

indicate that the risk management program was reviewed every year. All 

104 reporting school divisions answered question number 8 which per-

tained to criterion 6, and 81 met the criterion. Of those not meeting 

the criterion, two reported review every two years, two every five 

years, and seven seldom or never. The 12 divisions who responded 



Table 5 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 5: The Board of Education Should Establish a Broad Policy 
to Serve as the Guideline for the School Insurance Official in Managing the School Division 

Insurance Program, for All School Divisions and by School Divi~ 
sian Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 
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Small Medium Larse Below Averase Average. Above Average 
Over 3000 3000:1:0: 000 Over 10,000 Cnder 900 900 - 1100 Over 1100 
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other reported review every three years. 

A greater proportion of large school divisions reviewed the 

risk management program annually (89%) than medium size (79%), or 

small divisions 72%). 

School divisions classified as above average in per pupil ex-

penditure met the criterion in greater proportion (90%) than those 

classified as average (75%) or below average (73%). All seven of 

those school divisions who seldom or never reviewed the risk manage-

ment program were divisions classified as average in per pupil expen-

diture. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 6. 

Criterion 7--Building planning, alterations, and maintenance should 
be carried out with property protection and safety a 
prime concern. 

To meet criterion 7 it was necessary for school divisions to 

indicate that insurance protection and safety were a regular part of 

planning in building planning, building alteration, and building main-

tenance. Of the 104 school divisions returning questionnaires, 101 

(97%) answered question number 9 which pertained to criterion 7, and 

50 met the criterion. Insurance protection and safety were a regular 

part of planning in building maintenance in 75 school divisions while 

property protection and safety were less of a prime concern in build-

ing planning (66) and building alteration (63). 

Large school divisions met the criterion for 67 percent of 

those responding compared to 54 percent for medium size division and 

39 percent for small divisions. A greater percentage of small school 
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divisions did not consider insurance protection and safety for any of 

the above than the other classifications (14%). 

School divisions classified as below average in per pupil 

expenditure met the criterion with the greatest regularity (73%). 

Property protection and safety were a prime concern in building plan-

ning and alteration in all 11 school divisions classified as below 

average in per pupil expenditure. Only 41 percent of the average 

expenditure divisions met the criterion. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 7. 

Criterion 8--Fire, safety, and hazard inspections of the school 
division should be conducted by qualified division 
personnel at least three times a year. 

To meet criterion 8 it was necessary for school divisions to 

indicate that inspections are conducted either three times a year or 

four or more times a year. Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 103 

(99%) answered question number 10 which pertained to criterion 8, and 

40 met the criterion. Of those meeting the criterion, 29 conducted 

inspections four or more times a year and 11 three times a year. There 

were 63 school divisions who did not meet the criterion. Of those, 

40 conducted inspections twice a year, 22 conducted inspections once 

a year, and one (other) every two years. 

Large school divisions conducted inspections with adequate 

frequency in higher proportion (59%) than medium size (38%) or small 

(32%) school divisions. Small school divisions conducted inspections 

four or more times a year in lowest proportion (17%). 



Table 7 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 7: Building Planning, Alterations, and Maintenance Should 
be Carried out with Property Protection and Safety a Prime Concern, for All School Divisions 

and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 

All School ~iv'ns. School Division Si~e EXEenditure Per PUEil 
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Above average expenditure divisions met the criterion for 52 

percent of those responding compared to 37 percent for average expendi-

ture divisions and 27 percent for below average expenditure divisions. 

Above average expenditure divisions conducted inspections four or 

more times a year in higher proportion (33%) than the other two clas-

sifications (27%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 8. 

Criterion 9--The school division should establish and maintain an 
educational program of loss prevention and safety. 

To meet criterion 9 school division officials had to indicate 

that there was a planned program to prevent loss and promote safety 

in the school division. Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 102 (98%) 

of all school divisions answered question number 11 which pertained 

to criterion 9, and 29 met the criterion. It was reported that ad-

ministrators encouraged loss prevention and safety in 82 of the school 

divisions,while 18 utilized a safety week, and ten used teachers in a 

common sense approach. 

A planned program existed in 41 percent of the large divisions 

and only 20 percent of the small divisions. Small school divisions 

utilized teachers in a common sense approach in greater proportion 

(20%) than did medium size divisions (3%). Large divisions reported 

no teacher use. Administrators encouraged loss prevention and 

safety with less regularity in small school divisions (72%). 

Below average expenditure divisions reported the lowest percen-

tage who utilized a planned program for safety (9%) but all utilized 



Table 8 

Summary of Responses for Criteria 8: Fire, Safety, and Hazard Inspections of the School Division 
Should be Conducted by Qualified Division Personnel at Least Three Times a Year, for All 

School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 

All School Div'ns. School Division Size Expenditure Per PU2i1 
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administrators to encourage loss prevention and safety. A higher pro-

portion of above average expenditure divisions utilized a safety 

week (33%) than the other classifications. No below average expendi-

ture divisions reported using teachers in a common sense approach. 

The use of administrators to encourage loss prevention and safety 

was an activity that promoted loss prevention and safety and was 

utilized by a high percentage of divisions of all classifications. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 9. 

Criterion 10--A risk analysis program should be operable which will 
analyze potential loss of property, damage to property, 
and liability responsibility of the school division. 

To meet criterion 10 school officials had to indicate that a 

program existed to analyze potential loss of property, damage to 

property, and liability responsibility. Of the 104 questionnaires 

returned, 101 (97%) of all school divisions answered question number 

13 which pertained to criterion 10, and 14 met the criterion. School 

divisions indicated that 54 utilized inspections to analyze loss, 31 

used reports from key personnel, 15 analyzed risk after a loss occurs, 

and in 12 no program existed. 

Large school divisions reported an operable risk analysis pro-

gram in 38 percent of those responding compared to 13 percent for 

medium size divisions and six percent for small divisions. Small 

school divisions analyzed risk after loss in greater percentage (23%). 

Medium size divisions utilized inspections to promote safety in the 

greatest proportion (66%). 
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Summary of Responses for Criterion 9: The School Division Should Establish and Maintain an 
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A greater percentage of above average expenditure divisions re-

ported a risk analysis program existed (24%) than did average (12%) or 

below average expenditure divisions (9%). Below average expenditure 

divisions utilized inspections in the greatest proportion (64%) while 

reports from key personnel were utilized by a higher proportion of 

average expenditure divisions (33%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 10. 

Criterion ll--The financial strength and qualifications of companies 
selected should be determined by use of Bests, Spec­
tator, or similar ratings. 

To meet criterion 11 school divisions had to respond that 

Bests, Spectator, or similar ratings, either directly or through agent 

or broker, were used to determine financial strength and qualifications 

of insurance companies. All 104 school divisions responded to question 

14 which pertained to criterion 11, and 24 met the criterion. The 

recommendation of the agent was utilized by 53 school divisions, while 

22 used the recommendation of the broker. Financial strength and 

qualifications of companies were not a factor in placing business 

in 15 school divisions. 

Large school divisions met the criterion in 67 percent of those 

divisions responding compared to 18 percent in medium size, and 11 

percent in small divisions. A higher proportion of small school divi-

sions relied on agents' recommendations (60%) than did medium size 

(51%) or large divisions (28%). Nineteen percent of small school 

divisions did not consider strengths and qualifications of companies 

when placing business. 

, 
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Summary of Responses for Criterion 10: A Risk Analysis Program Should be Operable Which Will 
Analyze Potential Loss of Property, Damage to PropertYt and Liability Responsibility of the 

School Division, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and 
Expenditure Per Pupila 
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School divisions classified as above average in per pupil ex-

penditure reported that 33 percent utilized Bests, Spectator, or 

similar ratings in selecting companies compared to 27 percent for 

below average and 19 percent for average expenditure divisions. Below 

average expenditure divisions relied more on agents (64%) than aver-

age (54%) or above average expenditure divisions (33%), but did not 

use brokers to the extent the other classifications did. A greater 

percentage of above average expenditure divisions reported not con-

sidering financial strengths and qualifications in selecting companies 

(24%). Above average expenditure divisions reported the greatest 

proportion who met the criterion as well as the greatest proportion who 

did not consider the financial strengths and qualifications of com-

panies. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 11. 

Criterion l2--School division appraisals should be updated 
annually. 

To meet criterion 12 school divisions had to indicate that 

property appraisals were made annually or more than once a year (other). 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 102 (98%) answered question number 

16 which pertained to criterion 12, and 71 met the criterion. It 

was reported that five school divisions appraised every two years, 

17 every three years, and six seldom or never appraised property. 

Small and large school divisions conducted annual appraisals 

in 72 percent of the cases compared to 66 percent for medium size 

school divisions. Twenty four percent of the medium size divisions 



Table 11 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 11: The Financial Strength and Qualifications of Companies 
Selected Should be Determined by Use of Best's, Spectator's, or Similar Ratings, for All 
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appraised property every three years. No large school divisions 

reported having seldom or never appraised property. 

Above average expenditure divisions appraised annually in 

81 percent of responding divisions compared to 67 percent for average 

and 64 percent for below average expenditure divisions. A higher 

percentage of below average expenditure divisions appraised property 

every three years (27%) than the other classifications. No divi-

sions in other classifications reported seldom or never apprais-

ing property. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 12. 

Criterion l3--School facilities and property other than rolling stock 
should be insured at replacement value. 

To meet criterion 13 school divisions had to indicate that 

school division facilities and property, other than rolling stock, 

were insured at replacement value. Of the 104 questionnaires re-

turned, 103 (99%) answered question 18 which pertained to criterion 

13; and 65 met the criterion. Of those not meeting the criterion, 25 

indicated that actual cash value was used, four used depreciation 

value, and nine checked the other response. The other responses in-

eluded eight that responded "don~ know. 1I 

Medium size school divisions insured at replacement value in 

66 percent of responding divisions compared to 64 percent for small 

divisions and 56 percent for large school divisions. Large school 

divisions responded "don' t know" in the greatest. proportion (17%). 
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Summary of Responses for Criterion 12: School Division Property Appraisals Should be Updated 
Annually, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 
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Below average expenditure divisions met the criterion for 80 

percent of those responding compared ~o 71 percent for above average 

expenditure divisions and 58 percent for average expenditure school 

divisions. Average expenditure divisions utilized actual cash 

value in highest proportion (28%). Few divisions of any classifi-

cation insured at depreciation value. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 13. 

Criterion l4--In purchasing insurance; deductibles, package plans, 
and blanket policy coverages should be considered. 

To meet criterion 14 it was necessary for school officials to 

indicate that deductibles, package plans, and blanket coverage are 

considered when purchasing insurance coverage. All 104 of the re-

turned questionnaires answered question 20 which pertained to cri-

terion 14, and 35 met the criterion. School officials reported that 

74 school divisions considered blanket coverage, 60 considered deduc-

tible, and 57 considered package plans when purchasing insurance. 

Medium size divisions considered all three insurance economies 

in 41 percent of those re~ponding compared to 33 percent for large 

divisions and 28 percent for small school divisions. A lower percent-

age of small school divisions considered deductible (47%) than the 

other classifications. 

Average per pupil expenditure divisions met the criterion 

in 35 percent of those responding compared to 33 percent for above 

average and 27 percent for below average expenditure divisions. Below 



Table 13 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 13: School Facilities and Property Other than Rolling Stock 
Should be Insured at Replacement Value, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size 

and Expenditure Per Pupil 

All School Div'ns:. School Division Size EXEenditure Per Puefl 

Small Medium Large Below Averaae Ave-rage Above Average 
3000:-.i'0': 000 Over 3000 Over 10.000 Under 900 900 - 1100 Over 1100 

N-47 N-39 N-18 N-ll N-72 N-21 

Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met 
spana. Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % 

Criterion 13 103 65 63 47 30 64 38 25 66 18 10 56 10 8 80 72 42 58 21 15 11 

School Div'n. 
Response 

Depreciation 
4 4 2 4 1 3 1 6 0 0 3 4 1 5 Value 

Actual Cash 
25 24 12 26 9 24 I 4 22 10 ! 20 28 I 4 19 Value 

Replacement t 

65 65 i 30 64 I 25 66 10 56 8 80 I 42 58 I 15 71 Value I 

I 
Other 9 9 

I 
3 6 3 8 3 17 1 10 1 10 1 5 

No response 1 1 l 0 0 1 3 I 0 0 1 10 I 0 O[ 0 0 

I-" 
00 
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average expenditure divisions considered package plans in the lowest 

proportion (45%) while the above average expenditure divisions con­

sidered blanket coverage in the least proportion. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 14. 

Risk Management Information Items 

In this section responses to the ten information items are 

reported. The first six items deal with risk management practices. 

Questions were developed for each item utilizing the proposed cri­

teria that were not validated for use as criteria for sound risk 

management practice~ but were deemed desirable to produce information 

about risk management. The criteria utilized were proposed criteria 

2, 6, 12, 15, 18, and 20. Criterion 16 was not used in the study. 

Information items seven and eight were designed to probe the roles 

of the State Department of Education and the State Insurance Commis­

sion. Items nine and ten offered school divisions the opportunity 

to provide information for the improvement of risk management in the 

public school divisions of Virginia. An other category provided 

school divisions the opportunity to provide suggestions for the im­

provement of risk management practices in the public school divisions 

of Virginia. 

Responses to the information items were collected and tabulated 

and are reported for all school divisions and by school division size 

and expenditure per pupil. 



Table 14 

Summary of Responses for Criterion 14: In Purchasing Insurance; Deductibles, Package Plans, 
and Blanket Policy Coverages Should be Considered, for All School Divisions and by School 

Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 

All School Div'ns. School Division Size E~enditure Per PUEll 

Small Medium Large Below Averase Average Above Average 
OVerTO"OO )000 - 10,000 Over 10,000 Under 900 900 - HOO Over 1100 

N-47 N-39 N-18 N-ll N-72 N-21 
R.e- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met Ra- Met Re- Met 

sponse Crit:.. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Crit. % sponse Grit. % sponse Crit. % 

Criterion 14 104 35 34 47 13 28 39 16 41 18 6 33 11 27 72 25 3S 21 7 33 

School Div'no 
Response 

Deductible 60 58 22 47 25 64 1) 72 1 64 40 56 13 62 

Package Plans 57 55 25 53 23 59 9 50 5 45 39 54 13 62 

Blanket 
74 71 3S 74 28 72 11 61 9 82 53 74 12 57 

Coverage 

All of above 35 34 13 28 16 41 6 33 3 27 25 3S 33 

!lione of above 5 1 11 0 0 2 3 14 

Other 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

No response 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 

a 
Aggregated Responses. 

~ 
00 
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Information Item 1--This item was designed to ascertain what special 
training school officials have in insurance or 
risk management. 

School officials were asked to check the types of risk manage-

ment and insurance training they have and supply information relative 

to the approximate numbers of clock and/or credit hours the school 

official responsible for the risk management program had received. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 100 (96%) answered question 2 

which pertained to information item 1. 

Sixty three school division officials responsible for risk 

management had no training in insurance or risk management. Of the 

37 who had training, 21 had at least one three hour college course 

in insurance and 13 had attended insurance workshops. None reported 

any college courses in risk management. 

School division officials with no risk or insurance training 

were proportionally greater in small school divisions (69%) than in 

large (59%) or medium size divisions (58%). School division officials 

with college courses in insurance were in greater proportion in 

medium size divisions (32%) than large (18%) or small school divisions 

(13%). Division officials with insurance workshop training were pro-

portionally greater in large school divisions (24%) than small (16%) 

or medium size (5%). 

Average expenditure divisions reported a higher proportion who 

had insurance college courses (23%) but the lowest proportion who had 

insurance workshop training (11%). Average expenditure divisions 

reported the highest percentage of school division officials who had 
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no special training in insurance (65%) while below average expendi-

ture divisions reported the lowest proportion with no special train-

ing (55%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 15. 

Information Item 2--This item was designed to determine who checks 
each insurance policy to see that it is accurate 
and up to date. 

School officials were asked to indicate who had the above re-

sponsibility: the insurance agent or broker; committee of agents; 

school person responsible for risk management; or other person or 

agency. School division officials could also respond that policies 

are not checked for accuracy and concurrency. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned all responded to question 

6 which pertained to information item 2. Some indicated that poli-

cies were jointly checked. Insurance policies were checked by the 

school person responsible in 37 school divisions and by the insur-

ance agent or broker in 26 divisions. The agent or broker and school 

person responsible jointly checked policies in 41 school divisions. 

The committee of agents checked insurance policies in 17 school 

divisions. 

School officials responsible for risk management checked 

policies in higher proportion in large divisions (61%) than small 

(32%), or medium size divisions (28%). Policies were jointly checked 

by agents or brokers and school officials responsible in greater pro-

portion in large divisions (55%). 



Table 15 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 1: Risk Management and Insurance Training, for All 
School Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 

All School Divisions School Division Size EXEendit~re Per Pueil 

Small Med,iur.l Large Below Average Average Abcve Aver~ 
Under 3000 300~.OOO Over 10,000 Coder 900 900 - 1100 Over 1100 

~-47 N-39 X-IS ~:1l ~=21 

Re- Re- Re- Re- Re- Re-
sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent 

Infonnation 
Item 1 100 45 38 17 11 71 18 

School Divi-
sion Response 

Insurance 
workshops 13 13 7 16 2 5 4 24 2 18 8 11 3 17 

Insurance--
College 21 21 6 13 12 32 3 18 2 18 16 23 3 17 
courses 

Risk Management 
College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
courses 

None 63 63 31 69 22 58 10 S9 6 55 46 6S 11 61 

Other 3 3 1 2 2 5 0 0 1 9 1 1 1 6 

No response 4 4 2 4 1 3 1 6 0 0 1 1 3 17 

~ 
00 
00 
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The school official responsible for risk management checked 

policies in greater proportion in above average expenditure divisions 

(48%). Above average expenditure divisions jointly checked policies 

with less regularity (19%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 16. 

Information Item 3--This item was designed to ascertain what methods 
are utilized to promote better driving and safety 
by school bus drivers. 

School division officials were asked to check a list of ac-

tivities designed to promote better driving and safety by school bus 

drivers and indicate those utilized in their school divisions. The 

list included bus driver training programs, periodic driving checks, 

and periodic physicals of all bus drivers. School divisions could 

indicate that nothing special was done in this area. Of the 104 

questionnaires returned, 100 (96%) answered question 12 which per-

tained to information item 3. 

Bus driver training programs were reported in existence in 

87 school divisions and periodic physicals were required in 86 school 

divisions. Periodic driving checks were a practice in 55 school 

divisions. Only one school division reported doing nothing special 

in this area. 

Small school divisions required periodic physicals in higher 

proportion (93%) than the other classifications. Medium size (58%) 

and small school divisions (57%) conducted periodic driving checks in 

greater proportion than large divisions (44%). Small divisions 



Table 16 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 2: Checking of Policies, for All School Divisions 
and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 

Informa.tion 
Item 2 

School Divi­
i _ ...... OW' ~ ... __ 

Insurance agent: 
or broker 
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sponse 
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3 

41 
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0 0 o a a 0 

0 0 000 0 
--~.---- ~-

a 
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~=ll 
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N-n 
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~:·21 

Re-
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11 72 21 

2 18 18 25 6 29 

1 9 12 17 4 19 

2 18 25 35 10 48 

1 9 1 1 5 

5 45 32 44 4 19 

a 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 a 0 

~ 
\0 
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utilized a bus driver training program less (82%) than medium size 

(92%) or large divisions (89%). 

Average and below average expenditure divisions reported 

91 percent conducted a bus driver training program compared to 70 

percent for the above average expenditure divisions. A lower pro-

portion of above average expenditure divisions than other c1assifi-

cations required periodic physicals (70%) but a higher proportion 

conducted periodic driving checks (60%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 17. 

Information Item 4--This item was designed to determine how agents 
or brokers are chosen by school divisions. 

School division officials were asked to indicate if agents 

or brokers were chosen through the bidding process, on the basis of 

skills and competencies needed by the school divisions, from local 

agents or brokers, or by a committee of area agents. They were also 

asked if the price of the insurance was a factor in selecting agents 

or brokers. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 102 (98%) answered ques-

tion 15 which pertained to information item 4. Agents or brokers 

were chosen on the basis of skills and competencies necessary in 29 

school divisions. Selection of agents or brokers was limited to 

local agents or brokers in 28 school divisions. A committee of area 

agents represented 16 divisions while the bidding process was util-

ized in 4S school divisions. There were no responses to indicate 

that price was not a factor in selection; therefore, one can conclude 



Table 17 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 3: Methods to Promote Better Driving and Safety 
by Bus Drivers, for All School Divisions and bX School Division Size and 

Expenditure Per Pupil 

All School Divisions School ~ivisi~n Size EXEenditure Per Pupil 

!>Iec!iurn Large Be 10": Avera8e Aver~ge AhC've Average 
3Cuo::-IO: 000 over 10.000 Lnder 900 900 - 1100 Over l100 

:\,=':'7 ~"39 ~=18 N"ll N=72 ~~=2 ! 

Re- Re- Re- Re-: Re- Re- Re-
sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percer.t sponse Percent spo:-:se Percent sponse Percent 

Information 
Item 3 100 44 38 18 11 69 20 

sion Response 

BllS driver 
::raining 81 81 36 82 35 92 16 89 10 91 63 91 14 10 
program 

Periodic driv- 55 55 25 51 22 58 8 44 5 45 38 55 12 60 
ing check 

Periodic 86 86 41 93 32 84 13 72 11 100 61 88 14 70 physicals 

Nothing special 1 1 1 2 0 a 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Other 2 2 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 

No response 4 4 3 7 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 .5 

a 
Aggregate Responses. 

..... 
\0 
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that all school divisions considered the price of insurance in select-

ing agents or brokers. 

Medium size divisions reported the highest proportion who 

selected agents or brokers on the basis of skills and competencies 

necessary (34%) and large divisions the lowest proportion (17%). 

Large school divisions reported the highest percentage who utilized 

a committee of area agents (33%), local agents or brokers (33%), 

and bidding (61%). 

Average expenditure divisions reported the highest propor-

tion who selected agents on the basis of skills and competencies neces-

sary (33%). Below average expenditure divisions utilized bidding in 

the highest proportion (64%) and selected agents or brokers on the 

basis of skills and competencies in the lowest proportion (18%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 18. 

Information Item 5--This item was designed to determine how often 
independent commercial firms appraise school 
division property. 

School divisions were asked how often outside appraisal was 

done by an independent commercial firm and could reply: every year, 

every five years, every ten years, or outside appraisal was not made. 

Of the 104 school divisions who returned the questionnaire, 

all answered question number 17 which pertained to information item 

5. Sixty school divisions (58%) reported outside appraisal was not 

made, 18 indicated it was done every five years, 17 every year, and 

8 every ten years. The other responses (7) were scattered between 

five and ten years. 



Table 18 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 4: Selection of Agents or Brokers, for All School 
Divisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 
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Large divisions utilized outside appraisal on an annual basis 

less regularly than other divisions. There were little other dif-

ferences between classifications in how often divisions had outside 

appraisal. 

No below average expenditure divisions had outside appraisal 

by an independent firm either annually or every five years. Eighty-

one percent reported no outside appraisal. Average expenditure 

divisions reported 54 percent who did not utilize outside appraisal. 

These and other data may be seen in Table 19. 

Information Item 6--Item 6 was designed to determine how insurance 
coverage that is necessary for only a portion of 
the year is handled. 

School division officials were asked if they had property or 

rolling stock that did not require coverage for the whole year and, 

if they did, was a full premium paid or was it cancelled for that 

period when it was not in force. If coverage was not cancelled, 

divisions could indicate if it was part of a package plan. 

Of the 104 school divisions who returned the questionnaires, 

103 (99%) answered question 19 which pertained to information item 6. 

Only six school divisions did have property or rolling stock that did 

not require full year coverage but the full premium was paid. Forty-

three percent had coverage as part of a package plan, while 25 per-

cent reported insurance was cancelled for the portion of the year 

coverage was unnecessary. Twenty-five divisions reported the item 

was not applicable. 



Table 19 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 5: Frequency of Outside Appraisal, for All 
School D_ivisions and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 
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Large school divisions paid the full premium in greater pro-

portion than medium size or small school divisions (12%) and can-

celled policies when total year coverage was unnecessary in less pro-

portion (17%). A greater percentage of medium size divisions in-

eluded this coverage in a package plan than the other classifications 

(53%). 

Only average expenditure divisions paid the full premium when 

not necessary (8%). Below average expenditure divisions included 

this coverage in a package plan (60%) more regularly and cancelled 

unnecessary coverage (30%) in greater proportion. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 20. 

Information Item 7--This item was designed to examine the role of 
the Virginia State Department of Education in 
assisting the public school divisions of Vir­
ginia in the administration of the risk manage­
ment program. 

School division officials were asked if the State Department 

of Education periodically disseminated risk and insurance data, was 

available as a consultant on risk and insurance matters, was of 

little assistance to school divisions, or what other role the State 

Department of Education played in assisting Virginia public school 

divisions. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 103 (99%) school divi-

sions answered question 21 which pertained to information item 7. 

The State Department of Education was reported of little assistance 

by 66 school divisions. Twenty-six divisions reported that the 

department was available as a consultant and four indicated the 



Table 20 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 6: Cancellation of Coverage Necessary for Only 
A Portion of the Year, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size 

and Expenditure Per Pupila 
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department disseminated valuable risk management and insurance data. 

All of the seven other responses commented that the State Department 

of Education was of no assistance. 

No small or large school divisions reported the Department 

disseminated risk and insurance data while ten percent of the medium 

size divisions reported the dissemination of data. Medium size 

divisions received consultant assistance in the highest proportion 

(36%). Large (78%) and small (72%) divisions reported that the 

Department had been of little assistance compared to 49 percent for 

the medium size divisions. 

The State Department of Education was reported having pro-

vided little assistance by a greater proportion of above average 

expenditure divisions (81%) than the average (63%) or below average 

(36%) expenditure divisions. Below average expenditure divisions 

reported receiving consultant assistance in greater proportion (45%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 21. 

Information Item 8--This item was designed to examine the role of 
the Virginia State Insurance Commission in 
assisting the public school divisions of Vir­
ginia in the administration of the risk 
management program. 

School division officials were asked if the Virginia State 

Insurance Commission periodically disseminated risk and insurance 

data, was available as a consultant on risk and insurance matters, 

was of little assistance to school divisions, or what other role the 

Virginia State Insurance Commission played. 



Table 21 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 7: Role of the Virginia State Department of 
Education, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and 

Expenditure Per Pupil 
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Of the 104 returned questionnaires, 100 (96%) answered ques-

tion 22 which pertained to information item 8. The State Insurance 

Commission was reported of little assistance by 58 school divisions. 

Of the other divisions, 30 reported that the Commission had been 

available as a consultant, and 13 reported the Commission disseminated 

valuable risk management and insurance data. Of the five other 

responses, four reported the Commission had been no help. 

The State Insurance Commission was reported providing little 

assistance by a greater proportion of large divisions (71%). Medium 

size divisions reported receiving consultant assistance in greater 

proportion (44%) while large school divisions reported receiving dis-

semination of data (6%) and consultant assistance (18%) in the least 

proportion. 

Divisions classified as above average in per pupil expendi-

ture reported receiving little assistance in the greatest proportion 

(75%) and consultant advice in the least proportion (15%),while those 

classified as below average reported no dissemination of insurance 

and risk management data. Divisions classified as below average ex-

penditure divisions reported the greatest proportion receiving con-

sultant advice (64%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 22. 

Information Item 9--This item was designed to identify problems 
within the risk and insurance program in school 
divisions. 

School division officials were given three common risk and 

insurance problems: 1) the selection of agents or brokers; 2) the 



Table 22 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 8: Role of the Virginia State Insurance Com­
mission, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and 

Expenditure Per Pupila 
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lack of knowledge of insurance; and 3) insurance contract language, 

and asked to indicate those they considered most troublesome. They 

could also add other, or no problem existed. 

Of the 104 questionnaires returned, 100 (96%) school divi­

sions answered question 23 which pertained to information item 9. 

Insurance contract language was reported to be troublesome by 39 

school divisions while 28 identified a lack of insurance knowledge 

as troublesome. Agent or broker selection waS identified as a 

problem by eight school divisions. No problem with the risk manage­

ment program was reported by 49 school divisions. 

Small school divisions reported the highest proportions in 

each of the problems listed. A smaller percentage of large divi­

sions indicated problems with insurance knowledge (11%) or contract 

language (22%). Large divisions reported no problem with the risk 

management program in the highest proportion (67%). 

A majority of the above and below average expenditure divi­

sions reported no problem with the risk management program (65 and 

55, respectively) while average expenditure divisions reported 

problems with insurance knowledge (45%) and insurance contract lan­

guage (45%) in the greatest proportion. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 23. 
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Summary of Responses for Information Item 9: Identification of Problems Within the Risk 
and Insurance Program in Virginia Public School Divisionst for All School Divisions 

and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupila 
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Lack of insur-
ance know- 28 28 16 37 10 26 2 11 2 18 22 32 4 20 
ledge 

Insurance con-
tract 39 39 19 44 16 41 4 22 5 45 31 45 3 15 
language 

No problem 49 49 18 42 19 49 12 67 6 55 30 43 13 65 

Other 3 3 1 2 1 3 1 6 0 0 1 1 10 

No response 4 4 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 5 

a 
Aggregate Responses. 

N 
0 
.&> 
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Information Item lO--This item was designed to determine what ac­
tivities are needed to assist school divisions 
in administering the risk and insurance pro­
gram. 

School division officials were asked to indicate if the ac-

tivities listed would be worthy of consideration to assist them in 

administering the risk and insurance program. These activities were: 

a resource person from a state agency, a special insurance handbook, 

and special inservice workshops. School divisions were encouraged 

to suggest others or indicate no need for any activities was neces-

sary. 

All 104 divisions answered question 24 which pertained to 

information item 10. The need for an insurance handbook developed 

specifically for Virginia school administrators was reported by 72 

school divisions. The need for inservice workshops was indicated by 

57 school divisions and 37 reported that a person from a state agency 

to act as a resource person would be of assistance. Only nine indicated 

no need for any activities. There were 20 other responses: 14 ex-

pressed concern with the price of insurance, and 12 of the 14 stated 

that help with insurance was needed. Little divergence in other 

responses was noted when school size and expenditure per pupil were 

considered. 

A larger percentage of small divisions indicated. need for a 

person from a state agency to act as a resource (40%) while a greater 

percentage of medium size divisions expressed need for a special 

insurance handbook (72%) and inservice workshops (62%). 
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A greater proportion of schools classified as below average 

in per pupil expenditure reported that a special insurance handbook 

would be of assistance (82%) than the other classifications. A 

greater percentage of below average expenditure divisions indicated 

a need for a resource person from a state agency (45%). 

These and other data are summarized in Table 24. 

Summary of the Data 

The data were collected, tabulated, and reported in percen-

tages. Below is a summary of the data for all school divisions and 

by school division size and expenditure per pupil. Comparisons are 

made using the number and percentage of school divisions who met 

criteria, the average number of criteria met, and the proportion that 

met each criteria. 

The summary of the data is divided into two sections. In 

the first section, data for all school divisions and by school divi-

sion size and expenditure per pupil are presented. In the second 

section, data pertinent to risk management functions are presented 

for all school divisions and by school division size and expenditure 

per pupil. 

Summary of the Data for All School Divisions and 
by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 

Table 25 illustrates the number and percentage of school divi-

sions who met criteria and the average number of criteria met for all 



Table 24 

Summary of Responses for Information Item 10: Recommended Activities for Risk Management 
Improvement, for All School Divisions and by School Division Size and 

Expenditure Per Pupila 

All School Divisions School Division Size EX2endlture Per PU2il 

Small Mediur.: Lan>:e Below Averase Average Above Aver"'!'? 
Unde";'3000 )000 - 10.000 Ove~OOO Cnder 900 900 - 1100 Over llOO 

N-47 N-39 ~"'l8 :-4=11 N-72 ~-21 

Re- Re- Re- Re- Re- Re- Re-
sponse Fercent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent sponse Percent 

Information 
104 47 39 18 11 72 Ite:t\ 10 21 

School Divi-
s ion Response 

Resource person 
froID state 37 36 19 40 12 31 6 33 5 45 27 38 5 24 
agency 

Special 
72 70 32 68 28 72 12 67 9 82 50 69 13 62 handbook 

Inservice 
57 55 22 47 24 62 11 61 6 55 39 54 12 57 workshops 

None of the 
9 9 6 13 2 5 1 6 1 9 7 10 1 5 above 

Other 20 19 7 15 11 28 2 11 3 27 12 17 5 24 

No response 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

a 
Aggregate Responses. 

N 
0 
....... 
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school divisions and by school division size and expenditure per pupil. 

These are summarized below. 

All school divisions. All reporting school divisions met at 

least two criteria and half (50%) of the reporting school divisions 

met at least eight criteria. Only one school division met all four­

teen criteria. Three divisions met more than eleven criteria. Only 

seven percent of the school divisions met more than eleven or less 

than five criteria. The average number of criteria met for all school 

divisions was 7.5. 

School division size. All reporting large school divisions 

met at least five criteria t compared to 97 percent for medium size 

school divisions and 83 percent for small divisions. Large school 

divisions met seven (89%) and eight (61%) criteria in greater percen­

tage than the other classifications. There was little difference be­

tween large and medium size divisions when more than eight criteria 

were considered. Small school divisions generally met criteria in lower 

proportions and reported no divisions meeting more than eleven criteria. 

Small divisions averaged 6.9 criteria met compared to 8.0 for medium size 

and 8.3 for large divisions. 

School division expenditure per pupil. School divisions classi­

fied as above average in per pupil expenditure generally met criteria 

in higher proportion than either average or below average expenditure 

divisions. Below average expenditure divisions reported higher 
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proportions of divisions meeting seven or less criteria but lower 

proportions meeting more than seven criteria when compared to average 

expenditure divisions. No below average divisions reported meeting 

more than ten criteria, while seven average expenditure divisions 

(10%) met more than ten criteria, and one met all fourteen criteria. 

Above average expenditure divisions reported the highest average num-

ber of criteria met (8.3). Below average expenditure divisions re-

ported 7.4, and average expenditure divisions 7.3, average number of 

criteria met. 

These and other data are summarized in Table 25. 

Summary of Risk Management and Insurance 
Functions for All School Divisions and 
by School Division Size and Expenditure 
Per Pupil 

In this section the established criteria were classified by 

risk management and insurance function. Classification was difficult 

since some criteria were multi-functional. Risk management functions 

and appropriate criteria are listed below: 

Risk Management Function Criteria 

Risk Management Administration 1, 3, 5, 6 

Record Keeping 2, 4 

Loss Prevention and Safety 7, 8, 9, 10 

Insurance Practices 11, 12, 13, 14 

The proportion of school divisions who met each criterion for 

all school divisions and by school division size and expenditure per 
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pupil is presented in Table 26. The data that are pertinent to each 

risk management function were aggregated and are reported below. The 

percentage of school divisions meeting each criteria within each risk 

and insurance function was utilized to make comparisons. Comparisons 

were made between risk management functions as well as within clas­

sifications of school division size and expenditure per pupil. Com­

parisons are illustrated in Figures 2, 3, and 4. 

All school divisions. Figure 2 graphically illustrates the 

percentage of school divisions who met each criterion within each risk 

management functions, as well as the mean percent for each function. 

School divisions performed the risk management administration function 

more effectively than the other three functions. Criterion 1 (risk 

management responsibility) was met by a greater percentage (91%) than 

any of the thirteen remaining criteria while criterion 5 (establish­

ment of risk management policy (83%) and criterion 6 (annual review 

of program (78%), ranked second and third, respectively. The mean 

percentage of school divisions meeting the four risk management ad­

ministration criteria was 78 percent. 

School divisions performed the record keeping function more 

effectively than insurance practices or loss prevention and safety 

functions but less effectively than risk management administration. 

Criterion 2 (maintaining up-to-date records) was met by 78 percent of 

the school divisions. The mean percentage of school divisions meet­

ing record keeping functions criteria was 70 percent. 
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Summary of the Application of the Established Criteria to Risk Management Practices for 
All School Divisions, and by School Division Size and Expenditure Per Pupil 
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sponse Cri t • % sponse Cri t . % sponse Cri t • % sponse Cr it. % 

103 

103 

104 

100 

104 

104 

101 

103 

102 

101 

104 

102 

103 

104 

94 

80 

60 

61 

86 

81 

50 

40 

29 

14 

24 

71 

65 

35 

91 

78 

58 

61 

83 

78 

50 

39 

28 

14 

23 

70 

63 

34 

---- 7.5 ----

46 

46 

47 

43 

47 

47 

44 

47 

46 

47 

47 

46 

47 

47 

41 

33 

24 

25 

39 

34 

17 

15 

9 

3 

5 

33 

30 

13 

89 

72 

51 

58 

83 

72 

39 

32 

20 

6 

11 

72 

64 

28 

--- 6.9 -----

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

39 

38 

39 

38 

38 

39 

36 

30 

24 

24 

34 

31 

21 

15 

13 

5 

7 

25 

25 

16 

92 

77 

62 

62 

87 

79 

54 

38 

33 

13 

18 

66 

66 

41 

---- 8.0 ----

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

18 

17 

17 

16 

18 

18 

18 

18 

17 

11 

12 

12 

13 

16 

12 

10 

7 

6 

12 

13 

10 

6 

94 

94 

67 

67 

73 

89 

67 

59 

41 

38 

67 

72 

S6 

33 

----- 8.3 ----

Below Average 
Under 900 

N-n 

Expenditure Per PU?il 

Average Above AVerage 
900 - 1100 Over 1100 

N-72 N-Zl 

Re- Met Re- Met Re- Met 
sponse Crit. % sponse erit. : sponse erit. 1 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

ltl 

11 

10 91 

10 91 

5 45 

7 64 

11 100 

8 73 

8 73 

3 27 

1 9 

1 9 

3 27 

7 64 

8 80 

3 27 

7.4 ---

71 

71 

72 

70 

72 

72 

70 

71 

70 

69 

72 

70 

72 

72 

64 

S3 

41 

41 

59 

54 

29 

26 

21 

8 

14 

47 

42 

25 

90 

75 

57 

59 

82 

75 

41 

37 

30 

12 

19 

67 

58 

35 

7.3 ----

21 

21 

21 

19 

21 

21 

20 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

20 

17 

14 

13 

16 

19 

13 

11 

7 

5 

17 

15 

7 

95 

81 

67 

68 

76 

90 

65 

52 

33 

24 

33 

81 

11 

33 

8.3 -----

N ..... 
N 



213 

Risk Management PunctiOll 

Criteda 

1 

3 

S 

6 

I, 3, S, 6 

2 

.4 

2, 4 

11 

12 

Risk Management Practice 

Risk Management Responsibility (91%) 

Lesal lAowledle (58%) 

Establishment of Risk~anag .. ent 
Policy (83%) 

Annual Review of Program (78%) 

Mean Percentase (78%) 

Up-To-Date Racords (78%) 

Porme and Procedures (61%) 

Mean Percent .. e (70%) 

Selection of Companies (23%) 

Property_Appraisal (70%) 

Coverase--Paci1ities & Property (63%) 

Riek Management Administration 
Q 100% 
'i 

Record Keeping 

Insurance Practices 

13 

14 Economiee in Purchaeins Insuranca (34%) 11815==========:::1 
. II, 12, 13, 14 

7 

8 

9 

10 

7, 8, 9, 10 

1. 3, S, 6 

Mean Percentase (48%) 

Property Protection & Safety (SO%) 

Inspections (39%) 

Educationall'rogram of Loss Prevention 
and Safety (28%) 

Risk Analysis-Program (14%) 

Mean ~erc.ntage (33%) 

Risk Management Administration (18%) 

2, 4 aecord Keepins (70%) 

II, 12, 13, 14 Insurance Practices (~J) 

7, 8, 9, 10 Loee Prevention and Safety (33%) 

• 
Loss Prevention and Safety 

• 
Mean Percentage for Risk 

Management Functions 

Figure 2. School Division Effectiveness in Performing Risk 
Management Functions: Mean Percentages Meeting 
Criteria Within Functions and Co~parison of Mean 
Percentages for All Functions. 
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The insurance practices function was performed effectively by 

less than half (48%) of responding school divisions. Only 34 percent 

met criterion 14 (economies in purchasing insurance) and just 23 

percent met criterion 11 (selection of companies). 

One-third (33%) of all school divisions met criteria classified 

within the loss prevention and safety function. Although half (50%) 

of the school divisions met criterion 7 (property protection and 

safety) only 14 percent met criterion 10 (risk analysis program). 

Comparisons between all risk management functions may be seen in the 

graph labeled, "Mean Percentage for Risk Management Functions." 

School division size. Figure 3 illustrates the mean percen­

tage of school divisions who met each criterion within each risk 

management function when school division size was considered. Large 

school divisions performed each risk management function more effec­

tively than either medium size or small divisions. Large school divi­

sions reported higher mean percentages for each function than the other 

classifications. Only in the risk management administration function 

where large school divisions reported a mean of 81 percent compared to 

80 percent for medium size and 74 percent for small divisions, were 

there less than eight percentage points between large divisions and 

either of the other classifications. Small school divisions were 

least effective in all four risk management functions. The differences 

between small and medium size divisions averaged only five percent in 

functions other than loss prevention and safety where medium size 
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School Division 81 •• 

School Division 
Function Classification Mean PercentaleMeeting Criteria 

0 100% 
lisk Management Adaini.tration Large (81%) 1 

Medium (80%) 

Small (74%) 

bcord laepins Large (80%) 

Medium (71%) 

Small (65%) 

Inaurance Practices Large (57%) 

Medium (48%) 

Small (44%) 

Lo.a Prevention and Safety Large (51%) 

Medium (35%) 

Large (24%) 

All'Punctions tarse (67%) 

!redium (59%) t 

Small (52%) 

Figure 3. School Division EffectivenesG in Performing Risk Manage­
ment Functions by School Division Size: .Mean Percentages 
Meeting Criteria Within Functiono and Comparisons of Mean 
Percentages for All Functiona by School Division Size. 
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divisions reported 35 percent meeting criteria within that function 

compared to 24 percent for small divisions. Large divisions reported a 

mean of 67 percent meeting all functions compared to 59 percent for 

medium size and 52 percent for small divisions. 

Expenditure per pupil. Figure 4 illustrates the mean percen­

tage of school divisions who met each criterion within each risk 

management function when expenditure per pupil was considered. Above 

average expenditure divisions performed risk management administration 

(82%), insurance practices (55%), and loss prevention and safety 

functions (44%) more effectively than other classifications while 

below average expenditure divisions were more effective in performing 

the record keeping function of risk management (78%). The differ­

ences between all classifications were more than 11 percent in only 

loss prevention and safety where the mean percent for above average 

expenditure divisions was 14 percentage points higher than both aver­

age and below average expenditure divisions. Below average expendi­

ture divisions performed risk management practices more effectively 

than average expenditure divisions in all but loss prevention and 

safety where each reported a mean of 30 percent. Differences were 

slight between average and below average expenditure division in the 

insurance practices (5%) and risk management administration functions 

(1%) but were substantial in record keeping (11%). For all functions, 

above average expenditure divisions reported a mean of 64 percent 

compared to 59 percent for below average and 55 percent for average 

expenditure divisions. 
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Expenditure Per Pupil 

Function 
School Division 
Classification Me" P.rSlAt... Ma.tips Crit.ria 

Risk Manalement 
AdminiBtration 

aecord leepina 

Insurance Practices 

LoBs Prevention 
and Safety 

All Functions 

Abov. Averase Expenditure (82%). 

Averase Expenditure (76%) 

Below Avera.e Expenditure (771) 

Above Averase Expenditure (751) 

Averase Expenditure (671) 

Below Averase Expenditure (78%) 

Above Averase Expenditure (551) 

AvereSe Expenditure (451) 

Below Averase Expenditure (501) 

Abovs Averase Expenditure (441) 

Avera.e Ex~enditUre (301) 

Below Averase Expenditure (lOl) 

Above Averase Expenditure (641) 

Average Expenditure (551) 

Below Averase Expenditure (591) 

o 1001 

---~ 

1 

• 

, 
t 

• 

t 'I 

, 

Figure 4. School Division Effectiveness' in Performing Risk Manage­
ment Functions by School Division Expenditure Per Pupil: 
Mean Percentages Meeting Criteria Within Functions and 
Comparisons of Mean Percentagen for All Functions by 
Expenditure Per Pupil. 



Chapter VI 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS 

RELATED TO THE STUDY 

The purposes and objectives of the study were: (1) to examine 

the risk management practices of the public school divisions of Vir­

ginia, (2) to probe the relationship between school divisions size and 

risk management practices in the public school divisions of Virginia, 

(3) to probe the relationship between expenditure per pupil and risk 

management practices in the public school divisions of Virginia, (4) to 

examine the roles of the State Department of Education and the State 

Insurance Commission in assisting the public school divisions of Vir­

ginia in the administration of the risk management program, (5) to 

identify the legal mandatory requirements for insurance provisions in 

the public school divisions of Virginia, and (6) to make recommenda­

tions for the improvement of the risk management program in the public 

school divisions of ' Virginia. 

In this chapter the conclusions of the study, based on an 

analysis of the data, a search of the literature, and interviews with 

representatives of the various agencies responsible for risk manage­

ment are reported and recommendations put forth to local school divi­

sions and various state agencies. Recommendations for further study 

are provided. In addition, comments related to the study are offered. 

The chapter has been organized as follows: 

218 
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1. Conclusions from the data 

2. Recommendations to state agencies and local school divisions 

3. Recommendations for further study 

4. Comments related to the study 

Conclusions from the Data 

Since the criteria applied to Virginia public school division 

risk management practices were based on sound risk management princi­

ples each criterion that was met by a majority of school divisions 

was reported as a sound policy or practice. Where a majority of school 

divisions did not meet a criterion, a questionable policy or practice 

was reported. A summary of the relationship of school division size 

and expenditure per pupil to risk management practices is provided. 

In addition, conclusions from the data for the ten information items 

are presented. The conclusions from the data are presented as follows: 

1. Sound policies and practices in the public school divisions 

of Virginia. 

2. Questionable policies and practices in the public school 

divisions of Virginia. 

3. Summary of policies and practices reported in Virginia 

public school divisions. 

4. Relationship of school division size to risk management 

practices. 

5. Relationship of expenditure per pupil to risk management 

practices. 

6. Other findings. 



220 

Sound Policies and Practices in the Public 
School Divisions of Virginia 

Where at least fifty percent of the responding school divisions 

met a criterion it is reported as a sound practice. Responses to the 

questions related to each established criterion revealed that the 

public school divisions of Virginia utilized the following sound poli-

cies and practices in the management of their risk and insurance pro-

grams. 

1. The responsibility for the risk management and insurance 

program was generally delegated by the board of education to one school 

official. In seventy-five percent of the school divisions that person 

was the superintendent. 

2. School division officials generally demonstrated attention 

to the legal requirements for insurance. Better than half (58%) 

periodically read three recommended sources. 

3. In the majority of school divisions (83%) Virginia school 

boards established broad policy to guide school division officials in . 

managing the risk and insurance program. 

4. Most Virginia public school divisions reviewed the risk 

management program annually (78%). 

5. Property appraisal was updated annually .in seventy per-

cent of Virginia public school divisions. 

6. Up-to-date records of the school division risk management 

program generally were established and maintained. Seventy-eight per-

cent of Virginia public school divisions kept a central file for in-

surance records. 
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7. There was generally a satisfactory method of reporting ac-

cidents as well as liability and property losses in the public school 

divisions of Virginia. Sixty-one percent of the school divisions 

maintained forms and standard procedures for this purpose. 

8. Property protection and safety were concerns in building 

planning as well as building alteration and maintenance in fifty per-

cent of the school divisions. 

9. Sixty-three percent of Virginia public school divisions 

purchased insurance at replacement value of property and facilities 

being protected. 

Questionable Policies and Practices in the 
Public School Divisions of Virginia 

Where less than fifty percent of responding school divisions 

met the criterion questionable policies and practices were reported. 

Responses to the question related to each established criterion re-

vealed the following questionable policies and practices were util-

ized by Virginia's public school divisions. 

1. The financial strength and qualification of insurance 

companies were not generally determined by Best's, Spectator, or simi-

lar ratings. In only twenty-three percent of the divisions were 

Best's, Spectator, or similar ratings utilized. Many school divisions 

relied solely on agents or brokers. 

2. Sixty-six percent of Virginia's public school divisions 

did not consider all appropriate coverages or economies in purchasing 

insurance. Although many school divisions considered blanket coverage, 



222 

or package plans, or deductible, few considered all or even two of the 

above when purchasing insurance. 

3. Fire, safety, and hazard inspections were not conducted 

with adequate frequency. Only thirty-nine percent of the school divi-

sions conducted inspections at least three times a year. 

4. Educational programs of loss prevention and safety did 

not exist in most school divisions. Only twenty-nine percent reported 

a program existed. 

5. Risk analysis programs were operable in only fourteen per-

cent of Virginia public school divisions. Reports were not utilized 

to analyze risk. Many divisions depended solely on inspections. 

Summary of Policies and Practices Reported in 
Virginia Public School Divisions 

An examination of the sound and questionable policies and prac-

tices in Virginia public school divisions revealed the following: 

1. Virginia public school divisions generally maintained sound 

policies and practices in the functions classified as risk management 

administration. Sound policies and practices were reported in the four 

practices classified as risk management administration. Seventy-eight 

percent of the school divisions met criteria classified as risk manage-

ment administration. 

2. Virginia public school divisions generally maintained sound 

record keeping practices. Both practices classified as record keeping 

functions were reported as sound. Seventy percent of the school divi-

sions met criteria classified as record keeping. 
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3. Virginia public school divisions were not as effective in 

the insurance practices and loss prevention and safety functions of 

risk management. Two of four practices classified as insurance prac-

tices were reported as questionable. Three of four practices classi-

fied as loss prevention and safety were reported as questionable. 

Forty-eight percent of the school divisions met criteria classified as 

insurance practices while only thirty-three percent met criteria clas-

sified as loss prevention and safety. 

Relationship of School Divisions Size 
to Risk Management Practices 

The data were examined and comparisons made between classifi-

cations of school divisions size. The proportion of school divisions 

meeting each criterion has been reported in Chapter V. Further com-

parisons may be seen in Table 27. 

Table 27 indicates that school divisions size appears related 

to risk management practices in Virginia public school divisions in 

the following manner. 

Large divisions performed risk management practices more effec-

tively than medium size or small divisions. As previously reported, 

large divisions generally met each criterion in higher proportions 

than the other classifications. Large divisions averaged 8.3 criteria 

met, reported eleven of fourteen sound practices, and were more effec-

tive in each risk management function. Large divisions reported a 

mean of sixty-seven percent meeting criteria for all risk management 

functions. 
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Table 27 

A Comparison of Risk Management Effectiveness by School Division 
Size: Average Number of Criteria Me4 Sound Practices, 

School 
division 

size 

Large 

Medium 

Small 

and Mean Percentage for All Functions 

Average number of 
criteria met 

8.3 

8.0 

6.9 

Sound 
practices 

11 

9 

8 

Mean percentage 
for all functions 

67 

59 

52 
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Small divisions performed risk management practices less ef-

fectively than the other classifications. As previously reported, 

small divisions generally met each criterion in less proportion than 

the other classifications of school divisions size. Small divisions 

reported the lowest average number of criteria met (6.9) and reported 

eight of fourteen sound practices. Small school divisions reported a 

mean of fifty-two percent meeting criteria for all risk management 

functions. 

Medium size divisions performed risk management practices more 

effectively than small divisions but less effectively than large di-

visions. As previously reported, medium size divisions generally met 

each criterion in higher proportion than small divisions, met an 

average of 8.0 criteria, and reported nine of fourteen sound practices. 

Medium size divisions reported a mean of fifty-nine percent meeting 

criteria for all risk management functions-. 

Relationship of School Division Expenditure Per 
Pupil to Risk Management Practices 

The data were examined and comparisons made between classifica-

tions of expenditure per pupil. The percentage of school divisions 

meeting each criterion has been reported in Chapter V. Further com-

parisons may be seen in Table 28. 

Table 28 indicates that school division expenditure per pupil 

appears related to risk management practices in Virginia's public 

school divisions in the following manner. 
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Table 28 

A Comparison of Risk Management Effectiveness by School Division 
Expenditure Per Pupil: Average Number of Criteria Met t Sound 

Practices t and Mean Percentage for All Functions 

Expenditure 
per 

pupil 

Above average 
expenditure 
division 

Average 
expenditure 
division 

Below average 
expenditure 
division 

Average number of 
criteria met 

8.3 

7.3 

7.4 

Sound 
practices 

11 

8 

8 

Mean percentage 
for all functions 

64 

55 

59 
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Above average expenditure divisions performed risk management 

more effectively than average or below average expenditure divisions. 

As previously reported, above average expenditure divisions generally 

met criterion in higher proportions than the other classifications. 

Above average expenditure divisions averaged 8.3 average number of 

criteria met, were more effective in three of four risk management 

functions, and reported sixty-four percent meeting criteria for all 

risk management functions. Of fourteen risk management practices, 

above average expenditure divisions reported sound practices in eleven. 

Below average expenditure divisions performed risk management 

functions slightly more effectively than average expenditure divi­

sions. Although both classifications reported eight sound practices 

below average expenditure divisions averaged 7.4 criteria met com­

pared to 7.3 for average expenditure divisions, and, as previously 

reported, had higher percentages meeting criteria in three risk 

management functions. Only in loss prevention and safety where both 

reported thirty percent meeting criteria were they not more effective. 

Below average expenditure divisions reported a mean of fifty-nine per­

cent for all functions compared to fifty-five percent for average ex­

penditure divisions. 

Other Findings 

Responses to the ten information items were carefully examined. 

Where a majority of school divisions reported a policy or practice or 

put forth suggestions for the improvement of risk management these are 

reported in the subsection titled "Findings from data for information 
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items." In addition, the legal mandatory requirements for insurance 

provisions in Virginia identified in Chapter III are presented in 

the subsection, "Legal findings." 

Findings from data for information items. Presented below 

are findings from the ten information items. 

1. In a majority of school divisions (63%) risk managers 

lack training in insurance. None have training in risk management. 

2. In a majority of school divisions (76%) officials checked 

policies for accuracy and concurrency. In forty-one school divisions 

(40%) policies were checked by the agent or broker and school person 

responsible. 

3. Better driving and safety by school bus drivers was pro­

moted in most school divisions. More than eighty percent had bus 

driver training programs and conducted periodic physicals for drivers. 

Fifty-five percent conducted periodic driving checks. 

4. Agent/broker selection was not generally based on skills 

and competencies possessed. Only twenty-eight percent selected agents 

or brokers on skills and competencies possessed. In those school divi­

sions which did not use bidding a committee of agents or a nonsystematic 

selection system was often utilized. 

5. Fifty-eight percent of the school divisions did not use 

outside independent commercial firms to appraise property. 

6. Only six percent of all school divisions paid the full 

premium on policies that required coverage for only a portion of the 

year. Forty-three percent included the above in a package plan. 
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7. Many school divisions regarded the State Department of Educa­

tion as being of little assistance in risk management and insurance man­

agement. Sixty-four percent saw the Department as little assistance 

while twenty-five percent reported the Department acts as a consultant. 

8. Many school divisions regarded the State Insurance Commis­

sion as being of little assistance in risk and insurance management. 

Fifty-eight percent saw the Commission as little assistance while thirty 

percent reported they act as a consultant. 

9. Nearly half of Virginia's public school divisions (49%) re­

ported they felt no problems existed within the risk and insurance pro­

gram. Problems with insurance contract language and lack of insurance 

knowledge were reported as problems by t~irty-nine and twenty-eight per­

cent respectively. 

10. A majority of school officials identified a special insurance 

handbook (70%) and inservice workshops (55%) as worthy of consideration 

to assist school divisions in administering the risk and insurance pr,ogram. 

Legal findings. An examination of the related literature, state 

statutes, court cases, and Opinions of the Attorney General identified 

the following were the current legal conditions affecting insurance pro­

visions in Virginia's public school .divisions: 

1. School boards had the authority to provide necessary insurance. 

2. The choice of whether or not to carry fire or liability in­

surance was a decision for each school division to make. 

3. The purchase of liability insurance did not constitute a 

waiver of governmental immunity. 

4. School boards had the authority to provide self-insurance 
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for liability but not property. 

5. School boards had the authority to establish a system of pen-

sions. 

6. School boards had the authority to employ counsel to represent 

them in tort actions. 

7. Workmen's Compensation was mandated in Virginia. 

8. School boards were required to purchase school bus insurance 

within the limits of state statute. 

9. Funds could be withheld from school divisions by the Superin­

tendent of Public Instruction if school boards did not secure school bus 

insurance. 

10. In situations involving school buses, governmental immunity 

was waived up to the financial limits of the statute. 

11. The doctrine of governmental immunity or nonliability continued 

to be enforced in Virginia. 

12. It was necessary for school divisions to exercise care in per­

forming functions which were truly governmental and not proprietary. 

13. When performing activities that were considered as proprietary, 

it was necessary for school boards to provide or insist on adequate in­

surance coverage for the activity. 

14. Officers and employees of school boards were held personally 

liable for negligent acts. 

15. Employees performing duties which were purely ministerial 

could be held liable for negligence and were not protected by governmental 

immunity. 

16. Failure to perform a ministerial act raised a justifiable issue 

in a suit against the employee. 
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17. The ministerial/discretionary distinction was not always 

clear. 

18. Employees who performed functions beyond the scope of their 

employment could be held liable for negligent acts. 

19. Employees or school officers who committed intentional 

torts were held liable. 

20. There was a rising number of lawsuits involving the con-

cept of tort liability • 

. 21. County school boards were not "persons fl under § 1983 of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1871. 

22. It was found that, nationwide, states continued to abrogate 

governmental immunity either by statute or through the courts. 

Recommendations to State Agencies and 
Local School Divisions 

Based on the conclusions from other data and interviews with 

those involved in risk management, recommendations for the improvement 

of risk management and insurance practices in the public school divi-

sions of Virginia were submitted to the following State agencies: 

1. The State Department of Education 

2. The State Insurance Commission 

3. The State Legislature 

4. Local School Divisions 

The State Department of Education 

The State Department of Education should consider the follow-

ing recommendations: 
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1. A study commission to investigate the merits of a state 

insurance program should be appointed. 

2. A special insurance handbook for school division officials 

should be published and disseminated. The New York State Education De­

partment presently publishes an excellent handbook, Insurance. It 

would be an excellent guide for the Department to follow. 

3. An employee of the department to act as a resource person 

to local school divisions should be assigned. This person should have 

expertise in risk management and insurance. There is presently no 

department official responsible for risk management or insurance. 

4. A central record system pertaining to risk management and 

insurance should be established and maintained. 

5. Risk management and insurance information should be dis­

seminated. A coordinated and consistent method of disseminating in­

formation is needed. 

6. Accessibility and rapid dissemination of Opinions of the 

Attorney General of the Commonwealth to school divisions should be 

initiated and maintained. School divisions do not receive Opinions 

systematically nor are those received up to date. 

The State Insurance Commission 

The State Insurance Commission should cooperate with and assist 

the State Department of Education in the above activities. In addi­

tion the Commission should consider the following recommendations. 

They should: 
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1. Assist school divisions in securing preferred rates from 

rating bureaus where the cost-loss ratio would indicate reductions are 

realistic. 

2. Expand the role of the Commission to include providing 

services to public school divisions. At present, their primary func­

tion is regulation of insurance companies and laws. This role is too 

narrow and limited. 

The State Legislature 

The State Legislature should become concerned with the economy 

and efficiency of school division insurance. The legislature should 

consider the following recommendations: 

1. A study commission should be formed to investigate the 

possibility of a state insurance program in Virginia. The program 

that is presently operable in North Carolina should be examined. 

2. Consideration should be given to amending present legis­

lature which prohibits school divisions from setting aside funds for 

self-insurance of property or vehicles. 

3. Study should be undertaken by the legislature to determine 

the number of legislators who profit from insurance commissions and 

how this may affect the control of school division insurance. 

Local School Divisions 

There are areas of the Virginia public school divisions' risk 

management program that need strengthening. Recommendations for local 

school divisions are provided under separate headings. These are: 
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1. Specific Recommendations 

2. General Recommendations 

Specific recommendations. A majority of Virginia public school 

divisions reported five questionable practices. Recommendations were 

offered to improve these risk management practices. These are pre­

sented below: 

1. School division property should be inspected at least three 

times per year. 

2. The financial strength and management ability of insurance 

companies should be considered using Best's, Spectator, or similar 

insurance rating publications. 

3. All economies of insurance protection and coverage should 

be considered. Deductible, package plans, and blanket coverage 

should be considered when purchasing insurance. 

4. Educational programs of loss prevention and safety need to 

be established and maintained. The use of teachers and administrators 

to assist in loss prevention and safety activities is desirable. 

5. A risk analysis program should be part of the school divi­

sionts risk management activities. Inspections, reports from key per­

sonnel, and a careful analysis of loss should be utilized on a regular 

basis. 

General recommendations. The information items yielded find­

ings which indicate areas of weakness in the risk management program. 

To strengthen those areas recommendations, based on sound risk 
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management principles, are given. In addition, strategies that the re­

searcher feels would improve risk management programs in public schools 

throughout the Commonwealth are presented below. 

1. Risk management and insurance workshops and other inservice 

activities should be organized. Many public school risk managers have 

no training in insurance and none have risk management training. In 

small divisions and sparsely populated areas workshops and inservice 

activities could be offered on a regional basis. 

2. A statewide examination of the procedures for selection of 

agents, brokers, and carriers should be conducted. A survey conducted 

by the researcher revealed that of thirty insurance agents, randomly 

selected, fifteen agents reported they did not feel the distribution 

of insurance was open or fairly distributed. They also reported school 

divisions were not getting the best coverage at the best price. A fair 

and open method of agent/broker selection should be utilized by all 

school divisions. Specifications should be written describing the 

skills and competencies needed for the insurance business of the divi­

sion. In those divisions that utilize bidding, specifications for the 

insurance business of the divisions should be carefully written and 

openly advertised. Selection of agent/brokers and companies should 

be based on cost effectiveness and efficiency of services. 

3. The use of outside independent firms to appraise property 

at least every ten years should be considered. 

4. The use of outside consultants, preferably those unable 

to receive commissions within the division, should be considered by 
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Virginia public school divisions. 

5. Information concerning coverages, rates, property valua­

tion, and other risk management functions should be gathered and dis­

seminated so that school divisions may make comparisons. School 

division risk managers should initiate these activities. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Study data and conclusions indicated that further study in 

risk management in Virginia's public school divisions was necessary. 

The following were recommended for further study in risk 

management and insurance in Virginia public school divisions: 

1. The condition under which self-insurance or no insurance 

is a viable alternative for school divisions should be investigated 

and results disseminated. 

2. A close scrutiny of ratings and rating bureaus is neces­

sary to assure school divisions that rates are being presented fairly 

and consistently throughout the Commonwealth. 

3. The possibility of a State Insurance plan such as the one 

that presently is functional in North Carolina should be examined. 

4. The cost effectiveness of school division risk management 

and insurance programs should be investigated. 

5. Effective risk management appears to be related to school 

division size and expenditure per pupil. Further study should be under­

taken to examine what those relationships are, why they exist, and what 

. other factors affect risk management practices in Virginia's public 

school divisions. 
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The study yielded some findings that merit special attention. 

Listed below are findings of the study that either (a) did not appear 

consistent with findings discussed in the section of this chapter 

devoted to the relationship between school division size and expendi­

ture per pupil and risk management practices, or (b) the researcher 

feels questions were raised that merit further study. Further study 

could be undertaken to determine why: 

1. Below average expenditure divisions met the criterion 

related to keeping up-to-date records with more regularity than 

other classifications. If one assumes that it was because they had 

less wealth and needed to be more precise, it is difficult to explain 

why average expenditure divisions did not appear to keep up-to-date 

records at least as well as above average expenditure divisions. 

2. Expenditure per pupil was related to reading legal 

sources. 

3. All school boards of below average expenditure divisions 

established policy to guide those responsible for the risk management 

program. 

4. Below average expenditure divisions insured facilities 

and property at replacement value with considerably more regularity 

than other classifications and large and average expenditure divi­

sions utilized replacement value with less regularity. 

5. School division officials with college courses in insur­

ance were more prevalent in medium size and average expenditure 

divisions. 



238 

6. Average expenditure divisions reported the highest per­

centage of school division officials who had no insurance training 

while below average expenditure divisions reported the lowest pro­

portion with no insurance training. 

7. All below average expenditure divisions conducted peri­

odic physicals for bus drivers. 

8. Large and above average expenditure divisions reported 

receiving little assistance from State agencies in high propor­

tion. 

9. Those. who indicated they felt no problem existed only 

reported 3.4 average number of criteria met while all school divi­

sions averaged 7.5 criteria met. 

10. Average expenditure divisions have the highest percentage 

who use Best's, Spectator, and similar ratings but also have the 

highest percentage who do not consider the financial strength and 

qualifications of companies when placing insurance. 

11. There seems to be great divergence in assistance received 

from the State Department of Education and the State Insurance Com­

mission when school division size and expenditure per pupil are con­

sidered. 

Co~nts Related to the Study 

In this section it is customary to comment on those aspects of 

the study that the researcher feels may be significant but cannot be 
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verified by the data, or to express remarks relative to the joy of 

the experience. I shall attempt neither of the above but will strive 

to communicate concerns about the study as well as its future use. 

This researcher is openly critical of some study findings 

and, obviously, of the inferences that may be drawn from those find­

ings. Although brave efforts were made to diminish the opportunity 

for school division officials to provide what may be akin to socially 

desirable responses, I fear that these efforts may have met with 

limited success. The questions raised in Chapter VI in the section 

titled, "Recommendations for Further Study" explicitly identified 

some inconsistencies in responses. Some of these may reflect the 

normal desires of those in administrative positions. Few administra­

tors wish to appear less than efficient, offend those of higher sta­

tus, or "stir up a hornet's nest." 

In addition, some questionnaire items were less than perfect 

in measuring effectiveness of risk management practices. These items 

may have been based on constructs that are untenable. This was due, 

in large part, to the use of criteria to measure effectiveness. Al­

though criteria served to transform a survey into a research study 

and to add a touch of empiricism, in truth, their use restricted 

flexibility and made measurement extremely difficult. To assume that 

a risk manager has knowledge of the legal requirements for insurance 

because he indicated periodically reading three legal sources does 

not, in retrospect, appear to be a valid assumption. To aggregate 

those responses and report that fifty-eight percent of Virginia school 
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division officials have legal knowledge of insurance only adds to the 

embarrassment. How diligently risk managers read the sources is nearly 

impossible to measure given the constraints o~ time, money and reality. 

How well inspections were conducted, property appraised, or policies 

checked raises the same issue. Although the information generated by 

the study can be used to improve risk management practices and is 

valuable for further study I suspect that the percentages of sound 

practices reported are inflated and may be misleading. 

The problem created by this miscalculation may rest in the 

quest for the so-called "bottom line." What did the study show? What 

were the results? The study, in my judgment, may have no bottom line. 

Its strongest, most useful components are the "Search of the Litera­

ture" and the "Reconnnendations to Various State and Local Agencies." 

Chapter II, is a concise, coherent, and thorough exposition of public 

school risk management and insurance. It is, in my judgment, one of 

the best of its kind. When it was suggested that it be placed in the 

Appendix, I objected quite strenuously since,frequently, even fellow 

researchers do not read information relegated to the appendix. While 

this suggestion may have been without merit it probably would have 

had no deleterious effect on the study since, in reality, as long as it 

remains part of this dissertation, it will be read by few. The chances 

of the literature search being read by public school officials are 

slight. 

If the study has a bottom line it is located in Chapter VI in 

the section titled, "Recommendations to Various State and Local Agencies." 
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These recommendations, if implemented, will result in improved 

risk management practices in Virginia public school divisions. Many 

recommendations are rather pedestrian and could be easily implemented. 

An excellent handbook could be easily developed. The state budget 

can probably stand the expense of another Department of Education em­

ployee or perhaps reassignment of duties would be sufficient. If the 

Department becomes active in risk management affairs, many other recom­

mendations could be implemented. 

Some recommendations may not be as easily dealt with. A 

statewide examination of the selection of agents or brokers is not 

likely. Who will request it? School board members and taxpayers 

should but they have "bigger fish to fry." The legislature is not 

likely to form a study commission to investigate the ramifications of 

a state insurance plan. It seems that such a study was conducted not 

long ago and shelved due to strong pressure exerted by the insurance 

lobby and the substantial number of legislators who profit from the 

insurance business. In all probability, the study, like most research 

done by graduate students, will be more beneficial to the researcher 

than to the intended beneficiary. 

Having pointed out the deficiencies of the study I feel 

obliged to point out its strengths. The study has a larger sample, 

a more complete review of the literature, and more explicit recommen­

dations than any public school risk management study encountered by 

this researcher. It should be mentioned that no study on risk manage­

ment in public schools that endeavored to examine risk management 
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practices has been able to solve the problem of measurement discussed 

earlier in this section. 

To those considering research in risk management I offer the 

following recommendations: 

1. Avoid the use of risk management criteria to measure effec­

tiveness of risk management practices. Although criteria for measure­

ment is necessary and must be decided upon it should measure qualita­

tively as well as quantitatively. 

2. Do not attempt to validate measurement criteria. This is 

unnecessary and will only serve to weaken the study. 

3. Consider format that lends itself to being easily con­

verted into a useful guide to school officials. This is commonly 

referred to as the "cookbook approach" and has more chance to receive 

support and ultimately be utilized to improve risk management prac­

tices. 

4. Focus on the quasi-political, business aspects of public 

school insurance. There is a great need for research in this area. 

The points mentioned in this section are a reflection of four­

teen months of concentrated effort in the study of risk management 

practices in Virginia public school divisions. Hopefully, they will 

provide those interested with more insight into the study and assist 

those who will conduct further research. 

Summaries of the study will be sent to all 71 school divisions 

who requested them. Summaries will include the data and information 
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judged by the researcher to be of significance to those involved in 

the improvement of risk management practices. Also included will 

be data relative to risk management effectiveness for each division. 

Summaries will be sent to members of state agencies and insurance 

specialists who requested them. A presentation of findings and dis­

cussion of the study will be presented at the Virginia Association 

of School Business Officials Spring Conference (1977). 
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Established Risk Management Criteria 

1. One school official shall be designated to assume the re­

sponsibility for the risk and insurance program. 

2. The school risk management official should establish and 

maintain up-to-date records of the school division risk management 

program. 

3. The individual responsible for the risk management program 

should have a knowledge of the legal r~quirements for insurance in the 

public school divisions of Virginia. 

4. Necessary forms and standard procedures for reporting acci­

dents, as well as liability and property losses, should be established 

and maintained by the individual responsible for the risk management 

program. 

5. The Board of Education should establish a broad policy to 

serve as the guideline for the school insurance official in managing 

the school division insurance program. 

6. The school division's risk management program should be 

reviewed annually. 

7. Building planning, alterations, and maintenance should 

be carried out with property protection and safety a prime concern. 

8. Fire, safety, and hazard inspections of the school divi­

sion should be conducted by qualified division personnel at least 

three times a year. 
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9. The school division should establish and maintain an edu­

cational program of loss prevention and safety. 

10. A risk analysis program should be operable which will 

analyze potential loss of property, damage to property, and liability 

responsibility of the school division. 

11. The financial strength and qualifications of companies 

selected shall be determined by use of Best's, Spectator's, or similar 

ratings. 

12. School division property appraisals should be updated 

annually. 

13. School facilities and property other than rolling stock 

should be insured at replacement value. 

14. In purchasing insurance;deductibles, package plans, and 

blanket policy coverages should be considered. 
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Risk Management Questionnaire 

Please read each question and check the response(s) which most 

accurately describes the risk management practices used by your school 

division. In many cases you may want to check more than one if the 

choices represent practices followed in your school division. In those 

cases where no response is appropriate, please use the other response 

with a short explanation of the practice that is utilized. If you 

would like a summary of the study please indicate this at the conclu­

sion of the questionnaire. Please return the completed questionnaire 

in the self-addressed envelope. Your promptness will be appreciated. 

1. Who assumes the responsibility for the risk and insurance program 
for the school division? 

Superintendent 

Assistant Superintendent 

Committee of Agents 

Committee of the. School Board 

Other (Specify) 

2. What special training in insurance or risk management has the 
school official responsible for the risk management program had? 
Please check type of training and the approximate number of hours 
for each. Please also specify what type of other training and the 
number of hours or training received if that is applicable. 

Insurance Workshops (Clock Hours) 

College courses in Insurance (Credit Hours) . 

College Courses in Risk Management (Credit Hours) 

Other (Specify)· 
----------------------------------

Hours 
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3. Please indicate what insurance records are maintained and how this 
is done. 

Insurance records are maintained for building value and con­
tents only 

Insurance records are maintained for policies in force only 

Insurance records are maintained by the agent, broker, or 
school committee of agents. (If checked please underline who 
is responsible.) 

A central file is kept, recording the value of each building 
and its contents, and a schedule of the policies in force 

Other (Specify) 

4. Please indicate which of the following are read periodically. 

Attorney General's Opinions on Virginia public school insur­
ance 

Summaries or briefs of recent court cases affecting insur­
ance in Virginia public schools 

The Virginia Code 

Legal bulletin on insurance published by NOLPE, AASA, and 
similar agencies 

Other (Specify) 

5. Forms and procedures are established and maintained for reporting 
the following losses: 

Loss by accident 

Liability Loss 

Property Loss 

Building principals handle this in their own way 

Other (Specify) 

6. Who checks each policy to see that it is accurate and up-to-date? 

The insurance agent or broker 

The committee of agents 

The school person responsible for risk management or insurance 

Policies are not checked for accuracy and concurrency 

Other (Specify) 
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7. Who establishes the policy for administering the ri~k and insur-
ance program? 

Superintendent 

Assistant Superintendent 

School Board 

No policy is necessary 

Other (Specify) 

8. How often does the school division review the total risk manage-
ment program? 

Every year 

Every two years 

Every five years 

Seldom or never 

Other (Specify) 

9. In which of the following areas are insurance protection and safety 
a regular part of planning? 

Building Planning 

Building Alteration 

Building Maintenance 

None of the above 

10. How often do school division personnel conduct fire, safety, and 
hazard inspections in each school building? 

Once a year 

Twice a year 

Three times a year 

Four or more times a year 

Other (Specify) 

11. What methods are utilized to prevent loss and promote safety in 
the school division? 

Administrators encourage safety and loss prevention for 
students and all school employees 

There is a planned program designed to prevent loss and pro­
mote safety 
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The school has a safety week 

There is no planned program but a common sense approach 
utilizing classroom teachers is used 

Other (Specify) 

12. What methods are utilized in promoting better driving and safety 
by school bus drivers? 

A bus driver training program is utilized in the district 

Periodic driving checks of all school bus drivers is main­
tained 

Periodic physicals of all school bus drivers are required 

Nothing special is done in this area 

Other, (Specify) 

13. What methods are used to analyze potential loss of property, damage 
to property, and liability responsibility of the school division? 

A program has been set up to do this 

Reports from key personnel are solicited 

Inspections are utilized for this purpose 

This analysis is done after a loss occurs 

No program exists for this purpose 

Other (Specify) 

14. What method is used to determine the financial strength and quali­
fications of insurance companies with which the school division 
places its business? 

Recommendation of agent 

Recommendation of broker 

Use of Bests, Spectator, or similar rating either directly or 
through agent or broker 

Financial strength and qualifications of the company are not 
selection factors 
Other (Specify) ___ ----______________________________ ___ 
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15. How are agents or brokers chosen in your school division? 

Chosen on the basis of skills and competencies needed by 
the school division 

Committee of area agents is utilized 

From local agents or brokers only 

Through the bidding process 

Price of insurance-agent or broker is not a factor 

Other (Specify) 

16. How often are property appraisals made? 

Annually 

Every two years 

Every three years 

Seldom or never 

Other (Specify) 

17. How often does an independent commercial firm appraise school divi-
sion property? 

Every year 

Every five years 

Every ten years 

Outside appraisal is not made 

Other (Specify) 

18. At what value are school division facilities and property, other 
than rolling stock, insured? 

Depreciation Value 

Actual Cash Value 

Replacement Value 

Other (Specify) 

19. How is insurance coverage that is necessary for a portion of the 
year (some fleet insurance) handled? 

Have no property or rolling stock that does not require 
coverage for the whole year 
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Do have property or rolling stock that does not require 
full year coverage but it is part of a package plan 

Do have property or rolling stock that does not require 
full year coverage but the full premium is paid 

Policies not in force for a full year are cancelled for 
the remainder of the year 

Other (Specify) 

20. Which of the following are considered when purchasing insurance 
coverage? 

Deductible 

Package plans 

Blanket coverage 

None of the above 

Other (Specify) 

21. What role does the State Department of Education play in assist­
ing in the administration of the risk and insurance program in 
your school division? 

Periodically disseminates valuable insurance or risk manage­
ment data 

Is available as a consultant on insurance or risk manage­
ment matters 

Is of little assistance to school divisions 

Other (Specify) 

22. What role does the State Insurance Commission play in assisting 
in the administration of the risk and insurance program in your 
school division? 

Periodically disseminates valuable insurance or risk 
management data 

Is available as a consultant on insurance or risk manage­
ment matters 

Is of little assistance to school divisions 

Other (Specify) 
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23. Which of those listed below do you feel are problems within the 
risk and insurance program in your school division? 

Selection of agents/brokers 

Lack of knowledge of insurance 

Insurance contract language 

No real problem with program 

Other (Specify) 

24. Which of the following would be worthy of consideration to assist 
you in administering the risk and insurance program? 

A person from a state agency to act as a resource 

A handbook of sound insurance practices developed specifi­
cally for Virginia school administrators 

A program of inservice workshops developed to meet the 
needs of Virginia school administrators 

See no need for any of the above 

Other (Please feel free to elaborate on back of page if 
necessary) 

Title of person filling out report ________________________________ __ 

Date 

If you would like a summary of the report please check __________ _ 



APPENDIX C 

LETTERS TO SCHOOL DIVISION OFFICIALS 

263 



264 

January 3, 1977 

Dear Superintendent: 

I am presently a doctoral candidate at Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University in the area of educational adminis­
tration. I am studying the risk management and insurance practices 
in the public school divisions of Virginia. 

From the enclosed questionnaire, responses will be tabulated 
and reported by school division size and expenditure per pupil. A 
summary of the study, with recommendations, will be provided those 
schools requesting it. Results will also be disseminated at the 
spring VASBO conference. It is necessary to identify schools to 
report by ~ize and per pupil expenditure but no individual school 
division will be identified in the study and complete confidentiality 
will be maintained. 

The questionnaire requires only a check mark. If you or a 
member of your staff would carefully respond to each question and 
return the questionnaire in the self-addressed envelope within fif­
teen days, it would be very much appreciated. If you wish to re­
ceive a summary, please indicate on the questionnaire. If you have 
any questions please feel free to write or call (703-951-5642). 
Thank you for your assistance. 

JES/pb 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

James E. Sweeney 
Graduate Student 
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Dear Superintendent: 

2088 Derring Hall 
VPI & SU 
Blacksburg, VA 24061 

January 24, 1977 

In early January you should have received a questionnaire de­
signed to analyze risk management and insurance practices in the 
public school divisions of Virginia. The response to the question­
naire has been excellent but some schools have not yet replied. I 
am attempting to gather information from all schools so that results 
will be truly representative of practices in Virginia's public 
school divisions. 

Enclosed is a questionnaire and the original cover letter. 
Would you or a member of your staff please fill in and return in 
the self-addressed envelope? 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

JES/tls 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

James E. Sweeney 
Graduate Student 
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Questionnaire Return for All School Divisions 
and by School Division Size and 

Expenditure Per Pupil 

Questionnaire 

Percent of Usable 
Classification Sent Returned Returns 

ALL SCHOOL DIVISION 129 104 80 

School Division Size 

Large 23 18 78 

Medium 53 39 74 

Small 53 47 89 

EXEenditure Per PUEil 

Above Average 25 21 84 

Average 87 72 83 

Below Average 17 11 65 
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AN EXAMINATION OF RISK MANAGEMENT PRACTICES IN 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL DIVISIONS OF VIRGINIA 

WITH RECOMMENDATIONS 

by 

James Edward Sweeney 

(ABSTRACT) 

The study was the first statewide study of risk management 

practices in the public school divisions of Virginia. The purposes 

of the study were to (1) examine the risk management practices of 

the public school divisions of Virginia, (2) probe the relationship 

between school division size and risk management practices in the 

public school divisions of Virginia, (3) probe the relationship be­

tween school division expenditure per pupil and risk management prac­

tices in the public school divisions of Virginia, (4) examine the 

roles of the Virginia State Department of Education and the State 

Commission of Insurance in assisting the public school divisions in 

the administration of the risk management program, (5) identify the 

legal mandatory requirements for insurance provisions in the public 

school divisions of Virginia, and (6) make recommendations for the 

improvement of the risk management program in the public school divi­

sions of Virginia. 

The legal mandatory requirements for insurance provisions were 

identified. Criteria for effective risk management were developed, 

validated by a panel of experts and those accepted used as the bases 



for developing a questionnaire which also included information items 

designed to yield information for the improvement of risk management 

practices. 

School divisions were classified by size and expenditure per 

pupil and a questionnaire sent to all 129 operating public school 

divisions in Virginia. Responses from 104 school divisions indicated 

that sound policies and practices were followed in these areas: 

(1) risk management responsibility, (2) knowledge of the legal re­

quirements for insurance, (3) establishment of risk management policy, 

(4) risk management program review, (5) property appraisal, (6) record 

keeping, (7) loss reporting, (8) property protection and safety, and 

(9) insurance coverage. 

Questionable risk management practices were reported in the 

following areas: (1) fire, safety, and hazard inspections, (2) pro­

grams for loss prevention and safety, (3) risk analysis, (4) selection 

of insurance companies, and (5) economies in purchasing insurance. 

School divisions performed risk management administration and 

record keeping functions effectively but were less effective in insur­

ance practices and loss prevention and safety functions. 

Large school divisions were more effective in performing risk 

management practices than medium-size or small divisions. Medium size 

divisions were more effective than small divisions in performing risk 

management practices. 

Above average expenditure divisions were more effective in 

performing risk management practices than average or below average 



expenditure divisions. Below average expenditure divisions were 

slightly more effective in performing risk management practices than 

average expenditure divisions. 

The State Department of Education and the State Insurance 

Commission were reported to be of little assistance in the adminis­

tration of the risk management program. 

Results of the data related to the criteria and information 

items were used as a basis for making recommendations to the State 

Department of Education, the State Insurance Commission, the State 

Legislature, and local school divisions. 


