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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

There has been much discussion by sechool men over the
State of Oklahoma for the past decade concerning insurance
on school property. It has been thought by many that the
schools over the state are paying too much for the amount
of risk taken. Some have advocated a state plan of insur-
ance that would inelude all state property as well as publiec
school property. ©Some few legislators have been bold enough
to encourage such a plan. All this discussion has been
prompted by nothing more than a feeling that the schools
were paying too much for their risk.

There has been no systematic study made of the status
of insurance on school property in Oklahoma. A few states
have done some little research on this problem, but very
few accomplished much toward the solution.

These mentioned conditions would lead one to believe
that some definite facts conecerning the status of insur-
ance on school property should be obtained. A study cover-
ing the entire state would be desireble, but not possible,
since it could not be made in detail. It is not genersal
information that is needed, but the more detailed facts.

In view of this noed; this study proposes to make a detailed
report on the conditions of insurance affecting school prop-
erty in Kiowa County, as far as the data is available.

A division of the schools is made, which corresponds

closely with the division made by the State Department of



Public Instruction. The town and consolidated schools com-
pose the first division, and the rural schools make up the
second.

In Kiowa County there are eleven town and consolidated
districts and fifty-one rural districts. Either partial or
complete data were obtained on eight of the eleven town and
consolidated districts. Complete data were available on
the majority of the rural districts. In a few cases the
data on the first two or three years could not be had. The
city of Hobart was omitted from the study because it did
not seem to fit into either of the classifications made,
and complete data were not available. The officials of one
school and the agent writing the insurance refused to fur-
nish the information necessary for the study. The data
sheet for a third was lost after it was too late to secure
it a second time.

When the study was first begun, an effort was made to
obtain data from the Insurance Department and the Insurance
Audit Company. The Insurance Department keeps records only
on those losses that are thought to be a little "shady."
The records of the Insurance Audit Company are destroyed
soon after the loss is adjusted.

It was expected that the necessary facts would be a
part of the publie records of the county. However, the only
record that is made of any transaction concerning insurance
on school property is that of the registration of the war-
rants in the office of the county treasurer issued for the

payment of the premiums. Until 1934 the registration did



not show the purpose of the warrant. This made it almost
impossible to determine the exact warrant issue for payment
of insurance premium, unless the name of the agent writing
the insurance was known.

The county superintendent began in 1932 to require the
clerk of the school board to include in his annual report a
partial status of the insurance then in force. This in-
cludes the value of the property, the amount of the insur-
ance, the company insuring, and the emount of the premium.
After the investigation was started, it was found that this
report could not be relied upon.

The failure to find information that was reliable made
it necessary to look elsewhere. It became evident that the
only reliable data were on policies then in force or that
had expired. Very few of the district clerks had a copy of
the policies then in force, and none of those that had ex-
pired. The agencies writing the insurance had a copy of the
ones that had expired during the ten-year period covered in
the study.

Of the twenty-two agents or agencies interviewed, all
except one were very accommodating and as helpful as could
be desired.

The method of keeping a record on a poliey varied with
the individual agents according to the size of the agency.
The small agencies were furnished with a large register in
which a copy of each policy was pasted. A daily record was
kept showing: date of writing, face of poliey, kind and

location of property, rate, and amount of premium on each



poliecy. In addition to this the larger agencies had a card
index showing a cumulative record over a period of years.
This investigation proposes to show: first, the status
of the insurance on the property of a typical consolidated
school for the period 1932-1937 inclusive; second, the same
for a rural distriet for the ten-year period 1927-1937;
third, types of companies and distribution of policies;
fourth, types of polieies in force; fifth, number of poli-
cies and changes in each distriet; sixth, length of term
of policies; seventh, ratio of premium and loss; eighth,
ratio of valuation and amount of insurance. These facts

are shown in tables numbered I to VIII.



CHAPTER II
EXPLANATION OF TABLES

Table I shows the complete status of the insurance on
the building of District No. 3, which is considered a typi-
cal district of this group. There are two buildings with
policies written separately. However, the two buildings are
considered as one, because the study concerns districts and
not individual buildings. The names of the various compa-
nies are represented by letters. The table is divided into
five parts, A, B, C, D, and E, representing the five years
covered by the study. There are three types of policies:
policies written against fire loss alone; policies written
against wind-storm, which includes hail; and a poliecy that
combines the two as a eombined policy.

It is evident from the table that the school was under-
insured for the years 1932-'33 and 1933-'34, In fact it is
very doubtful if the property was properly insured any time
during the period. It is also noticeable that more wind-
storm insurance was carried than fire insurance.

There is a difference in the premiums on the same size
policies in the same year and in different years. This is
due to the variance of rates on different type buildings and
to a reduction in rates made during the period. The term
of the policies changed considerably during the five years.
In 1932-'33 there were no policies written for a longer
period than a year, while in 1936-'37 there were several

written for a three-year period.



TABLE I
1932-133

THE STATUS OF A TYPICAL CONSOLIDATED
DISTRICT

TWO BUILDINGS VALUE $60,000

Company i Kind And Amount of Policy : Premium t Term Loss
3 $ $
3 3 3 3 3 3 :
: Combined : Fire : Wind-storm: Combined : Fire : Wind-storm :
$ 3 $ $ H $ :
A. *3,000 (R BN B RN LA B B N ] *55.20 o880 LA N NN 1 L ]
B a8 w88 *8’000 [ E R NN LE R NN ] *30.30 L R N N l LE N =N ]
c L E R RN ] 4'000 (L N R LN N ] 60.‘0 LN N 1 as e e
c 8'500 L N LR B 81025 LR NN LI ] 1 321.00
D (A B BN 3’000 e ew e L 45.30 (N N N ] 1 (B E NN}
A (N = N (LA R NN 37,000 L NN L N ] 310'50 l e w
E @8 0w 2,000 se e e LN N 30.20 LR R B N ] 1 LN N
c [ B RN N ] 1’000 I E NN N LE R N N 1?.60 LR NN ] 1 LA R B N
c LR NN (R N N N 6,000 I E NN R s8R0 9.00 1 I RN R
Total $4,500 $12,000 $13,000 $56.45 $183.70 $19.50 $21.00

:
.
.
:
.
L]
-
L3

Total Amount $29,500 Total Premium $258.65




TABLE I (continued)

193838134
== e -
Company : Kind And Amount of Policy @ Premium : Term lLoss
3 3 3
: 3 : ] $ 3 3
t Combined : Fire : Wind-storm: Combined : TFire : Wind-storm :
$ 3 3 H H 3 3
C sasee 32.000 sERee seses ”00-2_0 eavee 4 sees e
c $2,500 enves snsns £21.25 csnes ceoen 1 senes
c [ AR RN ] LA R B R %'000 dPeeee ER AR R ] 3‘.50 1 LE B 2 B
r I E X R 3.000 TeaNs fesen 35.80 .- e-ee 1 I AR R
B LA R B R ] 3,000 L E R R N L E N R N 50.20 *eeese 1 Peone
A aessEe L E R R R ] 7'000 anson (LR E B N ] 8.75 3 LE RN &)
G LR R R LE R N B.ooo LE R NN areen s.m 5 Besae
r (B R R ewvaoae 5'000 I ER RN ] (B RN ] ?-50 3 I B R R
F I E R NN ] 5'000 I ERE R R ] LE A N N ‘5.% LE R BB J l LE B B N |
H LR B R B 5,000 IR N R avewae ?5050 L = N 1 LE B N
B esens 2,000 seses senne 30.20 sesee 1 senne
I (B E RN case0n ‘.000 I E RN N LB RN N 5.‘0 1 aaessw
: AR N N 1'000 I B E RN ssass 7.90 *e s 1 LE R R B
: I E R RN (A RN R 8.500 L E R R R L E R RN ] 3.& 1 LA R R B
) :
Totel $2,5600 §$17,000 §24,500 $31.38 £$254,50 $32.03 $ 0.00
, T e et v e ——— o =
H $

Total Amount $44,000 Total Premium

$307.78




TABLE I (econtinued)
193435

Kind And Amount of Poliey Premium Term Loss

Company

Combined Wind-storm: Combined Fire Wind-storm

:

(RN N es e 37’000 (R tee e *8.75
sennae R RN 2,000 LR s 2050

Fire

- ad es les e
e e we

-8 55 se

- s &8

a®% a0 s les an »y

-8 S we

L B L 6,000 L N L B B 7.50 :::::
evess #5,000 srsee esene $37.60 Teses DO
L B a.ooo L ] L 18.00 L L B

33'500 L ] L N *35'00 L LB R RN
L L 3’000 L L N ‘.05

$23.43

-t 2,000 “h i kb ua 23.40 b g ot
L I B B ) 2’000 e e * e " 8 18.40 L LI A B

3'500 L0 L 18.38 L A L B
L N L 8’000 L BN L 2034

QOHY FHHOggy HoEHOQ UR=EQR
R ARG e A

TR RN s en e 7.000 sesee ansan 9.45 te s e
seesn 3,000 sesce eerew 33-00 ssoee sonaw
EERR 5,000 TR res e 45.00 R s e
[ 8.000 R srece 18.40 R RN
ses e 1,000 toeses sso e 7.90 cewoee sesen
eaene Bense 6,500 sss e see e 81?8 eecee
senw e R ERE 6,000 ces o srsn e 8.10 seane
EERR] 2,000 sesese sve e 11070 seeae cewnae



TABLZ I

{eontinued)

; ’/’ * * * ‘r\
e ) "\ Gl Oy =5 {% W o, N . i . 3 Pra
Total :  $5,000 $22,000  $B39,500 L 353,33 $194.,40 L 423,43
; Total Amount $66,500 Total Premiunm
1935~136
2 . ) - g - : ] "
Company : RKind And fmount of Policy Premium : Term  Loss
: : : :
: Combined : Fire : Wind-storm: Combined : Fire : Wind-storm :
s e as kaves %?,OQO N EEEY) %Bw75 5 LI )
L I I vREewy E,ODG ton;o L 25 L 8.50 3 o e ED
2 e &0 ,\.°... 6,000 L B R ) Aloo-an 7'50 5 L3 2R B N
\,focod (’“;’"3,900 * & & 8 & r.otqb éﬁgﬁ.ge L3 B I 5 2% e e
%2,506 LI S e 0 e %lS-GO «e 0 a LI A ) l LI A
LI I A ] *r et o B,OGO ¢80 e * 90209 4-@5 E IR S NN

i e WRIREOQ QN

> e e 8,000
2,500 L2 I B
ceven 2,000
»as s E,GGG

LI NI 2 LR A
seens ,000
LR 2 N ) ’Gno

LI B

e (AO e

- -

G

[
<re C

¥ o048

s e e
e @
LK IR B S 2

L2 B A B

7,000
6,500

¢ % e s

*Hree 18!4?0 o ® & € 8
17.50 LR L3R BN )
L3R N I Y ] 18040 ® e 5 8 @

LR 3 B A

£$200.00

LR 2
- e P e 18-40 o« s e Qs L N R A
LR IR B “« e n oW 7;56 L I N
* o 5 & 8 18.4‘0 2 82 8 LK SN K 2 |

L 40-69 E I I A ]
I I A v e a0 7002

4 oot 6'0(3 ® ® & e @

® e eeca
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bk b8 ot bt et e B et e
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L O

2,000
1,000
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TABLE I (continued)
1935-136
11.60

o i ol 8.80
5’000 L B B BN 1 L ]

6.48

b s

LR B
(AR RN

LR

:

Total : $5,000 $20,000 $37,500 $32.50 $163.60 $43,.86 $200,00

i Total Amount $62,500 Total Premium $239.96
1936-'37

Company : Kind And Amount of Poliey ; Premium ; Term lLoss
3 H i
: : : 3 : : :
! Combined : Fire : Wind-storm: Combined : Fire : Wind-storm :
: H 3 3 H 3 H

&y QpHUKE oaRRey

LN N
(AR RR ]
IR R ]

L

$2,500
2,500

LE R N
LN R R
ses e

LE R BB

LR N

$3,000
3,000
2,000

IR R RN

2,000
2,000

2,000

L B N

$2,000

LR N N L N *33.00
LB N "t a0 e 30.40
LR RN N LR B N 15.60
LB $11.25 Bawsen
ae e e 15.95 LN
"Teeee LR R B N 15.60
aeess LE R BN ] 17.80
?’000 LR NN LA AN
essss seses 11.33
?’000 LR B LR BN

$2.24

LR
LA R R R}
LR R RN

LA R B

LR N
LR RN N
LR NN

6.30

7.56

~ G HHEMHGL

L B
L L
L
LN N

arasae

LE R RN
"% a0
LR N BN
LE R R

0T



gy moHON ooy QRS

LA BN
LR B
L

L N
L
LE N R
LR R

LR B

2,500
2,500

LB N

LR R NN
AN NN

L

2,000
5,000

1,000
2,000
1,000

3,000

L R BN
LR N

2,000

LE R R R ]

3,000

TABLE I (continued)

6,000
8,000

6,500

LR BN

6,000

L B N
L
LE RN R
LE R BN

2,000
7,000

1936-37

LN
LN
LR B B N

L BN

L NN ]
L .
LE BN N
LR
LR B

11.25
13.95

LR

13,60
34,00

LA R R

6.00
11.16
8,80

L LR

20.40

LR

13.60
17.00

LR R

17.00

5.40
7.20

Te s

7.02

6.48

LA BB
L N
LB R B B
LE N LR

L A B

1.80
7.56

el e S e el i = =l = S S S R

L N N
LA
L

L R

[ R N
L
e s an
LR B

LA
L B
LA R B N
L

L
L

Total

ST

$10,000

$35,000

Total Amount

$51,500

$96,500

$50.40

$241.09

Total Premium

$51.56

$343.05

0.00

T



Tables II and II-A show the status of insurance on
Districts No. 20 and Ho. 25 respectively., These two dis-
tricts can be takon ss representative of rural districts in
Hiowa County for the ten~yesar period from 1957-128 to 1936~
*37. The thresz types of policies ss to leangth of term are
contained in one of the two tableg. The value of the build-
ing in Digtrict Mo. 25 varies sowmewhalt over the period of
years. 1t 1g to bz remembersd that the values are estimetes
placed on the bulldiness éach year at the time the clerk
mekes the annual report to the county superintsndent.

Table III shows a distribution of the policies written
on the town apd consollidated gchools for a five-year period
and those written on the rursl schools for a ten-year period
The companies are listed alphabvetically instead of by the
aumber of policies written because there are policles writ-
ten in two divisions. F denotes foreignh compenies, compa-
nies whose home officles are not loecsted in Cklahoma; D de~
notes domestlc companies, companies with home offices in
Oklahoma.

Table IV reviews the types of policles, the number of

£]
-y

¥

policles in Torce st any one time, and the changs in the

G

&

companies. F. U denotés Farmers Union, S, stock companies.
Where the district changed coupanies that were of different
types, the numbsr of years in each company is shown by a
small figure before the letter. C denctes combined policy;
F & 18 is used to show that separate Tire and wind-storm

policlies are writben. The numbers indicate the nunber of

vears for which sach was written.

L4



TABLE II

THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON A
TYPICAL RURAL DISTRICT
from 1927~'28 to 1936-'37

DISTRICT NO. 20

Year

Value
of Bldg u

len a» s o

(= &% a8 &

13

1927-'28 §$5,000 $1,500

1928-'29
1929-'30
1930-'31
1931-'32
1932-'33
1933134
1934-'35
1935-136
19356-137

5,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500
4,500

SR p— t <
Amt. of ‘Premium ! Type of :Term of’ Loss
Poliey °* : Poliey :Poliey :
$22.50 Combined 3 yr. $0.00
1,500 22.50 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1,500 23.04 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1,500 23,04 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1,500 23.04 Combined 3 yr« 0,00
1;500 23.04 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1,500 23.04 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1,500 23.04 Combined 3 yre 0.00
1,500 18.85 Combined 1l yr. 0.00
1,500 18.85 Combined l yr. 0.00




TABLE II A

THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON A
TYPICAL RURAL DISTRICT

from 1927-'28 to 1936-'37

14

DISTRICT 25

: - — . 3 3 C
Year : Value & Amt. of }Premium | Type of :Term of’ Loss

;ot Bldg.; Poliey °* : : Poliey : Policy
1927-'28 $4,000 §3,000 $77.61 Combined 5 yr. $25.00
1928-'29 4,000 3,000 77.61 Combined 5 yr. 0.00
1929-730 4,000 3,000 77.61 Combined 5 yr. 0.00
1930-'31 4,000 3,000 77.61 Combined 5§ yr. 0.00
1931-'32 4,000 3,000 77.61 Combined 5 yr. 0.00
1932-'33 2,500 1,800 43,27 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1933-'34 2,500 1,800 43,27 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1934-'35 2,500 1,800 43.27 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1935-'36 3,000 1,800 43.27 Combined 3 yr. 0.00
1936-'37 3,000 1,800 43.27 Combined - 3 yr. 0.00

FESEIES i e




TABLE III
DISTRIBUTION OF POLICIES AMONG COMPANIES

.Consol-, "~ Type
Company .ldated ,Rural, of
: g jOcmpeny
s Syr. :10 yr:
Aetna Ins. Co. 10 37 F
Central States Fire Ins. Co. 7 - F
Citizens Ins. Co. 5 - F
Commercial Union Fire Ins. Co. 17 1 F
Connecticut Fire Ins. Co. 13 - F
Continental Fire Ins. Co. 3 b % & F
Equitable P. & Hc Ins. CO. - 7 F
Farmers Union Ins. Co. - 13 D
Fidelity & Guaranty Fire Corp. 11 1 F
Fidelity Pheonix Ins. Co. 20 9 F
Fire Association of Philadelphia 6 - F
Franklin Fire Ins. Co. 6 - F
Great American Fire Ins. Co. 10 - F
Hartford Fire Ins. Co. 12 22 F
Home Ins. Co. 3 2 F
Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co. 3 - F
National Fire Ins. Co. ) 4 F
New Englend Fire Ins. Co. 4 - F
New York Underwriters 3 - F
North American Ins. Co. 3 11 F
Northern Assurance Co. 6 - F
Oklahoma Standard Ins. Co. - 1 D
Pheonix Fire Ins. Co. 5 pe F
Pennsylvania Fire Ins. Co. 8 - F
Philadelphie Fire Ins. Co. - 4 F
Quaker City Ins. Co. 20 - F
Retailors Fire Ins. Co. 3 - F
8t. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 9 & F
Sentinel Fire Ins. Co. 5 - F
Springfield F. & M. Ins. Co. 11 4 F
Sun Underwriters Ins. Co. 12 - F
Trinity Fire Ins. Co. - 2 F
Twin City Fire Ins. Co. - 7 F
Westchester Fire Ins. Co. - 2 F




TABLE IV
TYPE OF COMPANY, KIND OF POLICY, NUMBER OF POLICIES
IN FORCE AND THE NUMBER OF CHANGES OF COMPANIES
OF FIFTY RURAL SCHOOLS IN KIOWA COUNTY

District : Type of : Type of : HNumber of : Changes of

No. : Company : poliey : Policles : Companies
ll 3"’3, B-FCU‘ c 1 1
12 S c 1 0
13 S C 1 0
15 S (¢ 1 0
186 F.U. C 1 1
17 S F&WS 2 1
18 S c 1 0
19 S c 1 0
20 S c 1l 0
21 s C 1 0
22 S c 1 0
23 S C 1 0
24 3 F&WS 2-F, 2-WS 1l
25 S Cc 1 0
26 3 c - § 0
29 S c : 3 0
31 S c 1 0
33 S c 1 0
34 S c 1 0
35 S F&WS 2 1
36 S C 1 0
38 S c = 1
40 S 2-F&WS ,8-W3 1 0
42 3 c ‘! 1
43 S c 1 0
46 S C 1 2
47 S 5-F&W3,5~C 2 5 |
52 8 c 1 0
53 5-3,5-F.U. 5-F,5-C 1 1
57 S c 1 1
59 S Cc 1 0



TABLE IV {continued)
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Table V shows the year the policy was written, by the
asterisk, the length of term by the figure in the column,
and the nurber of times the policy was renewed. The dise-
tricts are listed alphabetically bdecause this was the only
logical method of listing.

Table VI gives the distribution of the three types of
policies as to term on the fifty rural schools. This table
is a sunmary of Table V.

Table VII gives a review of the cost of insurance with
the amount spent on each of the three types of policies as
compared with the loss. The premium 1s written opposite the
amount of insurance of each given type. Total insurance
carried on the property is shown in the fourth column. The
£ifth column shows the retio of the amount to the value.
Totals are shown after each year.

Teble VIII shows the retio of the amount of insurance
to the value of the property on the rural schools. The
total is given for each year. The median ratio is shown
below the table for each year.

Table IX indicaetes the ratio of the amount of insurance
and the value of the property for the rural schools by years.
The total for the ten-year period Is given. This tedble is
a summary of the preceding tadble by years.

Table X gives the same for the consolidated districts
of each year of the five that they are considered. The
grand total is the total of the rural schools for the tene
yesr period and the consolidated schools fTor the five-year



TABLE V
FREQUENCY OF RENEWING POLICY AND
THE TERM OF POLICY FOR FIFTY
RURAL SCHOOLS

Dist. * 1927-% 1928-% 1929-¢ 1930-' 1931l-' 1932~* 1933-' 1934-' 1935-° 1936-° Times

No, * 28 32 39 3 "30 : *3) % 32 : '35 : '34 : '35 : *'36 : '37 : New Poliocy
$ H 3 : 3 : : s : : ! Written
11 3 3 *5 S 5 S 5 *5 S 5 2
12 3 *3 3 3 *3 3 3 *3 3 3 &
13 & *3 3 3 *3 3 3 *1 *1 *1 6
15 *5 5 5 5 5 *5 1 5 5 5 2
16 3 3 *3 3 3 1 *5 5 +) 5 3
17 3 3 *3 3 3 *5 5 5 5 5 2
18 5 51 *5 5 5 5 5 *5 5 5] 2
19 S S S *5 5 51 5 5 *5 5 2
20 3 3 *3 3 3 *3 3 3 *1 *1 4
21 S *5 5 5 5 5 *5 5 5 5 2
232 S 5 5 *5 5 ) S 5 *5 5 2
23 5 S 5 51 5 - - - - - 1
24 5 5 5] 5] *5 5 5 5 5 *5 2
25 *5 5 5 5 5 -3 3 3 *3 3 3
26 - - *3 3 3 *3 3 3 *3 3 3
29 - - - - - - *3 3 3 *3 -
31 - - *3 3 3 *5 S 5 5 5 -
33 *5 1 5 5 5 *3 3 3 *3 3 3
34 *3 3 3 *3 3 3 *1 *3 3 3 4
35 - - *B 5 5 5 5] *3 3 3 -

6T



TABLE V (continued)
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TABLE V (continued)

101 o | b | 3 3 3 *$ 5 5 S 5 4
103 3 3 3 *3 3 3 *5 5 5 5 3
107 *5 5 5 5 S *5 5 5 5 5 2
109 - - - - - *5 5 5 5 5 -
111 - - - - - *3 3 3 *) *1 -

* Denotes Renewal of Poliey



TABLE VI

DISTRIBUTION OF THE THREE TYPES
OF POLICIZES AS TO TERM FOR

A TEN-YEAR PERIOD

22

Year & Number of : Number of . Number of & Total
1 year : 3 year : 5 year .
1927-28 5 14 20 39
1928-129 3 16 22 41
1929130 2 17 24 43
1930~131 2 18 24 44
1931-32 2 19 24 45
1932133 6 17 25 48
1933134 6 16 27 49
1934135 7 16 26 49
1935-136 7 14 27 48
1936-137 7 13 28 48
Total 47 160 247 454




EIGHT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS OF KIOWA COUNTY FOR A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD

TABLE VII
1932-'33

A TABULATION OF THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON

Dist.:Property, Amt. by Total ,Ratio , Premium . Loss ,Ratio
No. : Value . Types Amt. . A/V . ” s L/P
‘Combined’ Pire Wind- ! Total :
: : ! storm ¢ :
C-2  $40,000 $9,000 $35,000 .875 $85.35
26,000 $39.59 $124.94 0.00 ,000
2,500 $21,25
C=3 60,000 14,000 217.90
13,000 29,500 .491 19.50 258,65 21.00 ,07¢9
c-5 3,600 3,500 3,500 1,000  44.24 44.24 0,00 ,000
C-7 50,000 34,000 34,000 .680 184.81 184.81 10,00 .054
C-8 27,000 20,000 20,000 .741 66.67 66.67 0.00 ,000
17,500 165.18
C=9 28,000 21,000 38,500 1.375 34 .00 199.18 0.00 .000
15,000 94.20
C-10 30,000 20,000 35,000 1.167 33.60 127 .80 0.00 ,000
32,000 173.89
39-82 80,000 16,000 68.40
12,000 120,000 1.500 15.12
60,0000-oo.o-...-.-.-EXPlOBiOﬂ...-.....-.. 18.30 270.01 0.00 .000

Total $318,500 $284,900 §284,900
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e st b emeereed

894 $490.86 $631.03 $154.41

$1,268.30 $31.00

.024
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TABLE VII (Continued)
1933-'34

A TABULATION OF THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON

EIGHT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS OF KIOWA COUNTY FOR A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD

Dist.'Property,Amt. by . Total ,Ratio, . Loss ,Ratio
No. * Value : Types Amt . : AV . b : . L/P
) 3 : % | ]
:Combined: Fire : z%ggm : Total

$5,000 $111.50
C=2 $40,000 17,500 $173.02 :

15,000 $37,500 «938 $20.25 $304.77 $22,500.00%73.826

2,500 21.25
C=3 60,000 17,000 ' 255.50

24,500 44,000 740 34,03 300.78 0.00 .000
C-5 3,500 3,500 3,500 1.000 44.24 44,24 0.00 .000
C=7 50,000 34,000 34,000 +680 184.87 184 .87 0.00 +000
C-8 27,000 20,000 20,000 741 66,67 66.67 0.00 .000
C-9 28,000 17,500 165.18

21,000 38,500 1.375 34,00 199.18 21.00 .108
C-10 30,000 15,000 141,30

19,000 34,000 33.60 174.90 0.00 .000

44,000 243,95
39-82 80,000 8,000 116,000 1.450 25.48

4,000 10.30

60.0000..-1--.Ui-ll.mlosionﬂioiotottio 15060 295.35 0.00 .000

Total §318,500 $327,500$327,500 1.028 $672.48 $760.48 $147.78 §$1,570.74 $22,521.00 14.338
- ———————
*3 Total Loss by Fire, March 11, 1934



TABLE VII (Continued)
1934135
A TABULATION OF THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON
EIGHT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS OF KIOWA COUNTY FOR A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD

Dist,!Property Amt. by @ Total ‘Ratio Premium ' Loss 'Ratio
No. ; Value ; Types : Amt. { A/V ! - PL/p
:Combined: Fire ! Wind- : Total :
$ g s storm @ :
C=2 * Two 60-day policies No data - - - - -
$5,000 $53.32
C=3 $60,000 22,000 $194.40
39,500 $66,500 1.025 $51.37 $299.09 $23.43 ,078
c-5 3,500 3,500 3,500 1.000 44.24 44.24 0.00 .000
C-7 50,000 34,000 34,000 .680 184.87 184.87 0.00 .000
c-8 27,000 20,000 20,000 741 66.67 66.67 0.00 .000
C=9 28,000 17,500 165.18
21,000 38,500 1.375 34,00 199.18 0.00 .000
c=-10 30,000 15,000 141.30
19,000 34,000 1,375 33.60 174.90 0.00 .000
36,000 249 .49
39-82 80,000 8,000 25.48
8,000 112,000 1.867 10.30

60’000 .lll.l..l.".lExplosionI.'...l.l.l. 15.60 300!87 0.00 1000

Total $278,500 $308,500 $308,500 1,108 $598.59 $526.36 $145.17 §1,269.82 $23.43 .018
*Rebuilding~--Insured with Builders Risk. No data




TABLE VII (Continued)
1935-'36
A TABULATION OF THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON
EIGHT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS OF KIOWA COUNTY FOR A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD
m

Dist.,Property,Amt. by , Total ,Ratio , Premium ; Loss .Ratio
No., . Value , Types ., Amt. . A/V . : s RfP
Combined: Fire ¢ Wind- ! Total @
H : ¢ storm ¢ :
c-2 $40,000  $30,000 $30,000 .750 $153.00 $153.00 $0.00 .000
5,000 32.50 $163.16
c-3 60,000 20,000
87,000 62,000 1.033 $42.86  238.52 200.00 .838
c-5 3,500 3,500 3,500 1.000  44.24 44.24  0.00 000
c-7 50,000 34,000 34,000 .680 184.89 184.89  0.00 .000
c-8 27,000 20,000 20,000 .741  66.67 66.67  0.00 .000
c-9 28,000 15,000 112.68
21,000 36,000 1.285 34.00  146.68  0.00 .000
c-10 30,000 15,000 106.20
19,000 34,000 1.375 25.92 132,12 0.00 ,000
45,500 214.36
39-82 80,000 12,000 47.76
8,000 125,000 1.562 20.40

60’000 .ﬂ‘II..I.'....mlasion.iiﬂ‘..ID..I 15.60 298.12 o.oo .000

Total $318,500 $347,000 $347,000 1.089 $695.66 $429.80 $138.78 $1,264.24 $200.00 ,059

o2



TABLE VII (Continued)
1936-"37
A TABULATION OF THE STATUS OF INSURANCE ON
EIGHT CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS OF KIOWA COUNTY FOR A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD

:====5========5=========ﬁz========q======5==================================q=============
Dist. Property.Amt. by Total ‘Ratio Premiun Loss _Ratio

;

No., , Value . Types . Amt. . A/V : L/P

Combined: Fire : Wind- Total

3 : storm

" an 9% as
-e &s
.s 8 4% aw

Cc-2 $40,000 $23,500 $42,000 1.050 $140.00
13,500 R N N ExplOSionuoot- *9.35 ‘149.35 $83.40 0158

10,000 50.40
C=3 60,000 35,000 $241.19 |

51,000 106,000 1,767 48,56  340.15 0,00 .000
c-5 3,500 3,500 3,500 1.000  44.24 44.24 0.00 .000
c=7 50,000 34,000 34,000 ,680 184.89 184.89 0.00 .000
C-8 27,000 20,000 20,000 .741  66.67 66.67  0.00 .000
c-9 28,000 15,000 108,15

21,000 36,000 1.285 34,00 142,15 0.00 .000
c-10 30,000 15,000 106,20

19,000 34,000 1.375 25,92 132,12 0.00 .000

28,000 151.84
39-82 80,000 8,000 96,000 1,200 28,83  196.27 0.00 .000

60 000 .I-..‘.-....l.mloaion.lIl..l'l.O. 15 60

Total $273,500 $330,900 $330,900 1.209 $638.04 $455.54 $162.16 §$1,255.74 §23.40 ,018

43
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TABLE VIII
1927-'28
RATIO OF AMOUNT OF INSURANCE AND VALUE OF PROPERTY

Amoun‘f of : Ratio

Distriet : Value :
No. : : Insurance °*
40 $850.00 $750.00 .882
22 800.00 700.00 «875
26 3,000.00 2,500.00 .866
17 1,500,00 1,250.00 .830
12 1,500.00 1,200.00 .800
38 $,000,00 4,000,00 800
42 5,000.00 4,000.00 .800
90 1,000.00 750.00 750
25 4,500.00 3,000.00 .667
52 1,200.00 800.00 .667*
96 2,000.00 1,200.00 .600
15 1,700.00 1,000.00 .580
24 3,650.00 2,000,00 .548
21 1,500.00 800.00 530
33 1,500.00 600.00 .400
74 2,800.00 925.00 330
57 2,800.00 900.00 « 322
18 4,000.00 1,000.00 .250
53 5,200.00 1,200.00 «231

Total $49,500.00 $28,575.00 577

_— ——
*Median ratio .667

1928129
67 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 1.000
40 850.00 750 .00 882
22 800.00 700.00 .875
26 3,000.00 2,500.00 .866
17 1,500.00 1,250.00 .830
12 1,500.00 1,200.00 .800
38 5,000.00 4,000.00 .800
42 5,000.00 4,000.00 .800
59 4,000,00 3,000.00 .750
90 1,000.00 750 .00 .750



TABLE VIII (Continued)

1928-129

Distriect Vniue ; Amount of s Ratio
No. $ Insurance t
19 $1,500.00 $1,100.00 o783
52 1,200.00 800.00 .667
25 4,500.00 3,000.00 .667*
68 2,500.00 1,6800.00 640
g6 2,000.00 1,200.00 .600
15 1,700.00 1,000.00 .580
24 3,650.00 2,000.00 .548
21 1,500.00 800.00 «530
33 1,500.00 600.00 .400
74 2,800.00 925.00 « 583
57 2,800.00 $00.00 .322
60 7,500.00 2,300.00 . 306
18 4,000.00 1,000.00 « 250
53 5,200.00 1,200.00 =LY

Total $67,000.00 $38,575.00 «567

*Jedian ratio .667

1929-130

67 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 1.000
52 875.00 800.00 .914
40 800.00 700.00 875
22 1,500.00 1,300.00 867
11 1,500.00 1,300.00 .867
26 3,000.00 2,500.00 .867
17 1,500.00 1,250.00 .830
12 1,500.00 1,200.00 .800
42 5,000.00 4,000.00 .800
85 2,500.00 2,000.00 .800
85 2,000.00 1,600.00 .800
59 4,000.00 3,000.00 .750
69 2,000.00 1,500.00 750
Q0 1,000.00 750,00 <750
19 1,500.00 1,100.00 « 733
18 1,500.00 1,000.00 .667



TABLE VIII (Continued)

1929-130

District : Value $ Amount of 3 Ratio
No. - $ Insurance -
24 $3,000.00 $2,000.00 «667%
25 4,500.00 3,000.00 667
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 667
68 2,500.00 1,600.00 « 840
16 1,200.00 750.00 .625
38 6,500.00 4,000.00 +616
47 2,000.00 1,200.00 . 600
96 2,000.00 1,200.00 .600
15 1,700.00 1,000.00 580
35 900.00 500.00 +555
74 2,800.00 1,500.00 538
21 1,500.00 800.00 530
20 3,000.00 1,500.00 +«500
34 2,000.00 1,000.00 500
33 1,500.00 600.00 .400
57 2,800.00 200.00 + 322
60 7,500.00 2,300.00 «306

Total $77,575.00 $49,550.00 .638

B e e e e R A e ——

*Median ratio .667

1930-'31
87 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 1.000
42 5,000.00 4,800.00 .960
52 875.00 800.00 914
40 850.00 750.00 .882
22 800.00 700.00 .875
11 1,500.00 1,300.00 .866
26 3,000.00 2,500.00 .866
17 1,500.00 1,250.00 .830
12 1,500.00 1,200.00 .800
95 2,000.00 1,600.00 .800
59 4,000.00 3,000.00 .750
69 2,000.00 1,500.00 .750
90 1,000.00 1,750.00 .750
19 1,500.00 1,100.00 .733



TABLE VII (Continued)

1830-'31
e ———
District 3 Value : Amount of $ Ratio
No. 3 2 Insurance 2
18 $1,500.00 $1,000.00 «667
24 3,000.00 2,000.00 .667%
25 4,500.00 3,000.00 . 667
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 667
68 2,500.00 1,600.00 . 5640
16 1,200.00 950.00 .625
38 6,500.00 4,000.00 616
47 2,000.00 1,200.00 .600
96 2,000,00 1,200.00 . 600
15 1,700.00 1,000.00 +«580
35 200.00 500.00 <555
74 2,800.,00 1,500.00 +533
21 1,500.00 800.00 530
20 2,000.00 1,000.00 .500
34 2,000.00 1,000.00 «500
33 1,500.00 600.00 400
57 2,800.00 900.00 «OBe
60 7,500.00 2,300.00 . 306
Total $78,425.00 $52,300.00 654
*Median ratio .667
1931-'32
19 $1,000.00 $1,100.00 1.100
29 1,500.00 1,500.00 1.000
46 2,500.00 2,500.00 1.000
67 2,000.00 2,000.00 1.000
42 5,000.00 4,800.00 .960
52 875.00 800.00 .914
103 1,100.00 1,000.00 .909
40 850.00 750.00 .882
22 800.00 700.00 875
11 1,500.00 1,300.00 .866
88 1,250.00 1,050.00 .840
26 3,000.00 2,500.00 .833
17 1,500.00 1,250.00 830
12 1,500.00 1,200.00 «800
21 1,000.00 800.00 .800



TABLE VIII (Continued)

32

1931-'32

District . Value 3 Amount of 3 -Ratio
No. : s Insurance g
85 $2,500.00 $2,000.00 .800
95 2,000.00 1,600.00 800
43 800.00 600.00 «750
59 4,000.00 3,000.00 .750
69 2,000.00 1,500.00 .750
20 1,000.00 750,00 «750%
13 600.00 400.00 .667
25 3,000.00 2,000.00 +667
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 667
47 2,800.00 1,800,00 .643
68 2,500,00 1,600.00 . 640
16 1,200.00 750.00 «625
38 6,500,00 5,000.00 .816
96 2,000.00 1,200.00 600
15 1,700.00 1,000.00 580
35 900.00 500.00 + 058
24 3,650.00 2,000.00 + 558
57 2,800.00 1,500.00 «535
74 2,800.00 1,500.00 D35
18 2,000.00 1,000.00 500
34 %,000.00 1,000.00 .500
33 1,500.00 600.00 .400
60 7,500.00 2,300.00 . 306
20 5,000.00 1,500.00 300
53 5,200.00 1,200.00 231

Total #98,855.00 $60,5650.00 .652

*Median ratic .7850

1932-133

19 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 1.000
17 1,500.00 1,500.00 1.000
18 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
29 1,500.00 1,500.00 1.000
46 2,500.00 2,500.00 1.000
87 2,000.00 2,000.00 1.000
42 5,000.00 4,800.00 . 960



TABLE VIII (Continued) o

1952-733

District Value Amount of Ratio
Ho. Insurance
111 $%,000.,00 $2,800.00 L9833
52 875,00 B800.00 .914
103 1,100.00 1,000.C0 909
109 3,000.00 2,700.00 . 900
i1 1,500.00 1,300.00 866
883 1,250.00 1,050.00 .840
o9 1,800.00 1,500.00 833
12 1,500.00 1,200.0C . 800
21 1,00C.00 800.00 800
33 1,000.00 800,00 8060
8% 2,500.00 2,000.00 800
95 2,000.00 1,800.00 .800
10 1,000.00 806.00 800
43 800.00 600,00 750
69 2,000.00 1,500.00 750
25 2,500.00 1,800.00 720
13 600.00 400,00 .BEY7
15 1,500.00 1,000.00 LEBTF
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 .687
101 1,800.00 1,200.00 . G667
53 6,250,00 4,150.00 B84
26 2,950.00 £,000.00 5682
40 1,225.00 800.00 .683
18 1,150.00 750.00 . 548
112 4,575.00 2,900.00 .644
47 2,800.C0 1,800.00 643
68 2,500.00 1,600.00 <840
30 1,500.00 850.00 833
35 6,500.00 5,000.00 6186
96 2,000.00 1,200.00 .600
22 1,400.00 BCC.CO o e, .517
35 800.00 BOGLOT 7. .585
87 2,800,00 %QSQQ,OQ ) .. w536
74, 2,800.00 r,500.00, " 7 T Ub36
107 1,935.00 ©015000 200 0 e <L 2.880

“iledlan ratio 667

oo

o er o



TABLE VIII (Continued)

1932-'33
District - Value t Amount of ¢ Ratio
No. : - Insurance .
24 $4,000.00 $£2,000.00 +«500
34 2,000.00 1,000.00 «500
105 1,400.00 700.00 «500
59 4,000.00 1,500.00 375
60 7,500.00 2,300.00 3086
20 5,000.00 1,500.00 «300
o7 2,000.00 600.00 «300
Total $113,190.00 $76,300.00 .873
1933-'34
19 $1,000.00 $1,100.00 1.100
32 1,500.00 1,500.00 1.000
21 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
18 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
29 1,500.00 1,500.00 1.000
35 800.00 800.00 .878
11 1,500.00 1,300,00 .866
46 3,000.00 2,500.00 .833
33 1,000.00 800.00 .800
42 6,000.00 4,800,00 .800
100 1,000.00 800.00 800
99 1,900.00 1,500.00 .789
53 5,100.00 4,000.00 .784
43 800.00 600,00 750
26 2,950.,00 2,000.00 .728
a5 2,500.00 1,800.00 «720
52 1,125.00 800.00 217
69 2,400.00 1,500.00 .708
31 1,700.00 1,200.00 .7086
111 4,000.00 2,800.00 .700
12 1,740.00 1,200.00 691
85 2,900.00 2,000.00 .688
74 2,800.00 1,500.00 .675
109 4,000.00 2,700.00 .675
15 600.00 400.00 667



TABLE VIII (Continued)

(%7

1933~134
District : Value : Amount of Ratio
oW : : Insurance
15 $1,500.00 $1,000.00 L6E7
75 1,50G.00 1,000.00 LG6Y
101 1,800.00 1,200.00 « 567
49 1,885.00 800.00 653
1é 1,150.00 700.00 .548
13 2,500.00 1,6C0.00 . 840
80 1,500.00 950.00 633
103 1,600.080 1,0006.00 « B85
38 6,500.00 5,000.00 L8168
2& 1,400.00 853.00 808
67 2,500,00 1,500.00 500
06 2,000.00 1,200.00 . 600
112 5,300.00 2,900.00 547
5% 2,806,006 1,800.00 535
107 1,935.00 1,0G0.00 ,518
24 4,000.00 2,000.00 . 500
34 2,000.00 1,000.00 .500
38 1,200.00 600.00 . 500
o7 1,400.00 1,000.00 + 500
108 1,400.00 700,00 .50C
88 1,250.00 8C0.00 480
59 4,000.00 1,500,00 375
20 5,000.00 1,500.00 . 300
13 2,000.00 6C0.00 . 300
5]8] 7,500.00 1,800.00 240
Total $119,475.00 £75,600.00 . B33
*liedian Ratio .667
1934-135
18 $600.00 &750.00 1.280
i8 1,00C.00 1,000.00 1.000
b 1,060.00 1,00G.00 1.600
11 1,800.00 1,060.00 «883
15 1,200.00 1,000.00 B33
26 1,300.00 1,500.00 « 333
456 3,000.00 2,500.00 B3B38



TABLE VIII (Continued)

Amount of

District Value Ratio
Ho. Insurance
12 $1,500.00 $1,800.00 800
33 1,00C.00 800.00 200
3¢ &,000.00 4,800.00 . 800
160 1,000.00 800.00 800
101 1,800.00 1,800.,00 800
43 800.00 600,00 L7850
35 1,000.006 750.00 . 750
25 5,500,000 1,808.00 720
52 1,125.C0 800.00 L7117
40 1,400.00 1,080.00 L7117
a2 2,400.,00 1,500.00 L708
a8 1,500.00 1,080.00 700
10% 1,00C.00 700.00 L7700
85 2,500.060 1,700.00 580
13 600.00 400 .00 667
20 4,500.00 1,500.00 687
26 5,000.00 2,000.00 «3B7
31 5 000.50 2,000.00 LBETX
34 1,500.00 1,000.00 BET
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 LB67
o7 1,500.00 1,06006,00 L6867
105 1,500.00 1,000.00 . B8%7
8 2,500.00 1,600.00 .béo
111 4,400.00 2,800.00 836
90 1,500.00 950.090 533
el 1,800.00 1,000.00 .828
103 1,800.00 1,0060.00 L0688
a5 1,400.00 850.00 608
38 1,000,000 500.00 LB00
42 8,000.00 4,800.00 . 800
67 2,500.00 1,500.0C0 .60&
g6 2,000.00 1,200.00 LACD
109 3,500.00 £,000.00 573
1% 2,000.00 1,100,000 . 580
11z 5,300.00 2,900.00 547
5% 2,800.60 1,500.00 535
24 4,000.00 2,000.00 «S00

ledian ratio .667



TABLE VIII (Continued)

1954735

Digbrict : Value : Amount of Ratio
Yo. : : Ingurance
74 $3,500.00 $1,500.00 v 429
53 3,900.00 3,800.00 w420
55 5,580,00 1,500.00 410
17 4,000.00 1,500.00 . 378
85 Z,0060.00 600.00 « 300
60 7,500.00 1,806.00 « 240
Total $148,105,00 573,850,000 . 498
1885-136
11 $1,000.00 $51,000.00 1.000
12 1,200.00 1,200.00 1.000
18 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
52 1,000.00 800.00 <800
1 3,000.00 1,100.00 . 766
35 860.00 340.00 . T44
1lé 1,1006.C0 750.00 B82
28 3,000.00 £,000.00 667
36 206,09 600 .00 . BBY7
75 - 1,500.0G 1,000.00 . B67
100 1,200.00 800.00 - 567
£9 5,100.00 2,000.00 . 845
90 1,9200.00 1,200.00 032
45 1,300.00 800.00 L8155
25 3,000.00 1,800.00 600
57 2,500,00 1,500.00 » 800
96 2,000.00 1,200.00 , 600
99 1,000.00 800.00 600
40 1,400.00 BOG.00 571
101 2,100.00 1,200.00 «B71
10% 1,400.00 2300.06 LS71
28 1,500,080 850.00 . 567
85 3,000.00 1,700.00 567
111 $,000.00 3,406.00 567
165 1,800.00 1,000.00 . 555%
iedian retio .555



TABLE VIII {Continued)

1635-136

District Telue : dreount of Ratio

Ho. : Insurasnce
34 $1,800.00 $1,000.00 555
a1 1,3500.00 800,00 583
33 1,80C.00 8006.00 D53
15 1,200.00 600.00 500
a4 4.,000.00 £,000.00 « 500
4.2 8,200,00 4,006.00 488
38 7,850.00 3,500.00 <483
&8 2,500.00 1,200.00 .480
109 4,500.00 2,000.00 444
69 3,400.00 1,5006,00 441
&% 3,000.00 1,300.00 « 433
VZea 3,900.00 1,500.00 <425
a9 1,400.00 5800.00 428
53 8,900.00 35,800.00 LABT
95 1,450,00 500.00 413
5% 3,200.00 1,500.00 +A07
13 1,000.00 450 .00 400
48 3,000.00 1,200.00 400
a8 1,500.G00 500.00 400
47 2,200.00 800 .00 .364
112 5,800.00 2,000.00 345
17 4,500,00 1,500.00 - 333
20 4,500.00 1,500.00 .333
51 3,500.00 800.00 .257
60 7,500.00 1,800.00 .240
Total $136,760.00 %66,140.00 +484

1936137

19 $1,160.00 $1,260.00 1.086
11 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
12 1,200.00 1,200.00 1.000
18 1,000.00 1,000.00 1.000
22 1,000.00 850.00 850
52 1,000.00 800 .00 .800
19 3,000.00 1,100.00 .766
35 860.00 8540 .00 744
16 1,400.0C 750.00 .682

TRLY
L 5



TABLE VIII {Continued)

1836137
District : Value : ~ Amount of : "~ Ratio
o H 4 Insurance H
26 3,000.00 £2,000.00 B87
38 200.00 600,00 887
75 1,500.00 1,000.00 L6867
101 1,200.00 800.00 687
29 3,100.00 £,000.00 545
30 1,900.00 1,200.00 .32
43 1,300.00 800.00 .815
25 3,000.00 1,800.00 .B00
57 2,800.00 1,500.00 500
28 2,000.00 1,200.00 8006
103 1,750.00 1,000.00 . 588
161 £,100,00 1,200.00 . 571
85 3,000.00 1,700.00 567
111 6,000.00 3,400.,00 cBGY7
34 1,800.00 1,000.00 .55
108 1,800.00 1,000.00 .555
21 1,500.60 800.00 .D33
33 1,500.00 800.00 B33
a8 1,300.00 80C.00 533
107 1,500.00 860 .00 L5338
15 1,200.00 800.00 500
24 4,000.00 2,000.00 « 500
42 2,200.,00 4,000.00 .488
38 . 7,850.00 3,500.00 483
68 2,500.00 1,200.0() <430
&9 3,400.00 1,800.00 -5
57 3$,000.00 1,300,00 433
74 3,500.00 1,800.00 420
o7 1,400.00 600,00 L4828
43 9,200.00 35,800.00 413
95 1,450.00 600.00 «413
109 4,900.00 2,000.,00 408
59 3,700.00 1,500.00 . 407
13 1,000.00 400 .00 400
4B 3,000.00 1,300.00 400
4% 2,300.00 800.00 364
112 $,800.00 2,000.006 . B4LD
31 2,500.00 850,00 « 340



40

TABLE VIITI (Continued)

1936~-13%
District : Valus : Amount of : Ratio
HWo. : Iusurance s
v $4,500.00 $1,500.00 333
20 4,500.00 1,500.00 333
B0 7,500.00 1,800.00 240
Total

$139,170.00 $67,700.00 488




TABLE IX

41

RATIO OF ANOUNT OF IUSURANCE AND VALUE OF PROPERTY
03 RURAL SCHOCLS BY YBRARS
Tsar . Ho. of value Amount s Ratio
Sehools s

1e27-128 19 $49,500.00 $23,575.00 «O7%7
1928-129 24 67 ,000.60 38,875.00 576
1929-130 55 79 ,575.00 49,550.00 (£E8
195:0-131 33 78,425,00 58,300.00 654
1831-132 40 82,825.00 60,550,060 .652J
1932-133 49 11%,190.00 76,200.00 £73
1933~134 50 119,475.00 75,600.00 .633
1934~ 35 50 148,105.00 73,850 .00 .498
1935-*34 8506 136,760.00 66,140.0@ 484"
1936137 50 139,170.0C &7,700.00 « 486
10 years total $1,022,025.00 .575

$588,040.00

*iadian

» 587



TABLE X
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RATIO OF AMOUNT OF IMNSURLNCE ANMND VALUZ OF PROPERTY

Ol CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS BY THZ YEHAR

Year ¢ HWo. of

: Value | H Amount Ratio
:  Schools HE

1938-133 8 $318,500.00 $284,900.00 894
1933134 8 318,500.00 327,500.00 1.028
1084135 7 278,500.00 308,500.00 1.108
1935~138 8 318,500.00 347,000,00 1.08¢
1935137 8 593,500.,00 330,900.00 1.209
5 ysars total $1,507,500.00 $£1,598,800.00 1.081
Grand Total $2,187,840.00 865

$2,529,525.00
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period. This ratio would indicate that the school property
in the county was over-insured, but that is accounted for
in the duplication of fire and wind-storm in separate poli-
cies on the consolidated schools.

Table XI gives the ratio of loss to premium for the
rural schools from 1927-'28 to 1936-'37. Totals are given
for each year.

Tables XII and XIII give the ratio by years for the
rural and consolidated districts respectively. A grand
total is shown in Table XIII for all the schools of the
county.

Teble XIV gives a comparison of the loss and premium
ratio in Kiowa County with that of the state of Oklahoma
and the nation as a whole for the years included in this
study. There is an inconsistency in the years considered
in the county and the state and nation. The fiscal year
for the county is from July 1 to June 30, while the fiscal

year for the state is from January 1 to December 3l.



TABLE XI
1927-128
RATIO OF LOSS TO PREMIUM

District No. s Premium : Loss s Ratio
25 $77.61 $25.00 324
74 65.00 0,00 000
57 57 .60 0.00 000
60 52.60 0.00 000
95 45,00, 0.00 000
42 41.28 0.00 .000
38 38.33 0.00 .000
24 S7.78 0.00 .000
47 35.50 0.00 .000
86 33.43 0.00 000

109 30.39 0.00 000
11 29.50 0.00 .000
53 28.56 0,00 .000
12 28 .10 0.00 .000
18 24,54 0.00 .000
15 23.28 0.00 .000

103 22.96 0.00 .000
52 22.66 0.00 .000
20 22.50 0.00 000
21 18.88 0.00 .000
40 18.88 0.00 000
90 18.88 0.00 .000
22 18.80 0.00 .000
33 15.10 0.00 .000
23 13.21 0.00 .000

Total $820.05 $25.00 .031

1928-129
19 $28.32 $3.25 .115
i 4 29.50 0.00 000
5§ 28.10 0.00 .000
13 7.90 0.00 000
18 23.28 0.00 «000
17 24 .58 0.00 000
18 24.54 0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1928-129
District No. : Premium Loss : Ratio
20 $22.50 $0.00 .000
21 18.88 0.00 .000
22 18.80 0.00 .000
23 13.21 0.00 .000
24 37,76 0.00 .000
25 77 .61 0.00 .000
33 15.10 0.00 .000
40 18.88 0.00 .000
42 41.28 0.00 .000
43 15.50 0.00 .000
46 38.00 0.00 .000
47 35.50 0.00 .000
52 22,60 0.00 .000
53 28.66 0.00 .000
57 57 .60 0.00 .000
59 32,79 0.00 .000
60 44.96 0.00 .000
37 32.72 0.00 .000
68 30.00 0.00 .000
90 18.88 0.00 .000
95 45.00 0.00 .000
96 33,43 0.00 .000
99 20.00 0.00 .000
101 34,75 0.00 .000
103 22.96 0.00 .000
Total $943.59 $3.25 .003
1929130

11 $16.50 $0.00 .000
12 28.10 0.00 .000
13 7.91 0.00 .000
15 25.28 0.00 .000
16 19.65 0.00 .000
17 24.59 0.00 .000
18 24.54 0.00 .000
19 28.32 0.00 .000

45



TABLE XI (Continued)
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1929-'30

District No. 3 Premium Loss . Ratio
20 $23.04 $0.00 .000
21 18.88 0.00 .000
2 18.80 0.00 000
23 13.21 0.00 .000
24 37.76 0.00 .000
25 77.61 0.00 .000
26 28.33 0.00 .000
33 15.10 0.00 .000
35 l4.14 0.00 000
38 35.00 0.00 .000
40 18.88 0.00 .000
42 41.28 0.00 .000
43 15.50 0.00 .000
47 35.50 0.00 .000
52 22.65 0.00 .000
53 26.60 0.00 .000
57 57.60 0.00 .000
59 32.79 0.00 .000
80 44.96 0.00 .000
67 33.72 0.00 .000
68 26.80 0,00 .000
69 28.32 0.00 .000
74 50.35 0.00 .000
75 14.74 0.00 .000
85 20.56 0.00 .000
90 18.88 0.00 .000
95 45,00 0.00 .000
96 33.43 0.00 .000
S 20.00 0.00 .000
101 34,75 0.00 .000
103 22.96 0.00 000
Total $1,308.03 $0.00 .000

1930-'31

b e e e e e e ¢ e e et e et e e e ]
11 $16.50 $0.00 000
12 28.10 0.00 000



TABLE XI (Continued)
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s 1930-'31

District No. Premium Loss - Ratio
13 $7.91 $0.00 .000
15 23.28 0.00 .000
16 19.65 0.00 .000
17 24.59 0.00 .000
18 24.54 0.00 .000
19 28,32 0.00 000
20 23.04 0.00 .000
21 18.88 0.00 .000
22 18.80 0.00 .000
23 18.21 0.00 .000
24 37.76 0.00 .000
25 77.61 0.00 000
26 28.33 0.00 .000
33 15.10 0.00 000
34 20.47 0.00 .000
35 14.14 0.00 .000
38 50.08 0.00 000
40 18.88 0.00 .000
42 43.50 0.00 000
43 15.50 0.00 .000
46 38.00 0.00 .000
47 35.43 0.00 +000
52 22.65 0.00 .000
53 28.66 0.00 .000
57 57.60 . 0.00 .000
59 32.79 0.00 .000
60 44,96 0.00 .000
87 33.72 0.00 .000
68 26.80 0.00 .000
69 28.32 0.00 .000
74 50.35 0.00 .000
75 14.74 0.00 .000
85 20.586 0.00 .000
20 18.88 0.00 .000
95 31.46 0.00 .000
96 30.11 0.00 .000
99 20.00 0.00 .000
101 34,75 0.00 .000
Total $1,137.97 $0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1931-'32
e
District No. 3 Premium H Loss 2 Ratio
11 $16.50 $0.00 .000
12 28.10 0.00 .000
13 11.80 15.00 1.272
15 23.28 0.00 .000
16 19.65 0.00 .000
17 24.59 0.00 .000
18 24,54 0.00 .000
19 28.32 0.00 .000
20 23.04 0.00 .000
21 18.71 0.00 000
22 18.80 0.00 .000
23 13.21 0.00 .000
24 37.76 0.00 .000
25 77 .61 0.00 .000
26 28.33 0.00 .000
33 15.10 0.00 .000
34 20.47 0.00 .000
35 14.14 0.00 .000
38 50.08 0.00 .000
40 18.88 0.00 .000
42 43.52 0.00 .000
43 15.50 0,00 .000
47 35.43 0.00 .000
52 22.65 0.00 .000
B3 28.66 0.00 .000
57 38.63 0.00 .000
59 32.79 0.00 .000
60 44,96 0.00 .000
67 33.72 0.00 .000
68 26.80 0.00 .000
69 28.32 0.00 .000
74 50.35 0.00 .000
75 14.74 0.00 .000
85 20.56 0.00 .000
88 14.00 0.00 .000
20 18.88 0.00 .000
95 3l.46 0.00 .000
96 30.11 0.00 .000
101 34.75 0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1931-'32
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T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T e e

Distriect No. 3 Premium Loss Ratio
103 $23.89 £0.00 000

Total $1,102.36 $15.00 013

1932-'33

e ——
11 $16.50 $0.00 .000
12 28.10 0,00 .000
13 11.80 0.00 .000
15 31.43 0.00 .000
16 10.35 0.00 .000
17 10.66 0.00 .000
18 24.54 0.00 000
19 28.32 0.00 000
20 23.04 0.00 .000
21 18.71 10,00 535
22 31.19 0.00 .000
24 37 .42 0.00 .000
25 43.27 0.00 .000
26 26.00 84.50 3.250
S 22.45 0.00 +000
33 19.67 0.00 .000
34 20.47 0.00 000
35 14.14 0.00 .000
38 50.08 0.00 .000
40 18.71 0.00 .000
42 43,52 0.00 .000
43 15.50 0.00 .000
46 35.40 0.00 .000
47 35.43 0.00 000
o2 22.65 0.00 .000
83 114.80 0.00 .000
57 38.63 0.00 .000
59 32.79 0.00 .000
60 44 .96 0.00 .000
87 33.72 0.00 000
68 26.80 0.00 .000
69 28.32 0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1932133
District No. 3 Premium Loss Ratio
74 $56.20 $0.00 .000
75 14,74 0.00 -000
85 20.56 0.00 ~000
88 14.00 0.00 .000
90 22.66 0.00 .000
95 31.46 0.00 .000
96 30.11 0.00 .000
97 23.41 0.00 -000
100 8.80 0.00 .000
101 16.75 0.00 .000
103 23.89 0.00 .000
107 11.00 0.00 .000
111 15.65 0.00 .000
Total $1,248.60 $94.50 L0786
b e e e e o e o — ————~
1933-134
11 $13.20 " $0.0C ,000
12 27.89 0.00 .000
13 11.80 0.00 -000
15 31,453 0.00 ~000
16 8.25 0.00 .000
17 10.86 0.00 .000
18 24.54 0.00 -000
19 21.74 0.00 .000
20 23.04 0.00 ~000
21 18.71 0.00 .000
22 31.19 0.00 .000
24 37,42 0.00 .000
25 43.27 0.00 .000
26 26.00 0.00 .000
29 29.23 0.00 .000
31 22,45 0.00 .000
33 19.67 0.00 ~000
34 25.80 0.00 ~000
35 14.14 0.00 ~000
36 11.80 0.00 ~000
38 50.08 0.00 .000

50



TABLE XI (Continued)
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1933134
District No. 3 Premium 4t s Loss ¥ Ratio
40 $18.71 $0.00 .000
42 44,25 0.00 .000
43 15.50 0.00 000
46 28.07 0.00 .000
47 28.07 0.00 .000
52 22.65 0.00 000
53 114.80 0.00 .000
57 38,63 0.00 000
59 44,62 0.00 .000
60 47 .37 0.00 .000
67 45.00 0.00 .000
68 27 .48 0.00 .000
69 28,32 0.00 000
74 55,78 0.00 .000
75 14.74 0.00 .000
85 20.56 0.00 .000
88 14.00 0.00 .000
20 22.66 0.00 .000
95 19.47 0.00 000
96 30.11 0,00 .000
a7 23.41 0.00 .000
g9 23.97 0.00 .000
100 8.80 0.00 .000
101 16.75 0.00 .000
103 24.85 0.00 .000
107 11.00 0.00 .000
109 25.00 0.00 .000
111 15.65 0.00 .000
Total #1,552.55 30.00 .000
1934-1'35

11 $13.20 "~ $0.00 .000
12 27 .89 0.00 .000
13 13.86 0.00 000
15 31.43 0.00 000
16 8.25 0.00 .000
17 10.66 0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1934-'35
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——

District No. H Premium Loss - Ratio
18 $24.54 $0.00 .000
19 21.74 0.00 .000
20 23.04 0.00 .000
21 18.71 0.00 000
22 31.19 0.00 .000
24 37 .42 0.00 000
25 43,27 0.00 .000
26 26.00 0.00 .000
29 29.23 0.00 .000
31 22.45 0.00 .000
33 19.67 0.00 .000
34 25.45 0.00 .000
35 24.20 0.00 .000
36 11.80 0.00 .000
38 50.08 0.00 .000
40 18.71 0.00 .000
42 44,25 0.00 .000
43 18.49 0.00 000
46 28.07 0.00 .000
27 27 .74 0.00 .000
52 17.39 0.00 .000
53 112.00 0.00 .000
57 528.75 0.00 .000
59 44.62 0.00 .000
60 47.37 0.00 .000
67 45.00 0.00 .000
68 27 .48 0.00 .000
74 55.75 0.00 .000
75 14.27 0.00 .000
85 44.61 0.00 000
88 14.00 0.00 .000
80 22.66 0.00 .000
95 19.47 0.00 .000
o6 30.11 0.00 .000
97 23.41 0.00 .000
29 23.97 0.00 .000

100 8.80 0.00 .000
101 16.75 0.00 .000
103 24.85 0.00 000
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TABLE I (Continued)

1934-"35
District No. H Premium ot Loss : Batio
107 $11.00 $50.00 .00
109 25.00 0.00 .000
111 15.65 0.00 .000
112 27,06 0.00 .C00
Total &1,375.00 $0.00 .000
1935-136
11 | $1%.,20 | $0.00 ©.000
12 27 .89 0.00 .000
1% 10.67 .00 ,000
15 31.43 0.00 .000
16 & .25 0.00 .000
17 10.66 0.00 000
18 24,54 0.00 000
1% 21.74 0.00 .00
20 18.85 0.00 .000
21 18.71 0.00 .000
25 31,19 0.00 .000
24 57 48 0.00 .000
95 42.27 0.00 .000
26 25,20 0.00 . 000
29 29,25 0.00 .000
51 98.45 .00 .000
33 15.25 0.06 .000
34 25.45 .00 .000
35 24,20 0.00 .000
36 11.80 0.00 .000
33 49.97 0.00 .000
40 18.71 0.00 .000
42 44.25 0.00 .000
43 15.61 0.00 .000
46 27 .74 0.00 .000
47 27.74 0.00 .000
52 17.39 0.00 .000
53 41.80 0.00 .000
57 55.29 0.00 .000

59 44.62 0.00 .000



TABLE XI (Continued)

1935-136
District No. : Premiuwg o ,Loss" g’.&tig
60 447 .37 £0.00 .000
67 45,00 0.00 .000
&8 27.48 0.00 000
75 14.87 0.00 000
85 44.61 0.00 .000
aa 14.00 6.00 .000
90 22,66 0.60 000
95 19.47 0.00 .000
96 20,11 0.00 .000
g7 18.18 ¢.00 .000
o9 23,97 0.00 .000
100 8.80 G.00 .000
101 16.95 0.00 .G00
103 24.50 0.00 .000
108 16.00 0.00 .000
167 11.00 0.00 .000
109 25,00 0.00 000
111 27.10 0.00 .000
112 22.00 0.00 000
Total $1,296.13 $0.00 .000
19362737
11 813,20 50,00 .000
12 22.12 0.00 .000
13 10.85 0.00 .000
15 31.43 0.00 000
16 8.35 0.00 .000
17 10.66 0.00 .000
18 24.54 0.00 .000
19 21.74 0.00 .C00
20 18.85 0.00 .000
21 18.71 0.00 .000
22 31.19 0.00 .000
24 37 .48 0.00 .000
25 45,27 0.00 .000
26 25.20 0.00 .000
29 29 .23 0.00 .000
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TABLE XI (Continued)

1936-"'37
District No. s Premium 3 Loss : Ratio
31 $22.45 $0.00 .000
33 19.25 0.00 .000
34 25.45 0.00 .000
35 24,20 0.00 .000
36 11.80 0.00 .000
38 49.97 0.00 .000
40 18.71 0.00 .000
42 44,25 12.00 «271
43 15.71 135.00 8.561
46 21.74 0.00 .000
47 2l.74 0.00 .000
52 17.39 0.00 .000
53 41.80 0.00 .000
57 35.20 0.00 .000
59 44 .62 0.00 .000
60 47 .37 0.00 .000
67 25.89 0.00 .000
68 27 .48 0.00 .000
74 44 .24 0.00 .000
75 14.27 0.00 .000
85 44 .61 0.00 .000
88 13«17 0.00 .000
90 22.66 0.00 .000
95 15.10 0.00 .000
96 25.46 0.00 .000
97 18.18 0.00 .000
29 28.33 0.00 .000
100 8.80 0.00 .000
101 16.75 0.00 .000
103 24.50 0.00 .000
105 16.00 0.00 .000
107 11.00 0.00 .000
109 22.00 0.00 .000
111 35.28 0.00 .000
112 22.00 0.00 000

Total $1,242.03 $147.00 .000




ON FIFTY RURAL SCHOOLS IN KIOWA COUNTY

TABLE XII

RATIO OF PREMIUM AND LOSS BY YEARS

56

Year 3 Total : Total - Ratio
3 Premiums 3 Loss 3
1927-128 $820.05 $25.00 031
1928-129 943.59 380 .003
1929-*30 1,308.03 0.00 .000
1930=131 1,137.97 0.00 .000
1931-132 1,102.36 15.00 013
1932-1'33 1,248,60 4,50 0786
1933-'34 1,332.53 0.00 .000
1934135 1,3756.31 0.00 .000
1935-136 1,286.13 0.00 .000
1936-137 1,242.03 147.00 .118
10 years total$ll,796.60 $284.75 .024
TABLE XIII
RATIO OF PREMIUM AND 10SS BY YEARS ON EIGHT
CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS IN KIOWA COUNTY
Year :  Total :  Total : Ratio
3 Premiums 3 Loss -
1932-133 $1,268.30 $31.00 025
1934-135 1,269.82 23.43 .018
1935~'36 1,264.24 200.00 +159
1936-'37 1,255.74 23.40 .018
5 years total $6,628.84 $22,798.83 3.439
Grand Total $18,425.44 $23,083.58 1.254




TABLE XIV
COLPARIOON OF LOSS RATIO WITH

THAT OF THE STATE AND RATIOR

Yéar i 1y 3 owa County Schoéls : _

: Promiwm !  Paid T Ratio: 2State: Sational

: Incones : Losses : * Ratio* Ratio
1827-128 £$820.05 $85.00 031 - <481
1928-1'2¢ 943.59 3.85 L0038 - %34 4859
1929-130 1,308.03 0.00 .000 . 375 465
1930-131 1,137.97 .00 . Q00 . 590 . 068
1931-132 1,102,386 15.00 .013 549 +«589
1932-133 2,516.90 46.00 018 «620 559
1933-134 £,903.27 22,521.00C 7.783  .476 L4069
1634~138 2,645.13 25.43 .009 378 o435
1935-136 2,550.37 20¢.00 .008 481 » 385
1936137 2,497.77 170.40 006 475 -
Total $83,085.58 1.854  .491 —

lror Sehool year duly 1 to June 31

EFor Galendar year from Annual Reports of Insurance

Department of Oklahonsa

Sgtatistical Abstracts of the United States, 1937



CHAPTER IXI

FLADINGS AHD CONCLUSIONS

An attempt has been made in this thesis to bring out
the Tacts conecsernisng insurancg on school property in Xiowa
County that would be of interast to schadl men or any others
who might be interested in suech a study. JBvery effort was
made to keep the study simple, accurate, and practical.

A. Inadequacy of Records.

The first fact that became ovident was that very in-
adcguate records are kepl concerning insurance on school
property. The only record of a publlic naturs is a record
£
i

cn Tile in the of2ice of the county superintendent, concern-

ing the status of each school's insurance., This informetion
is secured from the Annual Report of the clerk of the school
board. A check with ths policieg gave evidence that these

reports were not in accord with the data on the policies.

o

In several cases ths two were not in asgreement on the com-
pany insurcd with, This report wasg first required by the
county superintendent in 1933. OFf course it is required by
law that all warrants issued by a school district be resgis-
tered with the county tresasurer, but until 1932 the purpose
of easch warrernt was not registesrsd.

B. Haeture of Company.

There are two types of companies writing insursnce of
school building in Kiowe County, the regular stock companies
=

and the Farmerg Union. Of the thirty-five companies writing

insurance on school property in the county, thirty-four are
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stock companies. Only one, the Farmers Union, is of a mutual
nature. Thirty-three of the companies are foreign; two are
domestic. One of these two has since been re-insured in a
foreign company.

C. Change of Company.

Very few schools change companies. When therec was a
change, 1t was not because of dissatisfaction with the com-
pany, but because of a change in personnel of a school board
which desired to favor a friend with its insurance business.
There is an exception to this in the change to "farmers'
union™ companies, which is due in some cases to the lower
premiums.

D. Tendency Toward Farmers Union.

There is a noticeable tendency toward insurance in
"farmers' union" companies. In 1927-'28, only one school
was insured with a "farmers' union" company. At the end of
the ten-year period there were eight (8) of the fifty schools
insured in "farmers' union"™ companies. All town and consoli-
dated schools were insured in stock companies.

E. Property Under-insured.

The state insurance laws allow school property to be
insured for eighty percent of its present value. Assuming
that percent to be the correct ratio between value and
amaﬁnt of insurance to carry, the schools of the county are
under-insured. The ratic for the rural schools was .577 in
1927-'28, which graduslly inercased until 1932-'33 .673 was
reached. Table X would lead one to believe that the con-



solidated schools are as much over-insured as the rural
schools are under-insured, but there is a duplication in
nearly all cases since the fire, wind-storm, and explosion
policies are written as separate policies. In nearly every
instance the insurance is written on the value assessed by
the State Insurance Commission.

F. Type of Insurance.

As would be expected for that part of the state, a
larger amount of insurance is carried against wind-storms
than fire. This is always true where separate policies are
written. The rural districets insure with a combined poliey
as a rule. The reason for the seeming inconsistency is
thought to be the frequency of hall and tornadoes in that
section of the state. Co-insurance is a type of insurance
that has become popular in the larger systems, but it was
not encountered in this study.

G. Type of Policy.

The rural schools hold very closely to the combined
poliey. This is because of the inconvenience of writing two
policies. However, there is no advantage in having separate
coverage. Very few combined policies are written on the
property of the larger schools.

H. Length of Term of Policy.

The length of the term is determined largely by the
desires of the agent writing the policy. It cannot be said
that the conditions of prosperity in any way affect the term.
The range of the number of one-year policies during any one

year was from two to seven. The range of the three-year

60



policies was from fourteen policies in 1927-'28 to nineteen
policies in 1931-'32. The five-year policies ranged from
twenty policies in 1927-'28 to twenty-eight policies in
1936-'37. This is not a true indication since more schools
were studied in the later years of the study. The ratio
was practically constant. However, it can be said without
contradiction that most agencies prefer to write long-term
insurance. There are two reasons for that. The first is
that the longer the term the longer they are sure of having
the business. Second, the trend of rates has been downward
thus reducing the premium and agents' commission. Since
the majority of board members are farmers and feel that they
do not have a thorough knowledge of insurance, the details
of the insurance are left in the hands of the agent writing
the insurance. As & rule the insurance is what the agent
desires to write.

I. Variance of Amount.

The amount of insurance carried seems to vary. In
1927-'28, the ratio of value and amount was .577, which as
a rule inereased until it reached .673 in 1932-'33. In
1933-'34, the ratio was .633. From there it dscreased until
a ratio of .484 was reached in 1935-'36. If these figures
were plotted, the curve would show a gradual upward elimb
until the height of the depression was reached, then a down-
ward curve as the depression receded.

. Catastrophes Affect lasurance.

Catastrophes have much to do with insurance. Following

the New London, Texas disaster, three schools in the county
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wrote explosion insurance, wherve only one was carrying it
before the explosion occurred. These three were town
schools.

K. Losses.

Yhen insurance is mentioned, the first and usually the
only factor considered is the ratio of premium and loss.

Lt would nobt be very accurate to say that customers
were paying too much or too 1little for thelr iunsurance.
Table XIV shows that $18,4285.44 was paid to insurance com-
panies during the ten-year period studied, and $23,083.58
was paid in the form of losses. That is a ratio of 1.254.

-

Companies could not continue to operate if that were true

£

over the entire United States. All years except 1933-134
show a very, very small ratio. The year 1927-'28 has the
highsst ratioc of the remainiﬁg nine years with .03l. 1In
1933-'34 C=-2 had a Tire that razed their building, on which
$22,500.00 worth of linsurance was carried. The buillding
was valued at $40,000.00. This loss was the only fire loss
reported during the period. All other losses were minor
wind-gtorm losses. The greater amount of loss was dus 1o
fire, but the largsr zumber of losses was caused by wind-
storm.

L. Bumber and Sige of Policies.

It was a noticeable practice that never more than three
or four policles were written on the sanme property in an
individual company. Where several policies were written

they were well distributed among several companies.

88



The tendency was to write several small policies rather
than one or two large policies. Two-thousand to three-thou-
sand dollar policies were the rule in the combined and fire
policies. However, the wind-storm policies were somewhat
larger. 8Six- and eight-thousand dollar policies were not
uncommon. The explosion was written in one policy to cover

the entira amount.
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CHAPTER IV
RECOMMENDATIONS

There are some needed changes that are suggested very
definitely in the findings of the study. First, there should
be very definite, detailed, and reliable record of a2ll in-
surance in force on school property of each county, in the
county superintendent's office. Second, at the time of
writing of any poliey an appropriate body of persons should
appraise the property and insurance should be written to
cover properly the property. Third, rurasl schools should
be encouraged to insure with mutual companies that are re-
liable and that insure in rural communities only, because
the rate is mueh lower and the protection is as sound as
in stock companies.

The state would profit by the work of a commission ap-
pointed to study the insurance of public property with view
of making recommendations toward the installation of a state

system of insurance.
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