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E WHITE HoUSE 

WASHINGTON 

TO: JIM CANNON 

F~OM: MIKE DUVAL 

Comment1: 

Re: No-Fau.lt 

Attached is a copy of the state 
activity summary I prepared and 
the back-up material. 

The summary will be in the Presi­
dent's decision memo. I am 
sending this detailed package 
to you in response to your 
comments this morning. 

Digitized from Box 24 of the James M. Cannon Files                                            . 
                           at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



Status of State Action on No-Fault Auto Insurance 

Sixteen states, plus Puerto Rico, have enacted no-fault 
automobile insurance laws that meet the tough definition 
adopted by the Department of Transportation. 

To qualify under the Department's definition of no-fault, 
the state la'>v must have two essential elements: (1) the 
substitution (not simply the addition of) "first party, 
no-fault"* insurance for third _party liability insurance; 
(2) some significant degree of restriction on tort recovery. 

The following have such a law: 

Puerto Rico 
Massachusetts 
Florida 
New Jersey 
Michigan 
Connecticut 
New York 
Utah 
Kansas 
Nevada 
Hawaii 
Colorado 
Georgia 
Minnesota 
Kentucky 
Pennsylvania 
North Dakota 

(1969) 
(1970) 
(1971) 
(1972) 
(1972) 
(1972) 
(1973) 
(197 3) 
(1973) 
(1973) 
(1973) 
(1973) 
(1974) 
(1974) 
(1974) 
(1974) 
(1975) 

There are, however, vast differences among the laws adopted 
in the above states in terms of benefit levels, tort threshold 
and other factors. 

These laws cover over 42% of all licensed drivers and will rise 
to well over 50% if California passes a no-fault law. However, 
only the Michigan law (covering 5.7% of drivers) conforms with 
all the standards in the DOT proposed federal law. 

Nine other states have adopted auto insurance reform, \·rhich are 
sometimes called "no-fault". In some cases, these plans require 
that first party insurance be carried by drivers in addition to 

. * "First party" means that there should be a contractual relation­
ship between the victim and his insurer as to the kind and amount 
of benefits to be received. "No-fault" means that the loss is 
not to be shifted by inter-insurer subrogation according to the 
existing loss transfer rules of tort liability. 
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liability insurance and in other cases the la\·1 simply provides 
that no-fault be offered to the driver at his option. None of 
the plans restrict the right to sue and in most cases there is 
no restriction against the victim collecting from both his own 
first party insurance and the party at fault by suing in court. 
The following states fall into this category: 

Outlook 

Delaware 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Maryland 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Arkansas 
Texas 
South Carolina 

{1971) 
(1971) 
(1971) 
{1972) 
(1972) 
(1972) 
(1973) 
(1973) 
(1974) 

Every State legislature has had no-fault reform before it at 
least once:. Illinois enacted a no-fault law in 1971, but that 
was later declared unconstitutional. A no-fault law was passed 
by the legislature in New Hampshire but was vetoed by the Governor. 

Most states not having no-fault will consider proposals during this 
year's legislative session. Maine and North Carolina may pass no­
fault laws this year but it is not likely that they will meet the 
DOT standards. 

California is the key state in terms of the number of licensed 
drivers 6overed and there is likelihood that action by California 
would set a trend. Many other western states would be likely to 
follow California's lead if action is taken. Due to a change in 
the leadership in the California legislature the no-fault bills 
are moving slowly but nevertheless there is movement and consider­
able behind the scenes activity. No one can predict when Califor-
nia will act but the prospects for action this year are good. · 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

April 30, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR MICHAEL RAOUL-DUVAL 
Associate Director, Domestic Council 
The White House 

SUBJECT: No-Fault Insurance 

Pursuant to your inquiry earlier today about the proportion of 
drivers covered within the 16 States having some form of true 
first party no-fault plan, I thought the attached detail might be 
helpful to you. The point of the categorization in the table is to 
highlight the fact that many of the States which do have such 
plans fall-woefully short of what the Administration was looking 
for when it made its recommendations in 1971. 

~L~~~ 
Richard F. Walsh 
Acting Director 

Office of Transportation Policy Development 

Attachment: 
as noted above 

cc: William T. Coleman, Jr. 
John W. Barnum 
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Analysis of No-Fault Auto Coverage by State 
and By Percent of All U.S. Drivers Covered 

States Meeting DOT standards 

Michigan 

Other States With Relatively High Benefit 
Levels (i.e., more than $10, 000 per person) 

Colorado 
Hawaii 
Minneapolis 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Subtotal* 

states With Low Benefit Levels (i.e., $10, 000 
or less per person) 

Florida 
Kansas 
North Dakota 
Utah 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
Massachusetts 
Kentucky 

Subtotal* 

Grand Total 

*Note: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding. 

Percent of All 
U. S. Drivers 
Covered(%) 

5.7% 

1.0% 
.4 

1.9 
• 3 

4. 1 
9.2 
6.0 

22.6% 

4. 3% 
1.0 

• 3 
.4 

1.6 
2.2 
2.9 
1.2 

13.7% 

42.0% 

TPI-30 
4/30/75 
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F. C. & S. llULLF.TINS ------·--
Casoa1t1 & Surety S<·dloa 

NO-FAULT AuTo;\lOBlLF. 1:\SVRA~CE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nof-1 

NO-FAUL'l' AUTO:'IIOlliLE INSURANCE 

State-lly-State Analysis 

Originally appearing as a controversial theory to correct the inequities of 
the traditional automobile reparations system, no-fault Automobile insurance, 
in one form or another, has· become law in 23 states. The impetus for such 
legislation originated at the Federal level, with recommendations that the 
individual states enact their own laws. Massachusetts, the pioneer state, 
enacted the first such law in January, 1971 and, ever since, the concept has 
dominated insurance conversation and served as a chief subject of st:ltc 
legislation. But in spite of the sustained momentum, today, fewer than half* 
the states have passed no-fault Automobile insurance laws. As a consequence, 
attention is once again focused on Congress where Federal Bill S. 354-
which imposes Federal guidelines on the states and requires that no-fault 
Iegis!ation be enacted which complies with these guidelines- recently cleared 
the Senate. If ultimately signed into law, this Bill will give the states four 
years fr<.'m the date of its enactment to pass complying no-fault legislaticn. 

Though some still question the advantages no-fault Automobile insurance has 
over the traditional fault system, both insurers and consumers arc responding 
favorably to the partial elimination of the "adver:oary relationship," which is 
achieved in most no-fault laws. Propor.ents of the no-fault system believe it to 
be far superior than the traditional reparations sy:.tcm in the fairness and speed 
in which it compensates the automobile accident victim- o~t a first-party basis 
rather tlza1~ 01£ a third-part)' basis. · · 

The following pages represent an effort to analyze these laws on a st:>.te-hy-state 
basis. Initially, the presentation of a state-by-state chart provides a quick, genera! 
reference to the variou.; laws hut additional pages will soon be presented for a more 
in-depth study of this insurance. 

In view of the ever-changing nature of the insurance business- to which 
no-fault is no exception- a major effort will be made to keep the discussion 
up to date with timely and neccs::;ary revisions as they are warranted. Finally, 
a section on court decisions affecting no-fault insura:1ce will be included to 
round out the discussion and signal any pa1ticu!ar trends in cou.rt interpreta­
tiou which may be developing. 

In the following pages, two analysis charts arc presented. The first concentrates 
on the 15 states which have enacted what are considered modified no-fault law:> in 
that they partially eliminate the right to sue, but do not completely abrogate it. The 
second chart is comprised of the stales which provide wh;..t is more accuratciy de­
scribed as expanded ~Iedical P~yrnents and Dis~biiity n~ndils plans. No-fault 
benefits arc made available as aJJitional first-party coverage, but ther.! are no 
restrictions on the right to sue. 

•Though fewer tha~ half tl;e st:~tcs have enacted no-fault laws, the percc:ntagc of the popula­
ti"n afft"clcd is estimateu to Lc sli~,:htly :~hove Su?i>. 

(Co'\t!nuel! on nat page.) 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-2 

&pttmber, 1974 

State 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

NO-FAULT AUTmtOBILE 1:-\SURANCE F. C. & S. llULLETINS 

Statc-lly-S1ate Modified No-Fault Lfnva 

Effective Date 

4/1/74 

1/1,/73 

Vehicles Included 

All except vehicles owned by the 
Federal government or state of 
Colorado; fire fighting vehicles, 
police ambulances and certain farm 
and construction machinery and 
equipment. Additionally, motor­
cycles, motorscooters, minibikes 
and snowmobiles are not consid­
ered motor vehicles and thus not 
subject to the law. 

Private passenger vel1icles. 

Basic Coverage 

$25,000 medical; $25,000 rehabili­
tation; 100% of first $125 gross 
income up to one year; $15 a day 
for essential sen-ices up to one 
year; no coverage for funeral c..-x­
pcnses but survivors' benefits of 
$1,000 arc covered. Income bene­
fits are not paid in the event of 
death. (Options for higher cov­
erage. and a $100 deductible are 
available.) No provision for Prop­
erty Damage coverage. 

$5,000 aggregate, inclusive of med­
ical and hospital expenses; 85% 
loss of income up to $200 a week; 
essential sen·ices coverage with no 
particular limitation other than the 
$5,000 aggregate; $2,000 funeral 
expenses; sun'ivors' benefits. ( Op­
tions for higher coverage are av::lil­
able.) No provision for Property 
Damage coverage. 
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F. C. & S. llULLETINS 
Casualty & Sunty Socllou 

NO-FAULT AUTOMOlliLE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nof-3 
Septcmbu, 1974 

Modified No-Fault Laws 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, dismember­
ment, permanent disability or permanent disfigurement 
or unless expenses for medical and rehabilitation serv­
ices exceed a reasonable value of $500 or if lost eam­
ings exceed one year. If expenses for any of the 
specific first party coverages exceed the benefits pro­
vided by law, the injured person may sue for the 
excess. Additionally, suit may be brought against the 
owner of a vehicle oot subject to the law (motorcycle) 
or against a motorist who has failed to insure his 
vehicle. Finally, suit may be brought against a person 
who intentionally causes injury or against a manufac­
turer, distributor, <:tc., when an automobile accident 
arises out of a product defect for which they are 
responsible. 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, pennanent 
injury, fracture of a bone, permanent loss of a signifi­
cant body function, loss of a body member or unless 
medical, rehabilitation or funeral expenses exceed $400. 

Remarks 

Benefits recoverable under no-fault coverage are re-. 
duced by benefits payable under \Vorhwen's Com­
pensation insurance. 
No-fault benefits are primary over Health insurance. 
No-fault benefits follow an insured wherever he 
drives in United States or Canada and nonresidents 
driving in Colorado must have coverage at least as 
e;..."tensive as the minimum provided by the Colorado 
law. l\Iost insurance policies will provide this cc.·­
erage for nonresidents.* 

Benefits recoverable under no-fault coverage are re­
duced by benefits payable under \Vorkmc:1's Comper.­
sation insurance. 

Law substituted comparative negligence for contribu­
tory negligence. Nonresidents driving in Connect!cut 
automatically have the coverage of the Cor...nccticut 
law. 

--·-· -· ______________ .:,__ _________ __:,_ __ 
~\Vhc~her no.n~rsidcnts-who arc injured whit~ d:iv!ng outside. thrir home s~a~e-are cove_red under the other slate'~ no-fault 

law 1~ an 1ssue v.lnch many .states have resolved. fh:s 1s accompl:shcd by requmng that all msnrcrs authorized to write insur­
ance. m the no-fault state, stlr:ulate that ever:y_ JX1licy tl.1c il~su:er writes-- regardless of where it is issued_ provide the coverase 
reqUired by the no-fault state when a nonrc.s1dcnt vclucle 1s m that state. 

(Continued on next par;e.) 



Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-4 

Stpttmbtr, 1974 

State 

Florida* 

·,,1 

NO-FAULT AUTO:IIOBILE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

State-By-State Modified No-Fault Laws 

Effective Date 

1/1/72 

·- t 

3/1/75 

Vehicles Included 

Private passenger vehicles. 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles. 

Basic Coverage 

$5,000 maximum for medical ex· 
pense; 85% loss of income; essen­
tial services reimbursement; $1,000 
funeral expenses. (Optional de­
ductibles available.) Property Dam­
age provision declared unconstitu­
tional in July, 1973. 

$5,000 aggregate including $2,500 
medical; 85% loss of income up to 
$200 a week; essential services 
coverage not to exceed $20 a day; 
$1,500 ri1aximum (subject to the 
$5,000 aggregate) for funeral ex­
penses. (Options for higher cov­
erage available.) No provision for 
Property Damage coverage. 

•Florida's supreme court recently upheld the constitutionality of the Bodily Injury section of the law and at the same time · 
strengthened its bar ar,ainst tort liability actions. The court erased a prO\·ision in the law which allowed suit ii 2n accident re­
sulted in pcrm:mcnt disfigurement. permanent injury, fracture of a weight bearing bone, loss of body function or death. Now, 
only if injury n·sults in death or if medical CXJJcnscs exceed $1,000 can the injured person resort to the use of tort liability. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETINS 
Caliualty £,.; Surety Section 

NO-FAULT AUTO:\IOBILE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nof-5 
September, 1974 

Modified No-Fault. ~ws 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

• ,., .. ! ., ••• 

Suit !Jarred unless injury results in death, or if medical 
expenses exceed $1,000. 

'.• 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, disfigure­
ment, permanent disability, dismembennent, any bone 
fracture or unle;;s medical expenses exceed $500 or 
temporary disability exceeds 10 consecutive days. 

Remarks 

No-fault benefits are excess over any amount paid 
under \Vorkmen's Compensation insurance. 
No-fault coverage follows an insured wherever he 
drives. Nonresidents, unless passengers in an in­
sured vehicle, are not provided coverage, unless their 
insurers provide automatic no-fault coverdge when 
vehicle is in a no-fault state. (Otherwise, aft~r 90 
days, motorist must obtain coverage.) 

No-fault benefits are 1zot reduced by any \Vorkmen's 
Compensation, Disability, hospitalization or wage lo~s 
beneftts the insured is entitled to receive. 1lcdical 
Payments and Uninsured I.Iotorists coverages arc 

• excess over no-fault coverage. 

(COil~lnucd on next page.) 



Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-G 

September, 1974 

State 

Hawaii 

NO-FAULT AUTQ:IIODJI,E INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

· State-By-State 1\lodificd No-Fault Laws 

Effective Date 

9/1(14 

1/1/74 

Vehicles Included 

All motor vehicles including 
motorcycles. 

Private passenger vehicles and 
commercial vehicles \Yhicb do not 
have a K.C.C. permit. Motorcy­
cles are optional. 

Basic Coverage 

$15,000 aggregate including med­
ical and rehabilitation expenses; up 
to $800 a month for loss of income; 
up to $800 a month for essential 
services and survivors' loss; $1,500 
funeral expense. (Optional de­
ductibles available.) No provision 
for Property Damage coverage. 

$2,000 mcdiGll expense; $2,000 re­
habilitation expense; 100% loss of 
income up to $650 a month (S55o 
if not subject to Federal income 
tax) subject to a one year time 
limit; $12 a day for essential serv­
ices incurred during the lifetime of 
t.l1e injured person but not to ex­
ceed 365 days after the date of the 
first expense; survivors' benefits 
not to exceed $650 a month for one 
year less the number of monU1s 
the decedent received work loss 
benefits prior to death; $1,000 
funeral expenses. (Options for 
higher coverage avaihble.) No 
provision for Property Damage 
coverage. 

•Tne original Kansas ncrfnult law wa.s declared tmronstitntional, but shortly afterward, a new Jaw wa~ introduced. On 
appeal, the Kansas supreme court dcciarcd both laws constitutional Lut cited tht new law as the ~tter one. 
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F. C. & S. llULLETINS 
Casuulty k ~urety Section 

NO-FAULT AUTOMOniLE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nof-7 
tkptembcr, 1974 

··Modified No-Fault Laws 

Limitation en Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, significant, 
permanent loss of a body part or function, permanent, 
serious disfigurement, or if expenses exceed the med­
ical-rehabilitative limit or if maximum first party 
benefits are exhausted. Also, if medical C..'Cpcnses ex­
ceed $1,500, the injured party may sue. The threshold 
will be in effect for one year, after which time it will 

· be reviewed. 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, permanent 
disfigurement, fracture of a weight bearing bone, com­
pound, comminuted, displacep or compressed fracture, 
loss of a body member, pennanent loss of a body func­
tion or unless medical expenses reach or exceed a rea­
sonable value of $500. 

Remarks 

No-fault benefits pnmary over Health msurance 
benefits. 

No-fault benefits follow an insure wherever he drives 
in the United States or Canada and nonresidents 
driYing in Kansas must ha.-e insurance ·which meet~ 
the requirements of the Kansas law. (Companies 
authorized to write insurance in the state must auto­
matically provide that all policies, \vherever issued, 
comply with the Kansas law when the vehicle is in 
that state.) Benefits received under no-fault arc re­
duced by benefits p.1yablc under \Vorkmen's Com­
pensation insurance. 

:,.. . 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-8 

September, 1974 

NO-FAULT AUTQ:\10BILE INSURANCE F. C. & S. llULLETIKS 

-State-By-State Modified No-Fault Laws 

State 

Kentucky* 

Massachusetts 

Effective Date 

7/1/75 

Vehicles Included 

Private passenger and commercial 
vehicles. 

1/1/71 All motor vehicles. 

Basic Coverage 

$10,000 aggregate including med­
ical expense; loss of income not to 
exceed $200 a .week; essential serv­
ices; survivors' benefits; $1,000 
funeral expenses. (Optional de­
ductiLles and higher coverage avail­
able.) No provision for Property 
Damage coverage. 

$2,000 aggregate ior medical, hos­
pital and funeral expen~es; up to 
755d loss of income; essential serv­
ices expense. 

•Kentucky's no-fault law is optiot:al in that it can be rejected, in which case, the motorist would resort to the traditional 
fault system for recovery of medical expenses. In addition, the motorist could L'lke the no-fault coverage without relinquishing 
the right to sue. . 

f~ ~ ~.~ ~-, -~·- ',, 
,~ / ' 

/ 

( 

c 

( 

c 



' .. 

C':\ 
\J 

{0\ 
~ 

~ v 

0 . 

F. C. & S. BULLETINS 
Caeualty & Surety Section 

NO-FAULT AUTQ:\lODILE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nof-9 
.September, 1974 

Motlified No-Fault ~aws 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless InJUry results in death, disfigure­
ment, dismemberment, permanent disability, serious 
bone fracture or unless medical expenses exceed $1,000. 
Kentucky's law is optional and insured may purchase 
basic no-fault benefits and still retain first dollar right 
to sue. 

' .. 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, disfigure­
ment, loss of sight or hearing, fracture or unless med­
ical expenses exceed $500. 

...... 

Remarks 

·- ... ~ . 

Law provides for three Physical Damage options 
under Property Protection insurance: rejection of 
coverage; all risks coverage which is comp2.rable to 
standard Collision coverage; restricted coyerage, 
payable only when the other driver is considered 
primarily negligent. An amendment to Property 
Protection insurance, effective January 1, 1974, re­
quires that an insured who elects either the all risks 
or restricted coverage has the option of recovering 
full payment without regard to comparative negli­
gence or any deductible, provided that the insured's 
negligence is 50$o or less. 
Persons entitled to \Vorkmen's Compensation bene­
fits are not entitled to no-fault benefits. 1viedical Pay­
ments and Uninsured Motorists coverage provide 
protection for out-of-state accidents. 

,. ' 

• I ~ ' 

(Colltlnue~ on n<'xt paca.) 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof~lO 

September, 1074 

State 

Michigan* 

Minnesota 

NO-FAULT AUTO.'\IOiliLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETL'\8 

State-By-State 1\lodificd No~Fault Laws 

Effective Date 

10/1/73 

1/1/75 

Vehicles Included 

All motor vehicles except two­
wheeled motorcycles. 

All motor vehicles. l\fotorcycles 
are exempt but basic coverage 
must be offered to the owners of 
motorcycles. 

Basic Coverage 

Unlimited medic.'ll and rehabilita­
tion expenses; 8550 loss of income 
not to exceed $1,000 a month for 
three years; $20 a day for up to 
three years for essential services; 
sun•ivors' benefits not to exciTd 
$1,000 a month for up to three 
years; $1,000 funeral e.xpenses. 
Combined benefits for income loss, 
essential services and survivors' 
benefits arc limited to $36,000 and 
three years. (Optional deductible 
available.) 

$20,000 medical expenses; $10,000 
for other economic loss including; 
85% loss of income not to exceed 
$200 a week; $15 a day for essen­
tial services; $1.250 for death bene~ 
fits. (Optional deductibl5!s avail­
able.) No provision for Property 
Damage coverage. 

•A Michir,an circuit court recently rendered •m opinion that the no-fault law's b11~ic Pcr~onal Injury Protection coverar.e Is 
constitutional. The court did, however, declare six areas of the law unconstitutional, including the property dam;1ge ,cction. 
The opi11ion is not binding ami a judginmt on U1is matter is expected soon. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETIXS 

C61lualty & Surety Section 
NO-FAULT AUTO.MO.GILE INSURANCE 

Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-11 
September, 1974 

Modified No-Fault Laws 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, serious im­
pairment or body function, pcnnanent serious disfigure­
ment or when actual ecollomic loss exceeds the benefits 
provided by the law. (If e.,"'{penses exceed $1,000 a 
month, injured person can sue to recover the excess.) 
There is no dollar-amount threshold which is one of the 
reasons 1-.Iichigan's law is the most liberal to date. 

Suit barred urJess injury results in death, permanent 
injury or disfigurement, disability of more than 60 days 
or unless medical expenses exceed $2,000. 

Remarks 

Property Protection insurance provides a $1,000,000 
limit for damage to a properly parked vehicle or 
fixed property such as a building. This provision 
eliminates fault recovery for damage to a vehicle un­
less it is properly parked. Two variations of stand­
ard Collision coverage are offered; a broadened fonn 
and a limited form, the latter form applying only 
when the other driver is at fault. (The Property 
Damage provision is one of tl1e six areas of the law 
which is believed to be unconstitutional. See foot­
note.) Benefits payable by Federal or state laws 
such as Social Security or \Vorkmcn's Compensation 
insurance are primary and are subtracted from ber..e­
fits recoverable under the no-fault coverage. 
Presently, the insured has the option of making his 
Health insurance primary but duplication of benefits 
is also pem1itted. Benefits follow an insured wher­
ever he drives in the United States or CanacL1. and 
nonresidents driving in Michigan are covered if their 
insurers have certified that their policies comply with 
the Michigan law. 
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Auto (Casualty) 
"··· Nof-12 

S<pttmb<r, 1974 

State 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

NO-FAULT AUTmlOBILE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

State-By-State l\Iodificd No-Fault. Laws 

Effective Date Vehicles Included Basic Coverage 

2/1/74 

1/1/73 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles, government vehicles and 
vehicles subject to the licensing 
requirements of the Interstate 
Highway User Act which are not 
based in the state. V chicles owned 
by persons eligible for 11edicare 
are exempt but· basic coverage 
must be offered to them, 

Private passenger vehicles includ­
ing pick-up, delivery sedan or 
panel truck type vehicles owned 
by an individual and not custo­
marily used in the business, pro­
fession or occupation of the m­
sured, except m fanning opera­
tions. 

$10,000 aggregate for medical and 
rehabilitation expenses; 85% loss 
of mcome not to exceed $f75 a 
week; $18 a day for up to 104 
weeks for essential services (not 
recoverable if injured person col­
lects loss of income benefits); sur­
vivors' benefits of $5,000 or the 
amount the insured would have re­
covered for income loss benefits for 
one )•ear had he survived, which­
ever is greater; $1,000 funeral ex­
penses. (Optional higher coverage 
and deductibles available.) No pro­
vision for Property Damage cov­
erage. 

Unlimited medical and hospital ex­
penses; $100 a week loss of income 
with a maximum of $5,200; $12 a 
day essential services with a max­
imum of $4,380, performed by an 
injured non-wage earner; $1,000 
funeral expenses. (Optional high­
er coverage is available.) No pro­
vision for Property Damage cov­
erage. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

Casualty & Surety St'ction 
NO-FAULT AUTo:\WniLE INSURANCE 

Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-13 
lkptc:mber, 1974 

Modified No-Fault La\vs 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, chronic or 
permanent injury, permanent partial or pennancnt 
total disability, disfigurement, more than 180 days of 
inability to ''"ork, fracture of a major bone, dismember­
ment, pcm1anent loss of a body function or unless 
medical expenses exceed $750. Also, when expenses 
for any one of the benefits provided by the law exceed 
the individual benefit limit, the injured person may sue 
for the excess. For example, if an injured person's 
income loss exceeds the $175 weekly maximum pro­
vided by the law, he can sue for that portion which is 
not recovered. 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, permanent, 
significant disfigurement, permanent loss of any body 
function, loss of a body member or unless medical ex­
penses- for actual treatment on!}'- exceed $200 
(exclusive of hospital expenses, x-rays and other 
diagnostic expenses). 

Remarks 

No-fault benefits are reduced by benefits p::~yable un­
der Social Security or \Vorkmen's Compensation in­
surance. 
Coverage follows the insured wherever he driYes in 
the United States, Canada or 'lvlexico. N onrcsid~nts 
driving in Nevada are entitled to no-fault bencf1ts if 
they have a complying policy in effect. 

Benefits received under \Vorkmen's Compensation 
laws, Disability Benefits statutes or 1\fedicare are de­
ducted from no-fault recoveries. 
Benefits follow the insurer wherever he drives in the 
United States or Canada but nonresidents driving in 
New Jersey are not entitled to no-fault benefits under 
the New Jersey law. 

-.. 

(Co'\.tlnned tin Mxt pago.) 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-14 

6ept•m~, 1974 

State 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Utah 

NO-FAULT AUTO:\tOniLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. llULLETINS 

State-By-State Modified No-Fault Laws 

Effective Date Vehicles Included Basic Coverage 

2/1/74 

7/19/75 

1/1/74 

All motor vehicles, including fire 
and police vehicles but excluding 
motorcycles. 

All motor vehicles. Owners of 
motorcycles required to carry 
Automobile Liability insurance 
and contrilJute to assigned claims 
plan. No-fault benefits do not ap­
ply, but motorcycle owner retains 
first-dollar right to sue. 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles. 

$50,000 aggregate for medical, hos­
pital and rehabilitation expenses 
(funeral expenses not included); 

·up to $1,000 a month loss of income 
for as long as three years; after 
a 20% reduction to reflect income 
tax, the most an injured person can 
collect is $800 a month; $25 a day 
for one year for essential services. 
(Options for higher cover::1ge, in­
cluding fm1eral expenses, out-of­
state coverage and a family deducti­
ble are. available.) No provision 
for Property Damage coverage. 

Unlimited medical expenses; 
$15,000 loss of income. No provi­
Slon for Property Damage cover­
ag~. 

$2,000 medical expenses; 85% of 
loss of income not to exceed $150 a 
week for as long as 52 weeks (pay­
ments subject to a three day wait­
ing period unless inability to work 
exceeds 14 days at whicl1 time the 
waiting period is eliminated); $12 
a day for essential services; $1,000 
funeral expenses; $2,000 survivors' 
benefits. (Options for higher cov­
erage and dcductiblcs ore av3il­
able.) No provision for Propert-y 
Darmge coverage. 

' __ .; 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-14 

Bq>t<ml=, 19 74 

State 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Utah 

NO-FAULT AUTO)lOniLE INSURANCE I<,. C. & S. DULLETINS 

State-By-State Modified No-Fault La·ws 

Effective Date 

2/1/74 

7/19/75 

1/1/74 

Vehklcs Included 

All motor vehicles, including fire 
and police vehicles but excluding 
motorcycles. 

All motor vehicles. Owners of 
motorcycles required to carry 
Automobile Liability insurance 
and contribute to assigned claims 
plan. No-fault benefits do not ap­
ply, but motorcycle owner retains 
first-dollar right to sue. 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles. 

Basic Coverage 

$50,000 aggregate for medical, ho:;­
pital and rehabilitation expenses 
(funeral expenses not included); 
up to $1,000 a month loss of income 
for as long as three years; after 
a 20% reduction to reflect income 
tax, the most an injured person can 
collect is $800 a month; $25 a day 
for one year for essential services. 
(Options for higher coverage, in­
cluding funeral expenses, out-of­
state coverage and a family deducti­
ble are available.) No provision 
for Property Damage coverage. 

Unlimited medical expenses; 
$15,000 loss of income. No provi­
sion for Property Damage cover­
ag?:. 

$2,000 medical expenses; 85% of 
loss of income not to exceed $150 a 
week for as long as 52 weeks (pay­
ments subject to a three clay wait­
ing period unless inability to work 
exceeds 14 days at which time the 
waiting period is eliminated); $12 
a day for essential services; $1,000 
funeral expenses; $2,000 sun·ivors' 
benefits. (Options for higher cov­
erage and dcductibles are avail­
able.) No provision for Property 
Damage coverage. 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-14 

Sq>ttm~. 11174 

State 

New York 

Pennsy vama 

Utah 

NO-FAULT AUTQ.:\lOniLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

State-By-State Modified No-Fault Laws 

Effective Date 

2/1/74 

7119/75 

1/1/74 

Vehicles Included 

All motor vehicles, including fire 
and police ve.~icles but excluding 
motorcycles. 

All motor vehicles. Owners of 
motorcycles required to carry 
Automobile Liability insurance 
and contribute to assigned claims 
plan. No-fault benefits do not ap­
ply, but motorcycle owner retains 
first-dollar right to sue. 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles. 

Basic Coverage 

$50,000 aggregate for medical, hos­
pital and rehabilitation expenses 
(funeral expenses not included); 
up to $1,000 a month loss of income 
for as long as three years; after 
a 20% reduction to reflect income 
tax, the most an injured person can 
collect is $800 a month; $25 a day 
for one year for essential serv-ices. 
(Options for higher coverage, in­
cluding funeral expenses, out-of­
state coverage and a family deducti­
ble are available.) No provision 
for Property Damage coverage. 

Unlimited medical expenses; 
$15,000 loss of income. No provi­
sion for Property Damage cover­
ag~. 

$2,000 medical expenses; 85% of 
loss of income not to exceed $150 a 
week for as long as 52 weeks (pay-
ments subject to a three day wait­
ing period unless inability to work 
exceeds 14 days at which time the 
waiting period is eliminated); $12 
a day for essential services; $1,000 
funeral expenses; $2,000 survivors' 
benefits. (Options for higher cov­
erage and dcductibles are avail­
able.) No provision for Prope1i-y 
Damage coYerage. _______ __:. ______ ..:.,_ ______ ~ .------_:_ ____________ _;;.,·...:.·..,:.; / '•,., 
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F. C. & S. llULLETINS 

()~~&o&ll;r 8; Surt~I:Y 8N:tlon 
NO-l~AULT AU'l'o:\WlliLE INSURANCE 

Auto (Casualty) 
Nof-15 
September, 1974 

Modified No-Fault J~ws 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

Suit barred unless injury is serious. Serious injury is 
defined as personal injury which results in death; dis­
memberment, significant disfigurement, a compound or 
comminuted fracture, pennanent loss of use of a body 
organ, member, function or system or where medical 
expenses e..'{ceed $500. Additionally, when the com­
bination of medical expenses, lost earnings and other 
expenses exceed the $50,000 ma..'Cimum ·provided by 
the law, or when actual lost e.o1rn~ngs, before the 20% 
reduction, exceed $1,000 a month or where other C...'C­
penses exceed $25 a day, the injured person may sue 
for the excess. 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, serious and 
pem1anent injury, GO days of continuous disability and 
permanent, severe and irreparable cosmetic disfigure­
ment, or unless medical expenses exceed $750. 

... 

J • 

Suit barred unless injury results in death, dismember­
ment or fracture, permanent disability, pennanent 
disfigurement or unless medical expenses exceed $500. 

Remarks 

Benefits received under V\'orkmen's Compensation or 
Social Security laws arc deducted from no-fault 
benefits. Medical Payments coverage is excess over 
no-f;.wlt coverage. 
Out-of-state coverage is not automatic but is avail­
able as an option. Nonresidents driving in New York 
are required to have the basic no-fault protection pro­
vided under the New York law and automatically 
have this coverage if their insurers are authorized to 
write insurance in New York. 

Automobile Liability insurance with limits oi 
$15,000/30,000 Dodily Injury and $5,000 Property 
Damage is now manchtory. 
Pennsylvania motorists have the no-fault ber:efits 
anywhere in the United States. If nonresidents are 
without no-fault benefits through their own policies, 
they arc entitled to benefits under Pennsylvania's law. 
No-fault benefits reduced by benefits reco\·crdble 
under \Vorkmen's Compensation insurance. Insured 
has option of making Health benefits or no-fault 
benefits primary with a reduction in premium for t..'le 
coverage not chosen. 
Uninsured injured person entitled to recover under 
assigned claims plan- subject to $500 deductible for 
each year uninsured. 

Benefits received under \Vorkmen's Compensation 
insurance are deducted from benefits recoverable 
under no-fault insurance. 
Out-of-state coverage is available as an option. Non­
residents driving in Utah must secure insurance pro­
viding the benefits of the law if the vehicle is present 
in the state for more than 90 days. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETINS 
Casualty & Surety Section 

NO·I~AULT AUTOMOBILE INSUHA...~CE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nofa-1 

Expanded Medical Payments And Di!)ability Benefits Plans 

Since these plans provide no-fault benefits in the fonn of additional first-party 
· coverage, but do not in any way restrict the right to sue, they are often referred to 
as Add-On No-Fault laws: The fact remains that the use of tort liability is not 
impaired, and hence, the laws, for .purposes of this discussion, are classed as Ex­
panded Medical Payments and Disability Benefits plans rather than Modified No­
Fault plans. The Modified No-Fault plans arc discussed on Nof-1 and following. 

The Add-On plans of Arkansas, South Dakota, Texas and Virginia are volun­
tary programs where the insured can reject no-fault benefits, but must do so in 
writing. Oregon's plan is voluntary, but no-fault benefits must be provided m 
liability policies co\'ering private passenger vehicles. 

... 

(Conttnu~d. on next png•.) 
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Auto (Cnsualty) 
Nofa-2 

kptember, 1974 

State 

Arkansas 

Delaware 

NO-FAULT AUTOl\IOI3ILE INSUH.ANCE F. C. & S. llULLETINS 

Expanded Medical Payments And Disability Benefits Plans 

Effective Date Vehicles Included 

7/1/74 Private passenger vehicles. 

lfl/72 All motor vehicles. 

.. ~· 

Basic Coverage 

$2,000 for medical and hospital ex­
penses up to 24 months (hospital 
room charge limi:ed to semi-private 
rate); 70% of income Joss not to 
exceed $140 a week for up to one 
year, subject to an eight day V<ait­
ing period; $70 a week to non­
income earner for essential seryices 
for up to one year, also subject to 
eight day 'v?.iting period; $5,000 
death benefit. (Optional higher 
coverage avaihble.) 

$10,000 per person, $20,000 aggre­
gate for medical and hospital ex­
penses, income loss and essential 
services expense; $2,000 fw1eral 
expenses and $5,000 for damage to 
property other than a motor vehicle. 
(Options for dcductibles and higher 
coverage available.) 
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F. C. & S. flULLETINS 
Casualty & Surety s~tiOD 

NO-FAULT AUTOl'!lOlliLE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nofa-3 
J!c'pt~ber, 1PH 

Add-On Plans .. 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

No restriction, but in the event of a liability recovery 
by the insured, the insurer paying no-fault benefits is 
entitled to reimbursement- to the extent of these 
benefits- from the proceeds of the liability settlement. 

_t. 

No restriction, but no-fault insurer has right of subro­
gation against negligent party. 

Remarks 

Coverage applies to occ-Upants of the insured vehicle 
and to pedestrians struck by the insured vehicle, pro­
vided they are not covered as insureds under their 
own policy. 
Intentional injury and injury sustained while com­
mitting a felony or while fleeing lawful apprehcns!on 
or arrest are excluded. 

Coverage applies to occupants of the insured vehicle. 
Pedestrians are covered by the insurer of the vehicle 
which strikes them. If the vehicle is uninsured, cov­
erage provided under their own Uninsured Motorists 
insurance. Coverage for property damage, includin;; 
loss of use, also is provided under the Uninsured 
Motorists provision. The Property Damage cO\·erage 
is subject to a deductible of at least $250. Intentional 
injury or injury sustained through participation in a 
raci~g or speed contest is e.--::cluded. 

(OontlhoocS on next pac-e.) 
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Auto (Casualty) 
Nofa-4 

Septembu, 1974 

State 

Maryland 

,., ... ,. : 

·Oregon 

NO-l~AULT AUTOl\10lliLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETI:-;s 

Expanded Medical Payments And Disability Benefits Plans 

Effective Date 

1/1/73 

lfl/72 

VehiCles Included 

All motor vehicles, optional for 
motorcycles. 

Private passenger vehicles; motor­
cycles excluded. 

Basic Coverage 

$2,500 aggregate for medical, hos­
pital and funeral expenses; loss of 
income; and loss of services which 
arc incurred within three years of 
the date of accident. Insured has 
the option of purchasing equivalent 
benefits from a non-profit health 
service plan. (Options for higher 
coverage available.) 

$3,000 for medical and hospital ex­
penses ( deductibles up to maxi­
mum of $250 available but only 
apply to named insured and resi­
dent relatives); 70% of income 
loss subject to a 14 day waiting 
period and maximum of $500; loss 
of services of $12 a day for persons 
not employed who incur expenses. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETINS 
Cuualty & Surety Section 

NO-FAULT AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nofa-5 
September, 1974 

Add-On Plans · 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

No restriction. 

. to 

No restriction, but any liability recovery is subject to 
reduction by amount of no-fault benefits paid. 

.. , .. 

Remarks 

Coverage applies to occupants of the insured vehicle. 
Pedestrians recover from the vehicle owner's policy 
-unless no-fault benefits are not in effect, in which 
case the injured party recovers from his mvn policy. 
No reduction for benefits received from any other 
sou'rce, except \Vorkmen's Compensation insurance. 
Insurer has no· right of subrogation. Intentional in­
jury, injury sustained while ming a stolen vehicle 
or while committing a felony are excluded . 

Coverage applies to named insured and resident rela­
tives and also to occupants of the insured vehicle and 
to pedestrians struck by it. Intentional injury or 
injury sustained while participating in racing or speed 
contests arc excluded. 
No-fault benefits reduced by benefits payable under 
\Vorkmen's Compensation insurance. Coverage of 
guest passengers and pedestrians is excess over any 
other collateral benefits 
Comparative negligence substituted for contributory 
negligence. 

(Cootlnw~ on next page.) 



Auto (Casualty) 
Nofa-6 

September, 1974 

State 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

NO-FAULT AUTOl\IOlliLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

Expanded Medical Payments And Disabilitr Benefits Plans 

Effective Date 

10/1/74 

1/1/72 

Vehicles Included 

All motor vehicles. 

All motor vehicles except motor­
cycles. 

.. ' 

Basic Coverage 

$1,000 aggregate for medical ex­
penses, disability and economic loss. 
(Optional higher limits available.) 

$2,000 medical and funeral ex­
penses; minimum of $60 a week 
for loss of income for up to one 
year, subject to a 50% reduction if 
insured is unemployed; $10,000 
accidental death benefits. 
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F. C. & S. llULLETINS 
Ca.analty & Surety Section 

NO-FAULT AUTOlHOniLE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nofa-7 
.' -&:pt~ber. 1974 

.......... ,.. Add-On Plan8 '• •
0

af.l• 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

No restriction, but in the event of a tort liability re­
. covery, insurer is entitled to reimbursement for the 
. amount of no-fault benefits paid. 

No restriction. 

" 

Remarks 

A reinsurance facility- which provides coverage 
equal to that of the voluntary market, including Un­
insured lviotorists coverage- replaces the Assigned 
Risk plan. 
Automobile Liability insurance is mandatory with 
limits of $15,000/30,000 Bodily Injury and $5,000 
Property Damage. 
There is also a provision for an assigned cbims plan. 
No-fault benelits are reduced by benefits payable 
under Workmen's Compensation insurance. 

Duplicate payments from other sources pennitted. 

(Oonth>ll<>d on noxt pa(!'e.) 



Auto (Casualty) 
·Nofa-8 

f)q>ttmbcr, 1974 

State 

Texas 
.. 
.. 

' 

' 

' . .. • I . ' 
.. 

.... -

Virginia 

.. 

NO-FAULT AUTm.tolliLE INSURANCE F. C. & S. BULLETINS 

( 
Expanded Medical Payments And Disability Benefits Plans 

Effective Date Vehicles Included Basic Coverage 

c . 

-

Bj27j73 All motor vehicles. $2,500 aggregate including medical, 
hospital and funeral expenses tn-

.. curred within three years of date 
of accident; 80% of income loss; 
loss of services with no limitation 

: other than the limit of the policy. . (Options for higher coverage up to 
.. $10,000 available.) 

-

-

( 
~ .. .. . .. .. ... ---- -- ·- .. .... --- ~ -· .. 

1/1/72 All motor vehicles. $2,000 for medical and funeral e::c-
penses; up to $100 a week for loss 
of income for one year. 
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F. C. & S. BULLETmS 
Casually & Sarety SecUon 

NO-FAULT AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
Auto (Casualty) 

Nofa-9 
-September, 1974 

. Add-On Plans. 

Limitation on Right to Sue 

No restriction, but an insurer which has paid no-fault 
benefits to an occupant of the insured vehicle is entitled 
to an offset against any liability recovery by such 
occupant, to the extent of no-fault benefits paid. 

I . 

No restri"ction. 

Remarks 

Coverage appiies to the named insured, resident rela­
tives and occupants of the insured vehicle. 
Insurer has no right of subrogation. No reduction 
for benefits payable under \Vorkmen's Compensation 
insurance or any other source of medical, hospital or 
wage continuation benefits; but recovery under 
Bodily Injury Liability or Uninsured Motorists cov-

. erage is reduced by benefits received under no-fault 
Automobile coverage. Intentionally caused injury or 
injury sustained while committing a felony or 'vhile 
fleeing lawful apprehension or arrest is excluded.· 
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AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PRICES UNDER THE NO-FAULT SYSTEM 

New York's no-fault automobile insurance law, which was 

enacted in February, 1973, became applicable on February 1, 1974, to 

motor vehicle accirlents occurring in New York. 

The two basic features of the law are that: 

each automobile insurance policy is required 

to provide benefits of up to $50,000 in medi-

cal expenses and wage losses for any person 

injured by the auto regardless of fault; and 

an injured person, in exchange for the guaran-
i 

teed payment of basic losses, loses his right 

to sue for "pain and suffering" unless he.suf-

fers a serious injury. 

The law contained many other provisions, which further defined 

these basic features, expressed other related no-fault purposes, and re-

quireJ the Insurance Department to take various administrative actions to 

fully implement the new no-fault system. 

On October 10, 1974, the Insurance Department issued a report 

entitled, "Implementation of the No-Fault Automobile Insurance Law. 11 

That report concluded that no-fault was performing "the way its sponsors 

.(including the Insurance Department) said it would," and that "the initial 

implementation of the no-fault law was accomplished with remarkably few 

problems, and no major unanticipated problems have arisen during the first 

eight months of its operation." 

' .. 



2. 

This report is the second of three annual reports on the 

price of automobile insurance under no-fault. It is submitted 

pursuant to Section 677(3) of the Insurance Law, which requires the 

Department, on or before Janu~ry 15, 1974, 1975 and 1976, to report 

to the Governor and the Legislature on the prices insurance companies 

charge for automobile personal injury insurance coverages. 

One of the objectives of the no-fault law was to bring about 

substantial savings in the prices paid by New Yorkers for automobile 

personal injury insurance. To accomplish this objective, the law re-

I quired, among other things, that (i) certain reductions in rates be 

made at the inception of the no-fault system, (ii) rates be filed with 

and approved by the Insurance Department, and (iii) three annual reports 

on prices and personal injury insurance be made to the Governor and the 

Legislature. 

The second no-fault price report follows. 

Legislation Enacted in 1974 Affecting Auto Insurance Rates 

On January 29, 1974, the Insurance Department issued a report 

entitled, the "Impact of the Energy Crisis on Automobile Insurance Rates." 

In that report, the Department recommended the enactment of legislation to 

assure that automobile insurance policyholders, rather than insurance 

companies, would benefit from any lower loss experience that may result 

from the energy crisis. 

Legislation recommended by the Department became law on May 2J, 

1974. Among other things, the new "energy crisis" legislation provided 

that: 

/.,.. r: c :-: 
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3. 

Insurance Department prior approval will not 

be required for any rate change which would 

result in rate levels lower than those in ef-

feet on February 1, 1974; and 

the Insurance Department would not approve any 

increase in rate levels above those in effect 

on February 1 to take effect prior to September 

1, 1974. 

ln other words, automobile insurance rate increases were 

prohibited by the new law until September 1, 1974. ln addition, the law 

also encouraged insurance companies to lower their rates voluntarily, by 

permitting reductions from February 1, 1974 rate levels without Insurance 

Department approval, and by allowing a subsequent restoration of such de-

creases (but no increase beyond February 1, 1974 levels) without prior 

approval. 

Department Rate Revision Policy Since September 1, 1974 

After September 1, 1974, all rate increases became subject to 

the Department's prior approval, although under the "energy crisis" law 

rate decreases can be instituted without Department action. 

Since September 1, 1974, the Department has received and ap-

proved a number of rate increases for automobile physical damage coverages, 

.where the increase was properly supported by credible experience. Because 

the no-fault law does not apply to property damage, loss experience prior 

to the no-fault law can be used for supporting these rate changes. 

\ 



4. 

The Department has not approved, however, any rate 

increases for bodily injury liability and no-fault insurance cover-

ages and will not approve any until meaningful and fully supported 

no-fault experience is available. Pre-no-fault experience cannot be 

relied upon to support rate changes for these coverages, because the 

underlying system has been radically changed by no-fault. 

Initial Rates and Savi~~ 

On October 17, 1973, the Department issued regulations estab-

lishing general rules applicable to rates for basic and optional no-fault 

coverages.' Thereafter, the Department received and processed rate filings 

from all companies. On January 15, 1974, as required by law, the Depart-

ment filed with the Governor and the Legislature a report on "Price Re-

ductions Resulting from Enactment of No-Fault Insurance". 

The results. comparing rates for personal injury insurance in 

effect on January 1, 1973 with those in effect on February 1, 1974, were -
as follows: 

for basic personal injury insurance, where the 

statute required a 15'7. reduc~ion, the actual 1/ 
reduction averaged more than 197.; 

for all kinds of personal injury insurance, 

including optional as well as basic coverage, 

the average actu.al reduction was about 137.; 

in dollar terms, New Yorkers would save about 

$100 million annually based on the actual 

no-fault rates; and 
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the "average" driver would save about $15 

annually on each vehicle. 

The report pointed out that the annual savings for a 

particular individual would range widely from this "average", de-

pending on where he lived, the company he was insured with, the kind 

of coverage he bought and many other factors. The report contained a 

pre-and post-no-fault listing of premiums charged by the 15 largest 

companies and the automobile aseigned risk plan for "typical" drivers 

purchasing various combinations of insurance and residing in different 
I 

parts of the State. A total of 1,536 actual comparisons were shown. 

The annual $100 million savings achieved under no-fault in-

elude the cost of optional coverages. If no optional coverages were 

purchased, the annual savings' on a statewide basis would have been $130 

million, about $30 million more than the In~urance Department had pre-

dieted at the time of the law's enactment. The actual savings are $100 

million because New Yorkers have elected to spend a total of $30 million 

for extra coverages. 

Refunds 

In addition to savings on policy renewals, some policyholders 

received refunds on existing policies. Policyholders who had purchased 

auto insurance prior to February 1, 1974 were entitled to receive a re-

fund or credit in the amount of the difference between what they had al-

· ready paid for the post-February 1 period and what they would have paid 

for such period based on the lower rates which took effect February 1. 

\ 
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6. 

The law provided that these refunds had to be made no 

later than the next renewal date of the policy. By Department regu­

lation, they were required by the earliest of: 

a policyholder's specific request, 

June 1, 1974 for refunds greater than $5, or 

the next renewal date of the policy. 

New York policyholders have received approximately $45 million 

in cash refunds or credits on auto policies in effect on February 1, 1974. 

Although larger premium savings than expected resulted from 

the law, th~re has been some consumer confusion because many have failed 

to distinguish between annual savings, and refunds or credits on policies 

in existence at the time no-fault went into effect. 

This distinction can be illustrated by considering the example 

of a policyholder who purchased a policy for a one-year period beginning 

May 1, 1973 for a premium of $100. Based on one company's no-fault rates, 

his renewal premium on Hay 1, 1974 was $84, an annual savings of $16. 

This policyholder also received a refund, since he had paid for 

the quarter-year period from February 1, to May 1, 1974 at the old, pre­

no-fault rate of $100. The refund was one-fourth of the annual $16 savings, 

or $4. This example illustrates that, in cnses where policies expired 

shortly after February 1 or were issued on a semi-annual or quarterly basis, 

refunds may have been small, even though annual savings are substantial. 

No-Fault Rate Changes Since February 1 

As noted earlier, no-fault insurance rates have not increased 

since no-fault's advent in February 1974. 



However, there have been auditiona 1 rate reduct ions, with 

15 automobile carriers having reduced personal injury insurance premiums 

for some or all of their policyholders. These downward rate revisions 

had an approximate 1/2% effect on the total statewide rate level. Put 

another way, New York policyholders will realize a further annual premiun1 

savings of some $3,000,000 in addition to the savings resulting from the 

initial no-fault rate reductions. The private passenger auto insurance 

reductions made by these 15 insurance companies are as follows: 

Company's Share Effective Rnte Level 

* 

of Market , Date Reduction 

5.01.. Aetna c & s 2/1/74* 3.0'7.. 
1.5'7.. Allcity Insurance 4/1/74 4.3% 

City Insurance Co. 4/1/74 2.0'7. 
2.4'7. Empire Mutual 4/1/74 3. 5% 
1.71.. Utica Mutual 4/1/74 2.2% 

.71.. Country-Wide 5/1/74 4.5% 
2.31.. Liberty Mutual Fire 6/1/74 1.2% 

N.Y. Central Mutual 6/15/74 15.0'7.. 
5.41.. Hartford A & I 8/1/74 .5% 

• 91.. Unigard Jamestown 8/26/74 .7'7. 

.57. Public Service 9/1/74 7.5'7. 
2.11.. Royal Globe Companies 9/1/74 1.1% 
1.2'7.. General Accident 9/24/74 .67. 

.9% Reliance Insurance 10/1/74 2. 87. 

.8% Aetna Insurance Co. 12/31/74 1. 7% 

This 11car-poo1" rate reduction, was initiated by the company subsequent 
to its "go-in" no-fault rate application, and was put into effect along 
with the initial no-fault rate reduction. · 

7. 

·~. . 
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Although the noted reductions are expressed as a per-

centage of the companies' total personal injury premiums, most of 

these rate changes affected only some of the policyholders of these 

companies. Only five companies - Hartford and Utica Mutual (the 2nd 

and 12th largest auto insurers in the State), and the Aetna Insurance 

Company, Public Service Mutual and Reliance Insurance Company - have 

instituted general rate reductions affecting most or all of their 

policyholders. The remaining reductions consist of changes in rating 

rules and classifications which generally do not affect most policy-

holders. Among the reasons for these adjustments are favorable loss 

experience before the no-fault law became effective and some antici-

pated savings due to reduced driving caused by the energy crisis. No 

insurer has yet reduced its personal injury rates because of realized 

favorable no-fault results. Normally, reliable insurance statistics 

usable for rate tnaking purposes do not become available for six months 

after the close of the calendar year • 
. 

Related No-Fault Savings 

The no-fault law provides that no-fault benefits are payable 

I 
regardless of the existence of other insurance or benefits -- such as 

Blue Cross or Blue Shield, major medical insurance, disability income 

insurance, or sick pay or sick leave granted by an employer. 

The only exceptions are Social Security disability benefits 

(.the federal program that provides a disability benefit six months after 

a disability occurs) and workmen's compensation. No-fault benefits will 

be paid only for what is not covered by workmen's compensation or Social 

Security dis ability benefits. 



., 

Most New Yorkers hav~ healLh insur~nce coverages which 

duplicate benefits provided by no-fault. If this duplication were 

entirely eliminated, New Yorkers' health insurance premiums would 

be reduced by approximately $75 million a year. (This, of course, 

would be in addition to the savings already realized on automobile 

insurance.) 

To help realize this potential, the Department has notified 

all insur~rs licensed to write accident, health and disability insurance 

that non-duplication of health insurance and no-fault insurance benefits 

should be encouraged, and had prepared for their use a standard exclusion 

clause. The exclusion of no-fault benefits must be accompanied by either 

a rate reduction or a commensurate increase in other benefits. 

The Department has also required non-profit health carriers 

9. 

(such as Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans) to exclude duplication of 

no-fault automobile insurance benefits from their community-rated health 

insurance contracts by February l,-1975, except where duplication is 

specifically requested by the policyholder. The elimination of this bene-

fit duplication should reduce health insurance premiums charged by these 

carriers by about 2.5%. 

Rate Comparisons 

As in last year's report, this report shows the premiums charged 

in actual dollars for personal injury insurence on private passenger auto-

mobiles by the fifteen largest automobile insurance companies and the auto• 

mobile assigned risk plan in selected geographical areas; for two types of 

drivers (the adult pleasure driver without accidents and the 20 year old 

male with one chargeable accident); and for drivers who purchase different 



10. 

levels of coverage. Comparisons are made between rates charged as of 

January 1, 1975 and those charged on January 1, 1973 for different 

levels of coverage as follows: 

minimum personal injury insurance. 

This driver purchased the minimum compulsory 

limits of bodily injury liability insurance 

($10,000 per person and $20,000 per accident) 

on January 1, 1973, and will purchase only 

10/20 bodily injury and compulsory no-fault 

, with a $200 family deductible on January 1, 

1975. 

medium amount of insurance. 

This driver purchased 25/50 bodily injury plus 

$1,000 medical payments coverage on January 1, 

1973, and will purchase 25/50 bodily injury 

plus $1,000 excess medical payments plus 

compulsory no-fault without a deductible on 

January 1, 19 75. 

higher amount of insurance. 

This driver purchased 100/300 bodily injury plus 

$5,000 medical payments on January 1, 1973, and 

will purchase 100/300 bodily injury plus $100,000 

no-fault with work-loss benefits of up to $2,000 

per month for in-state and out-of-state driving 

on January 1, 1975. 

The dollar prices and comparisons, which may be of interest to consumers 
... 

>~· 

·" ; :; .. 

v who wish to compare prices charged by various companies, are contained on /.~ .. · 
j •. ' 

the following pages. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOHOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADTIW INSURERS ft ND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

BRONX COUNTY NORTH 

11. 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Higher Coverage 
. 1/1/75 1/1/73 111/75 1.71Tf3 -171Tf51TfJ73 Company 

Allstate 
Hartford 
Aetna Casualty 
Gove~~ent Employees 
Travelers 

I 

State Farm Mutual 
Empire Mutual* 
Liberty Hutual Fire 
Nationwide 1·1utual 
'Merchants Mutual 

Ins. Co. of North America 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 
Utica Mutual* 
General Accident 
Boston Old Colony 
Assigned Risk 

Adult~Preferred Risk 

$ 80 
97 

'91 
65 
94 
88 
81 
78 
84 
72 

90 
102 

77 
82 
84 
79 

$lll 
112 
llO 

72 
114 

101 
102 
99 
96 
85 

111 
117 
ll4 

96 
101 
89 

$102 
123 
118 
81 

117 

105 
99 
99 

lo4 
90 

112 
126 
93 

101 
105 
103 

$139 
146 
141 
95 

144 

129 
132 
124 
124 
lo6 

139 
148 
142 
121 
126 
121 

Unmarried ~~le-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate 
- Hartford 

Aetna Casualty 
Government Employees 
Travelers 

State Farm Mutual 
Empire Mutual* 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 
Nationwide Mutual 
Merchants Mutual 

Ins. Co. of North America 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 
Utica Mutual* 
General Accident 
Boston Old Colony 
Assigned Risk 

$223 
244 
229 
141 
324 

340 
191 
201 
244 
239 

239 
272 
193 
242 
2ll 
228 

$329 
281 
276 
162 
399 

398 
283 
330 
287 
279 

307 
322 
330 
287 
253 
266 

$277 
310 
297 
176 
398 

4o4 
236 
252 
300 
294. 

298 
335 
234 
297 
264 
299 

$390 
368 
355 
208 
491 

491 
349 
416 
356 
346 

377 
395 
414 
355 
317 
352 

$122 
157 
152 
103 
148 

125 
126 
127 
126 
114 

142 
154 
119 
129 
132 
126 

$328 
378 
366 
212 
480 

450 
282 
303 
351 
350 

360 
396 
282 
360 
316 
344 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
... ----- -·-- .. ., ,....,....,~ - - ~ -- . -- , _, t ~ .. _ -• I, t,. .,. .. --'- ft • " • 

$160 
175 
170 
112 
171 

151 
154 
145 
144 
124 

163 
173 
167 
141 
148 
133 

$444 
442 
429 
242 
573 

573 
4o6 
479 
414 
402 

438 
458 
487 
413 
373 
389 .. -- -

// - .. 
/ 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOMOBILE JNSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADDID INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PlUOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

BRONX COtnrrY SOUTH 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage HiJher Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 !Jjj_T3 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 97 $144 $123 $177 $147 $203 
Hartford 137 . 161 173 2o6 217 246 
Aetna Casualty 103 124 134 159 170 191 
Government Employees 77 85 96 112 120 132 
Travelers 121 148 149 185 186 218 

State Farm J.futua1 110 127 131 160 153 187 
Empire J.futual* 97 124 119 157 149 184 
Liberty J.futual Fire 91 114 115 142 146 166 
Nationwide Mutual 107 122 132 155 157 181 
Merchants Mutual 91 107 113 132 141 156 

Ins. Co. of North America 117 130 143 163 178 189 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 137 159 169 199 2o4 232 
Utica l.futual* 97 137 119 169 1'+9 199 
General Accident 1o4 122 127 153 160 178 
Boston Old Colony 107 128 133 159 165 187 
Assigned Risk 102 118 135 159 162 175 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $277 $431 $343 $5o4 $4o6 $574 
Hartford 346 4o6 437 520 530 623 
Aetna Casualty 259 312 336 401 413 482 
Government EmploJ~es 164 192 2o4 243 245 282 
Travelers 421 521 513 639 616 742 

State Farm :t.ru.tual 426 502 505 614 560 716 
Empire J.futual* 202 295 248 364 296 423 
Liberty 1-fu.tual Fire* 211 3o4 272 378 327 437 
Nationwide ?.futual 3o8 368 380 452 442 522 
Merchants Hutual 265 310 327 384 389 445 

Ins. Co. of North America 313 359 381 439 458 5o8 
Lumbermens l.futual Casualty 308 368 381 448 450 519 
Utica Nutual* 244 345 300 426 358 503 
General Accident 310 368 379 452 456 522 
Boston Old Colony 270 322 335 401 398 472 
Assigned Risk 300 356 394 464 450 ~~4-

,·· 
I '•< ' 

-
~~e January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 

"go-in" rates they charced on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates ore identical l-rith the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUHS 
OF 15 LEADDW INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

·UNDER NO-FAULT ( 1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT ( 1/1/73) 

BROOKLYN 

Minimum Cover~e :Medium coveraffl !!~*er Co~ Company T/lfi5-1N73- -i]f]f5-17I: 73 11!75 1 1 _n_ 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $lo4 $141 . $131 $174 $156 $200 
Hartford 138 162 175 207 218 247 
Aetna Casualty 116 140 150 179 190 214 
Government Employees 87 98 108 128 135 150 
Travelers 132 163 164 2o4 2o4 239 

I 
State Farm Mutual loB 124 129 156 151 183 
Empire Hutual* 97 125 119 158 149 185 
Liberty Mutual Fire 98 123 123 153 156 178 
Nationwide Mutual 113 130 140 165 167 193 
Merchants Hutual 90 105 111 130 139 152 

Ins. Co. of North runerica 125 16'1 152 2cx> 189 231 
Lumbermens 1·futual Casualty 126 146 155 183 188 214 
Utica Mutual* 105 138 129 171 160 200 
General Accident 111 130 137 163 171 189 
Boston Old Colony 114 138 142 171 175 200 
Assigned Risk 103 119 137 160 163 176 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $2~ $421 $366 $492 $433 $561 
Hartford 341 408 441 523 535 625 
Aetna Casualty 293 352 378 452 463 541 
Government Employees 188 222 234 278 279 322 
Travelers 46o 571 561 700 674 813 

State Farm Mutual 418 .495 495 662 549 772 
Empire Mutual* 198 290 244 358 291 416 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 234 328 292 407 351 470 
Nationwide Hutual 327 392 403 479 469 555 
Merchants Mutual. 259 305 320 376 381 427 

Ins. Co. of North America 335 464 407 560 488 648 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 289 345 356 422 421 490 
Utica Mutual* 265 347 ~26 431 ~~ 5cx> 
General Accident 329 ~~ 03 479 556 
Boston Old Colony 288 358 431 426 5cx> 
Assigned Risk 302 359 397 469 454 519 

.... ~< 

~' . -
-

*1~e January 1, 1975 ratec for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining comp!\nies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the l<'ebruary 1, 1974 11go-in" rates. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOHOBILE lliSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT {1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

MANHATTAN 

Compant 
Minimum Covefage 
ifilff-T[173 

Medium Coverage 
--l/f!i5- ~71!73 

Higher Coverage 
--ifi.Ti5 --i/1J73 

Adult-Preferred Risk ---·-------
Allstate $ 85 $134 $108 $165 $129 $190 
Hartford 112 130 141 168 178 201 

_Aetna Casualty 88 lo6 113 137 146 164 
Government Employees 72 80 90 105 114 124 
Travelers 108 133 134 167 168 197 

State Farm Mutual 1~ 120 125 151 147 176 
Empire Mutual* 119 115 152 144 178 
Liberty Mutual Fire 90 lo6 114 132 145 155 
Natiomride l·!utual ·94 lo4 115 134 139 157 
Merchants Mutual 8o 94 98 116 124 136 

Ins. Co. of North America 99 121 123 152 154 177 
Lumbermens Vrutual Casualty 131 150 159 187 192 218 
Utica Mutual* 88 132 108 164 137 192 
General Accident 90 lo4 110 132 140 155 
Boston Old Colony 91 109 112 135 141 159 
Assigned Risk 94 107 123 145 148 160 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne C~a-~geabl~_Accident 

Allstate $239 $401 $296 $470 $351 $534 
Hartford 282 327 356 424 433 507 
Aetna Casualty 221 266 284 345 349 414 
Government Employees 155 180 193 229 231 266 
Travelers 376 465 460 571 554 664 

State Farm Mutual 4o4 476 480 641 533 744 
Empire Mutual* 194 284 239 351 286 408 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 216 281 270 351 325 4o6 
Nationwide Mutual 265 313 326 387 380 449 
Merchants Mutuel 232 273 285 336 341 391 

Ins. Co. of North America 264 334 325 409 392 474 
Lumbermens J~tual Casualty 294 351 364 429 430 496 
Utica J.lutual* 221 332 272 414 328 485 
General Accident 264 313 323 385 391 446 
Boston Old Colony .229 273 282 340 338 401 
Assigned Risk 273 323 360 424 412 469 

, ~ ";,: ·_: t: r: 
' ,t"" '\~,. ' 

' ' 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL D~JURY AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

) 
QUEENS SUBURBAN 

Minimum Cov~ Medium Coverage 
conipany 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/173 

Adult-Pre~erred Risk 

Allstate $ 81 $96 $103 $121 ~123 $140 
Hartford 81 93 102 121 132 146 
Aetna Casualty 81 95 103 123 134 149 

· Government Employees 70 78 88 103 lll 122 
Travelers 89 lo4 109 134 139 159 

State Farm MutUEtl 84 95 100 122 119 142 
Empire .Mutual* 76 93 93 121 118 141 
Liberty Mutual Fire 76 95 96 120 124 140 
Nationwide ~mtual 78 86 96 112 117 131 
Merchants Mutual 77 88 95 lll 120 130 

Ins. Co. of North America 90 103 lll 129 140 151 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 98 112 122 143 149 168 
Utica Mutual* 72 97 86 123 lll 145 
General Accident 76 86 93 111 119 131 
Boston Old Colony 80 93 99 118 125 140 
Assigned Risk 88 99 ll5 135 140 149 

( 

Unmarried J.1ale-Ase 20-0ne Char~eable Accident 

Allstate $261 $314 $324 $371 $383 $424 
Hartford 239 273 301 357 367 432 
Aetna Casualty 239 279 303 363 373 441 
Government Employees 165 193 205 244 246 284 
Travelers 382 454 464 562 556 651 

State Farm Mutual 318 373 377 461 421 537 
Empire Mutual* 170 251 210 312 252 362 
Liberty Mutual Fire·*' 230 316 286 401 343 462 
Nationwide l.futu.al 245 291 301 358 352 416 
Merchants Mutual 254 291 312 366 371 424 

Ins. Co. of North Ame1•ica. 279 314 342 384 410 445 
Lumbermens Mutual Car;ua.lty 264 314 326 385 387 446 
Utica. Mutual* 212 280 254 357 305 422 
General Accident 247 290 301 358 365 . 417 
Boston Old Colony 236 273 291 348 347 414 
Assigned Risk 255 302 336 397 386 438 

........ -.. -~ 
,,..-;' { ;_, :'_ 

.. · ~-.· . 
*The JanuAry 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the· no-fault . ' 

"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL DfJURY AUTOMOBILE DiSURANCE PREHIUHS 
OF 15 LEADING INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER' NO-:f'AULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

STATEN ISLAND 

MinimUm Coverage Medium Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 60 $ 65 $ 77 $ 83 $ 93 $ 98 
Hartford 64 74 82 97 108 118 
Aetna Casualty 61 74 79 97 105 118 
Government Employees 53 58 66 78 86 93 
Travelers 61 70 76 93 99 112 

State Farm Mutual 61 67 73 88 90 lo4 
Empire Hutual* 54 64 66 86 88 101 
Liberty Mutual Fire 52 61 67 79 90 94 
Natiomride Mutual 61 66 75 87 92 102 
Merchants Mutual 57 64 70 82 91 97 

Ins. Co. of North America 59 65 76 83 99 99 
Lumbermens Hutual Casualty 71 78 87 101 108 119 
Utica Butual* 52 68 64 87 85 lo4 
General Accident 58 66 72 86 95 102 
Boston Old Colony 56 65 69 83 90 99 
Assigned Risk 63 71 83 98 lo4 107 

Unmarried Hale-Age 2o.:..one Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $190 $269 $237 $321 $281 $366 
Hartford 188 216 240 285 295 348 
Aetna Casualty 179 216 232 285 287 348 
Government Employees 157 182 195 232 234 269 
Travelers 257 303 316 378 381 443 

State Farm J.futual 230 264 274 331 309 388 
Empire Mutual* 170 246 210 3o6 252 355 
Liberty :Mutual Fire* 158 202 197 264 239 305 
Nationwide Mutual 232 277 287 340 335 396 
Merchants Mutual 184 211 226 267 271 308 

Ins. Co. of North America 182 249 232 3o6 281 355 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 253 300 312 368 370 427 
Utica l•1utual* 152 195 188 251 227 301 
General Accident 234 277 288 343 348 .399 
Boston Old Colony 164 189 201 243 243 291 
Assigned Risk 251 296 332 389 381 430 

.J' 
,....~4 r 

.I .; 
I' : .~ 

.. ' 

' 
*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault '·~ / 

·' j 

"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1971~. For the remaining companies; . ,· 

January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. · 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL DlJURY AUTOMOBILE lliSURANCE PREHIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING DiSUHERS AND ASSIGNJill RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

HEMPSTEAD TOONSHIP 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Hi,her Coverap;e 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 68 $ 79 $ 88 $100 $105 $118 
Hartford 67 77 85 101 112 122 
Aetna Casualty 68 82 88 107 115 129 
Government Employees 52 56 65 76 85 91 
Travelers 70 80 86 105 lll 126 

' State Farm Mutual 71 79 85 lo4 103 123 
Empire J.iutual* 58 72 72 95 94 lll 
Libert~r Nutua.l Fire 62 74 79 94 lo4 112 
Nationwide l·iutual 67 75 83 99 102 115 
Merchants Mutual 64 73 79 93 102 110 

Ins. Co. of North America 73 82 92 lo4 117 122 
Lumbermens l1utua1 Casualty 71 78 87 102 loB 121 
Utica 1-1utual* 58 75 71 96 94 113 
General Accident 66 75 82 98 107 116 
Boston Old Colony 65 76 8o 97 lo4 115 
Assigned Risk 69 76 89 105 110 116 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $216 $299 $268 $355 $317 $4o4 
Hartford 197 225" 250 297 307 360 
Aetna Casualty 200 240 257 315 317 381 
Goverrunent Employees 144 165 179 212 216 246 
Travelers 296 346 360 422 433 490 

State Farm Mutual 271 314 322 392 361 460 
Empire Mutual* 160 231 197 288 238 334 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 187 246 234 315 281 364 
Nationwide 1futual 231 275 285 339 333 396 
Merchants Nutual 209 239 257 300 307 342 

Ins. Co. of North America 225 291 281 356 339 413 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 239 281 295 344 350 4oo 
Utica lfutual * 170 215 209 278 254 327 
General Accident 23'+ 275 287 338 347 392 
Boston Old Colony 191 222 235 285 283 339 
Assigned Risk 244 287 321 379 368 418 

''j ·' '· ·.\ 

'· 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
Januarv 1. 1g75 rates are identical with the Februnrv ] . lQ7lJ. "vn-i n" ,..,:d:P~. • 
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AlrnuAL PERSONAL JlfJURY AUTOMOBILE DffiURANCE PIIDffiJHS 
OF 15 LEADUTG INSURERS AJID P.SSIGNF:sD RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

SUFFOLK COUNTY EAST 

Minimum CoverP~e Hedium Coverage Hi'her Covera.fie 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 l/l/T3 11/75 l/l/T3 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 64 $ 67 $ 83 $86 $ 99 $101 
Hartford 65 75 83 99 109 120 
Aetna Casualty 52 65 69 86 93 lo4 
Government Employees 47 51 59 69 78 82 

. Travelers 65 75 81 100 1o4 ll9 

State Fa!'1D. Mutual 61 67 73 88 90 lo4 
Empire Mutual* 56 67 69 90 91 lo6 
Liberty l>futual Fire 56 67 70 86 94 ll5· 
Nationwide Nutua.l 63 69 78 90 95 lo6 
Merchants Mutual 59 68 73 87 95 103 

Ins. Co. of North America ~~ 62 76 80 99 95 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 71 78 92 98 111 
Utica Mutunl* 54 73 66 93 88 111 
General Accident 61 69 76 90 99 107 
Boston Old Colony 60 69 75 89 97 105 
Assigned Risk 66 ·74 87 102 108 112 

Unmarried Hale-ABe 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $201 $277 $250 $329 $296 $375 
Hartford 191 219 244 291 299 354 
Aetna Casualty 152 189 201 252 250 3c6 
Government Employees 140 159 173 205 209 238 
.Travelers 277 322 338 401 4o6 458 

State Farm Mutual 228 261 271 320 305 375 
Empire Mutual* 172 252 212 313 254 363 
Liberty Hutunl Fire* 187 254 232 328 279 432 
Nationwide Mutual 242 287 298 353 348 4ll 
Merchants Mutual 207 236 253 299 302 347 

Ins. Co. of North America 182 240 232 294 281 342 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 231 271 280 333 337 387 
Utica Mutual* 158 227 194 291 236 349 
General Accident 244 287 299 351 362 408 
Boston Old Colony 176 201 218 261 262 309 
Assigned Risk 255 302 336 397 385 438 

' ' 
'! _-, 

'"-~ 
,' ' 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lover than the no-fault 
.•r''. \ .. 
- ·.~ : 

"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1971~ "go-in" rates. 
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ANNUAL PERSONAL rnJURY AUTOHOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADDlG DISURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLJ'I.N 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

NORTH HEMPSTEAD 

M:tnimum Coverage Medium Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 58 $ 69 $ 74 $ 88 $90 $103 
Hartford ~I 66 72 87 96 1(~ 

Aetna Casualty 74 78 97 105 118 
Government Employees 46 50 57 68 TI 81 
Travelers 63 72 77 95 102 114 

State Farm Hutual 66 73 78 96 97 113 
Empire Mutual* 54 64 66 86 88 101 
Liberty Mutual Fire 1W 62 57 8o 79 94 
Nationwide Mutual 58 63 71 84 89 98 
Merchants Mutual 55 62 66 79 88 94 

Ins. Co. of North America 60 69 76 89 100 1o6 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 63 70 76 93 97 110 
Utica Mutual* 50 71 61 91 81 108 
General Accident 56 63 69 84 92 100 
Boston Old Colony 57 66 69 84 91 100 
Assigned Risk 64 71 83 98 105 108 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $182 $283 $226 $336 $269 $384 
Hartford 167 192 211 255 261 312 
Aetna Casualty 179 216 231 285 287 348 
Government Employees 137 156 169 201 205 234 
Travelers 267 312 325 389 392 455 

State Farm Mutual 250 288 295 362 333 322 
Empire Mutual* 143 207 176 261 202 302 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 132 2o6 168 266 203 307 
Nationwide Mutual 218 259 268 320 315 372 
Merchants Mutual 177 202 217 257 262 299 

Ins. Co. of North America 185 264 234 324 285 376 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 214 252 265 311 316 361 
Utica Mutual-l<· 146 2o4 179 263 215 . 312 
General Accident 221 259 269 318 328 368 
Boston Old Colony 167 192 203 246 2~6 294 
Assigned Rick 237 279 310 368 356 407 

'{ 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rntes they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, · 



19. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOHOBILE TilSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADTilG DISURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

NORTH HEMPSTEAD 

Minimum Coverase Medium Coverage Higher Coverap:e 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 171775 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 58 $ 69 $ 74 $ 88 $90 $103 
Hartford gi 66 72 87 96 lo6 
Aetna Casualty 74 78 97 105 ll8 
Government Employees 46 50 57 68 77 81 
Travelers 63 72 77 95 102 114 

State Farm Mutual 66. 73 78 96 97 ll3 
Empire Mutual* 54 64 66 86 88 101 
Liberty Mutual Fire 44 62 57 80 79 94 
Nationwide Hutual 58 63 71 84 89 98 
Merchants Mutual 55 62 66 79 88 94 

Ins. Co. of North America 60 69 76 89 100 lo6 
Lumbennens Mutual Casualty 63 70 76 93 97 110 
Utica Mutual* 50 71 61 91 81 108 
General Accident 56 63 69 84 92 100 
Boston Old Colony 57 66 69 84 91 100 
Assigned Risk 64 71 83 98 105 lo8 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $182 $283 $226 $336 $269 $384 
Hartford 167 192 2ll 255 261 312 
Aetna Casualty 179 216 231 285 287 348 
Government Employees 137 156 169 201 205 234 
Travelers 267 312 325 389 392 455 

State Farm Mutual 250 288 295 362 333 322 
Empire Mutual* 143 207 176 261 202 302 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 132 2o6 168 266 203 307 
Nationwide Mutual 218 259 268 320 315 372 
Merchants Nutual 177 202 217 257 262 299 

Ins. Co. of North America 185 264 234 324 285 376 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 214 252 265 3ll 316 361 
Utica Mutual-K· 146 2o4 179 263 215 . 312 
General Accident 221 259 269 318 328 368 
Boston Old Colony 167 192 203 246 246 294 
Assigned Risk 237 279 310 368 356 407 

. r . . , 

_/:. 

*The January 1, 1975 1~tes for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rntes they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the Februnry 1, 1971~ "go-in" rates. ~ ,.. w ....... 

0 • • <K,~' ~-• • -~' --- • 

__../ 



20. 

ANNUAL PERSONAT .. INJURY AUTOOOBILE TirSlmANCE PRDmJMS 
OF 15 LEADDiG mSURERS AHD ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAv"LT (1/1/73) 

OYSTER BAY 

Mininrum Coverage 
Company :iJl/75 1/1/73 

Hedium Co//51 
1/1/75 1 1 73 

Hi,her Coverage 
1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 64 $ 68 $ 82 $ 87 $99 $102 
Hartford 62 72 78 94 lo4 ll4 
Aetna Casualty 59 71 75 93 101 ll3 
Goverlli~ent Employees 50 54 62 73 82 87 
Travelers 61 70 75 93 99 ll2 

State Farm Mutual 64 71 75 94 93 110 . 
63 63 84 84 98 Emp:i.re Nutual* 52 

Liberty Mutual Fire 54 64 68 83 92 97 
lfatiomride Mutual 62 67 75 88 94 lo4 
Merchants Hutu.al 57 64 69 82 91 97 

Ins. Co. of North Americ~ 58 63 74 81 98 96 
Lumbermens Hutual Casualty 62 68 75 90 96 107 
Utica Hutual* 51 68 62 87 83 104 
General Acc1dent 6o 68 73 89 97 lo6 
Boston Old Colony 57 67 70 85 93 102 
Assigned Risk 60 67 78 93 99 102 

Unmarried l.fale-Age 20-'0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $199 $281 $247 $334 $293 $380 
Hartford 182 210 229 276 283 336 
Aetna Casualty 173 207 220 273 275 333 
GoverrY.cent Employees 147 169 181 217 220 251 
Travelers 257 303 315 379 381 443 

State Farm Mutual 242 278 286 350 323 410 
Empire Mutual* 142 2o4 175 257 212 298 
Liberty Hutu.al Fire* 162 213 203 276 244 319 
Nationwide Mutual 229 271 280 334 329 388 
Merchants Hutual 184 211 225 267 271 311 

Ins. Co. of North America 179 243 228 299 278 347 
Lumbermens Nutual Casualty 210 245 259 303 309 351 
Utica Mutual* 149 195 182 251 221 301 
General Accident 230 271 28o 333 341 386 
Boston Old Colony 167 195 2<X5 249 250 300 
Assigned Risk 239 280 313 369 359 4o8 

,r • ;j 

;" '- . 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. . ' 

~ .. -_..._, ___ . __ .. -·····~ .. ____ .,._,,.,_ --.-- ............ ~ --- --- ~ ·-
• 0 ---- . ·-·--- ---' I' 

______ ,. -·- --- . " . 



21. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PRE14IUHS 
OF 15 LEADING INSURERS MiD ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

CENTRAL WESTCHESTER 

Mininrum Coverage Medium Covera~ Hi,her Coverag~ 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $50 $ 55 $ 65 $ 72 $ 79 $84 
Hartford 50 57 64 76 86 93 
Aetna Casualty 43 52 56 69 77 85 
Government Employees 45 49 57 66 76 8o 
Travelers 50 56 62 76 82 93 

State Farm !>1utual 55 62 66 8o 82 95 
Empire Mutual* 44 53 55 72 75 85 
Liberty Mutual Fire 43 58 56 76 77 89 
Natio~rlide Mutual 47 51 58 69 73 81 
Merchants Mutual 46 51 56 65 75 78 

Ins. Co. of North America 48 60 63 77 84 92 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 51 54 62 72 8o 85 
Utica Mutual* 4o 57 49 73 68 87 
General Accident 47 51 57 69 77 82 
Boston Old Colony 49 53. 61 68 81 82 
Assigned Rir,k . 52 57 .69 81 87 89 

Unmarried Hale-Age 20-0ne Char~eable Accident 

Allstate $151 $227 $189 $272 $224 $310 
Hartford 146 165 186 222 230 273 
Aetna Ca sua.l ty 125 150 162 201 2o4 249 
Government Employees 135 153 168 198 203 230 
Travelers 2o8 238 254 300 307 352 

State Farm Mutual 210 241 249 302 281 353 
Empire Mutual* 119 170 146 215 180 250 
Liberty Hutual Fire* 129 192 164 253 200 292 
Nationwide Mutual 180 209 221 262 260 3o4 
Merchants 1>1utual 145 164 177 209 215 243 

Ins. Co. of North America 147 229 192 282 234 328 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 176 .203 217 256 259 296 
Utica Mutual* 116 162 143 210 176 250 
General Accident 178 209 219 261 267 302 
Boston Old Colony 143 153 176 198 214 240 
Assigned Risk 2o4 237 268 315 310 348 

' 
'/' 

•, ·~ . 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 19'74. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 19'75 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 

i""'-~ .• ._ ... _, ______ .......... ~-· -- ··----~· .... ~ .. --.·--~-- ··-- -~...- ~. . -·- -·-~· '" . ~ - --·· ---- -- r-



22. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING lNSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND F.?.IOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

ALBANY 
j' .· 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage HiJher Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/13 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 74 $ 81 $ 95 $103 $114 $120 
Hartford 78 90 99 118 128 142 
Aetna Casualty 72 87 94 113 122 136 
Government Employees 53 57 66 77 86 91 
Travelers 78 92 97 119 124 142 

State Farm Mutual 77 86 92 111 111 129 
Empire Mutual* 64 79 79 103 102 120 
Liberty Hutual Fire 63 76 81 97 lo6 114 
Nationwide Mutual 67 74 83 98 102 115 
Merchants Mutual 68 78 84 99 107 117 

Ins. Co. of North America 79 81 98 103 125 121 
Lumbermens Nu:tual Casualty 73 8o 89 105 111 122 
Utica Mutun.l* 67 93 82 118 lo6 140 
General Accident 67 76 84 99 108 117 
Boston Old Colony 73 85 90 108 114 128 
Assigned Risk 93 105 122 142 147 156 

Unmarried ~~1e-Age 20~0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $233 $296 $290 $350 $343 $400 
Hartford 230 264 290 348 355 420 
Aetna Casualty 212 255 275 333 339 402 
Government Employees 130 148 162 191 196 222 
Travelers 335 401 410 495 492 578 

State Farm Mutual 291 339 346 421 387 492 
Empire Mutual* 173 254 213 315 256 365 
Liberty l-iutual Fire* 190 254 240 324 290 374 
Natiomdde Mutual 224 262 276 326 324 379 
Merchants Mutual 226 256 276 322 329 368 

Ins. Co. of North America 245 275 303 337 364 390 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 224 264 2T7 327 329 379 
Utica Mutual* 197 269 242 342 290 407 
General Accident 223 262 273 322 331 373 
Boston Old Colony 215 249 263 318 315 378 
Assigned Risk 266 315 351 413 402 457 

I 
I 

,' ·~~·: -~·· ... -

*The· January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault · 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. !<'or the remaining companies,.-· 
January 1, 1975 rates o.re identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. · 

. ··~-~- -·~·-· .. . ···-·-·- ....... ~ ....... ,.. .. ~--··-·~ ·-.,-~ ... --- ...... -..... - ---- - _.. r· 



. 23. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL lliJURY AUTOMOBILE Dl'SURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

BINGHAMTON 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Hi,her Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 48 $ 53 $ 63 $ 70 $ 76 $ 83 
Hartford 51 58 65 77 87 95 
Aetna Casualty 42 51 55 68 76 84 
Government Employees 34 36 43 50 60 61 
Travelers 49 55 61 75 81 91 

State Farm Mutual 48 51 57 68 73 80 
Empire Mutual* 42 50 52 68 71 81 
Liberty Mutual Fire 43 49 55 64 76 76 
Nationwide Hutu.a.l 47 50 58 67 73 79 
Merchants lvfu.tual 43 49 54 63 72 74 

Ir~. Co. of North America 42 48 56 63 76 76 
Lumbermen~ l·futual Casualty 46 49 56 66 73 78 
Utica Hutual* 4o 58 49 75 68 90 
General Accinent 47 50 57 67 77 80 
Boston Old Colony 44 51 55 66 74 79 
Assigned Risk 52 57 69 81 87 89 

Unmarried Male-ABe 20-0ne C~·geable Accident 

Allstate $147 $219 $184 $263 $219 $300 
Hartford 149 168 190 ·225 234 279 
Aetna Casualty 122 147 159 198 201 246 
Government Employees 97 110 121 143 149 167 
Travelers 2o4 234 250 294 303 346 

State Farm Mutual 177 200 211 255 240 299 
Empire Mutual* 130 184 160 233 195 271 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 143 182 180 242 218 279 
Nationwide Mutual 177 2<:6 218 257 256 299 
Merchants Mutual 147 169 182 214 221 249 

Ins. Co. of North America 128 182 172 225 211 263 
Lumber:tllCns Mutual Casualty 161 186 199 230 239 267 
Utica Mutual* 116 179 143 234 176 . 282 
General Accident 176 2<:6 215 257 263 300 
Boston Old Colony 128 147 159 192 193 231 
Assigned Riok 2o4 237 268 315 310 348 

,. ·-, r- .:.) ~- .... , 
/ .. 

' .. 
*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 

"go-in" :rates they charged on Fcb:rua.ry 1, 1974. For the rerr.aining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rntes a.re identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 



24. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTO:HOBILE :rnBURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADD'W D'~SURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

BUFFALO AND LACKAHANNA 

Minimum Coveraee Medium Coverage HiJher Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 . 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $96 $ 89 $123 $113 $145 $130 
Hartford* 98 123 123 158 158 189 
Aetna Casualty 91 120 119 154 153 185 
Government Employees 58 63 73 85 94 100 

·Travelers 95 113 118 146 148 172 

State Farm Mutual 74 82 89. 107 107 125 
Empire Hutual* 78 96 96 125 121 146 
Liberty Mutual Fire 76 92 97 115 125 135 
Natiomride Mutual 80 90 99 118 120 137 
Merchants 1·1utual 86 98 105 125 132 146 

Ins. Co. of North America 1o4 103 127 129 158 151 
Lumbermens l>fut-ual Casualty 90 101 110 129 135 151 
Utica Mutual* 92 1o6 113 134 142 158 
General Accident 91 103 lll 132 141 155 
Boston Old Colony 88 103 109 131 137 154 
Assigned Risk 1o4 120 137 162 163 178 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $309 $314 $383 *m $4~ $424 
Hartford* 290 363 365 561 
Aetna Casualty 269 i~ 352 456 431 549 
GoverP~ent Employees 128 160 189 194 220 
Travelers 4o8 493 498 609 597 7o8 

I • 

State Farm l>rutual 282 325 334 405 374 472 
Empire r•Iutual* 183 268 225 332 270 384 
Liberty l·1utual Fire* 230 305 287 384 345 443 
Na tiomride Hutual 260 309 320 380 374 441 
Hcrchants Mutual 284 326 347 411 411 475 

Ins. Co. of north America 323 337 392 411 468 476 
Lumberr.1ens l·1utual Casualty 251 297 309 365 366 423 
Utica Nutual* 272 307 335 389 398 46o 
General Accident 272 320 333 395 402 459 
Bo~ton Old Colony 260 303 322 387 382 456 
Assigned Risk 3o4 362 4oo 471 457 521 

': /, -

~~e JnnualJT 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"eo-in" _rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the rem.'lining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 



.. 25 • 

ANNUAL PERSONAL DlJURY AUTOMOBILE DISURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADJJW DlSUHERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

JAMESTOHN 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Hi,her Covers.~ 
Company 1/1/75. 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 jJ__1/73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $50 $ 49 $ 65 $ 64 $ 79 $ 76 
Hartford 48 55 62 74 83 90 
Aetna Casualty 45 56 59 75 81 92 
Goverrunent Employees 33 34 42 48 59 59 
Travelers 54 60 67 81 88 98 

State Farm Mutu~l 51 56 61 75 77 87 
Empire Mutual* 38 45 46 61 65 73 
Liberty 1·1utual . Fire 37 45 49 59 69 70 
Natiomfide 11utual 46 47 57 65 72 77 
Merchants Nutual 43 49 54 62 72 74 

Ins. Co. of North America 49 57 64 74 85 88 
Lumbermens Nu.tual Casualty 45 48 55 66 72 79 
Utica Mutual* 41 55 49 70 68 85 
General Accident 46 49 56 65 76 78 
Boston Old Colony 47 54 . 58 69 78 83 
Assigned Risk 46 50 60 71 78 78 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $153 $181 $191 $218 $227 $251 
Hartford 140 159 179 216 222 264 
Aetna Casualty 131 162 172 219 216 270 
Goverr~ent Employees 84 94 105 124 131 145 
Travelers 228 258 277 323 335 378 

State Farm Mutual 189 216 225 277 255 320 
Empire l-1utual* 105 '150 130 192 160 223 
Liberty Nu.tual Fire* 126 168 160 222 196 257 
Natiomride Mutual 159 183 196 231 231 269 
Merchants Mutual 147 169 182 214 221 246 

Ins. Co. of North America 150 198 195 244 238 286 
Lumbermens Nutu.al Casualty 144 166 178 208 214 242 
Utica Mutual* ll9 169 143 217 176 265 
General Accident 158 183 194 230 238 268 
Boston Old Colony 137 156 169 201 205 243 
Assigned Risk 162 187 211 250 246 275 

'. r( /-

,. ' 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they chnr13ed on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 

-..... ~ ....... . .. _..,.._ ~ 
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26. 

M'NUAL PERSONAL mJURY AUTOI>iOBILE DISURANCE PREI·ITUl-13 
OF 15 I..EADDm INSURERS AliD ASSIGNF..D RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

ROCHESTER SUBURBAN 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Higher Covera1Ze 
Company . 1/1/75 l/l/T3 1/1/75 1/1/73 171/75 1/1(73 

.. 
Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 51 $ 62 $ 66 $ 8o $ 8o $94 
Hartford 57 66 73 87 96 lCX> 
Aetna Casualty 51 62 66 82 90 100 
Government Employees 43 45 53 62 72 74 
Travelers 56 65 70 87 92 105 

State Farm Mutual 57 63 69 84 86 98 
Empire Mutual* 

. 48 57 59 77 79 91 
Liberty Mu~xal Fire 46 65 59 84 81 99 
Nationwide 1-mtual 50 53 63 73 78 86 
Merchants l,fu~.18.l 46 52 56 67 75 8o 

Ins. Co. of North America 50 72 65 92 87 109 
Lumbermens 1'-futual Casualty 51 55 64 73 82 87 
Utica Hutual* 42 65 51 83 71 99 
General Accident 54 61 68 79 89 9h 
Boston Old Colony 49 57 61 73 81 87 
Assigned Risk 57 63 76 89 95 97 

Unmarried ~~le-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $158 $253 $197 $303 $234 $345 
Hartford 167 192 212 255 261 312 
Aetna Casualty 149 180 193 240 241 294 
Government Employees 123 140 153 181 186 211 
Travelers 238 277 294 348 354 437 

State Farm Mutual 216 246 257 310 290 365 
Empire Mutual* 150 215 184 270 222 313 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 154 245 194 320 234 368. 
Nationwide Mutual 189 221 232 276 273 322 
Merchants Mutual 158 181 194 229 235 267 

Ins. Co. of North America 154 278 201 341 245 396 
LUI!lbermens Mutual Casualty 181 211 224 265 267 308 
Utica :tvfutual * 122 201 149 259 185 311 
General Accident 214 253 262 314 319 368 
Boston Old Colony 143 165 176 213 214 255 
Assigned Risk 227 265 297 350 342 387 

··. t , .. 
• '~ l 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault . 
11go-in" rates they charr.;ed on Februal)~ 1, 1974. For the remninine compan:i.es; 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 19'74 "go-in" rates. 

~ .. -- ............ ,. ..... 



. 
• 27. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOHOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING DmURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

ROCHESTER 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Hi'her Covernge 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/l/73 1 l/75 QJ173 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 74 $ 76 $95 $ 98 $114 $114 
Hartford* 74 90 93 118 1.22 142 
Aetna Casualty 65 80 85 105 112 127 
Government Employees 48 51 6o 69 79 82 
Travelers 75 88 93 115 119 137 

I 

62 68 State Farm Mutual 74· 90 91 105 
Empire Mutual* 56 68 69 91 91 107 
Libert;{ Mutual Fire 64 77 81 98 105 115 
Natiomrlde Mutual 66 73 82 96 100 113 
Merchants Mutual 65 74 81 94 lo4 111 

Ins. Co. of North America 75 76 94 97 120 ll5 
Lumberroens Mutual Casualty 64 71 78 95 98 112 
Utica Mutual* 60 82 75 105 98 124 
General Accident 69 78 86 102 llO 121 
Boston Old Colony 68 79 85 101 lo8 120 
Assigned Risk 85 96 111 131 134 144 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $233 $286 $290 $339 $343 $386 
Hartford:~- 218 264 275 348 338 420 
Aetna Casualty 191 234 250 309 3o8 375 
Government Employees 125 142 155 183 188 213 
Travelers 320 381 392 473 471 552 

State Farm Mutual 230 266 274 335 309 392 
Empire Mutual* 157 227 193 283 233 329 
Liberty !<1u.tual Fire* 178 257 224 326 268 343 
Nationwide Mutual 229 272 281 336 329 390 
Merchants Mutual gl3 245 261 309 312 358 

Ins. Co. of North America 232 266 289 326 347 378 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 2o4 238 253 296 301 343 
Utica Mutual* 176 236 221 3o4 264 . 360 
General Accident 250 293 305 359 . 369 417 
Boston Old Colony 200 231 248 297 297 354 
Assigned Risk 263 310 347 407 398 450 

*The Januo.ry 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they chnrg<::d on February 1, 1974. For the retllc'linine; companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February]_, 1974 "go-in" rates. 



28. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL INJURY AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE PRElffi.JMS 
OF 15 LEADING TiiSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

SYRACUSE 

Minimum Coverage Medium Coverage Hi,her Coverage 
Company 1/1/75 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/'73 

Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 61 $ 67 . $ 79 $86 $ 95 $101 
Hartford 57 66 73 87 96 lo6 
Aetna Casualty 60 73 78 96 l.o4 ll7 
Government Employees 47 51 59 69 78 72 
Travelers 66 77 82 103 1o6 122 

State Farm Mutual 56 61 68 81 85 95 
Empire Mutual* 

. 
52 62 63 82 84 97 

Liberty Mutual Fire 52 64 67 82 90 97 
Nationwide Mutual 51 54 64 74 79 88 
Merchants Mutual 57 64 70 82 91 97 

Ins. Co. of North America 64 77 81 97 105 ll5 
Lumbermens Mutual Casua-lty 60 65 73 86 92 101 
Utica Hutual* 52 76 64 97 85 ll5 
General Accident 56 63 70 83 92 98 
Boston Old Colony 57 67 71 85 93 102 
Assigned Risk 66 73 87 101 107 lll 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $192 $251 $239 $300 $284 $341 
Hartford 167 192 212 255 261 312 
Aetna Casualty 176 213 229 282 284 345 
Government Employees 128 145 159 188 192 218 
Travelers 281 332 342 414 412 483 

State Farm Hutual 212 241 251 302 284 357 
Empire Mutual* 144 210 179 264 217 3o6 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 154 210 196 272 237 314 
Nationwide Hutual 191 223 235 279 276 326 
Merchants Mutual 184 211 226 267 271 3ll 

+ns. Co. of North America 197 269 249 330 301 382 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 195 227 240 281 286 329 
Utica Mutual* 152 218 188 281 227 333 
General Accident 2o4 241 250 299 3o4 348 
Boston Old Colony 167 195 207 249 250 300 
Assigned Risk 237 279 312 368 358 407 

\ ... ·. ·:' 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
~.:' -:~. ' 

/,"':'> 

"go-in" rntes they charged on February 1, 1971+. For the remaining companies,(:~ 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. \'. 

' 

' • ,_. _,, n ~-·~••~ -· 
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29. 

ANNUAL PERSONAI, INJlffiY AUTOHOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADING ll{SURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAUL'f (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAUL~ (1/1/73) 

WATERTOHN 

· Minimum Coverage Medium CoverafSe Hi,her Coverage 
pompany 1/1/75 . 1/1/73 1/1/75 1/1/73 1 1/75 1/1/73 

Adult-Pre~erred Risk 

Allstate $ 35 $ 39 $46 $54 $ 58 $ 65 
Hart~ord 38 43 49 59 68 72 
Aetna Casualty 28 36 38 50 56 63 
Government Employees 33 34 42 48 59 59 
Travelers 41 43 50 6o 68 75 

State Farm Mut~l 42 45 51 63 66 72 
Empire Mutual* 31 35 38 50 55 60 
Liberty Hu:!:;ual Fire 28 38 38 52 56 62 
Nationwide Nutual 36 37 45 52 58 62 
Merchants :Mutual 33 36 41 46 57 55 

Ins. Co. o~ North America 33 42 46 55 64 67 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 37 38 45 54 6o 65 
Utica Hutual* 30 4o 35 52 52 64 
General Accident 36 37 45 51 62 62 
Boston Old Colony 35 4o 43 52 60 64 
Assigned Risk 35 39 46 58 63 63 

Unmarried Eale-A~e 20-0ne Char~eable Accident 

Allstate $108 $157 $135 $191 $162 $218 
Hart~ord llO 123 140 171 175 210 
Aetna Casualty 80 102 109 144 140 183 
Government Employees 92 lo4 ll5 136 142 159 
Travelers 166 179 201 228 244 271 

State Farm Mutual 156 172 185 221 212 261 
Empire Mutual* 91 128 112 165 140 192 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 97 143 125 197 154 227 
Nationwide Mutual 131 148 162 191 193 223 
Merchants Mutual 109 124 134 157 165 185 

Ins. Co. o~ North America 99 157 137 194 170 229 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 126 143 154 181 186 212 
Utica Mutual* 86 125 101. 165 128 2o4 
General Accident 129 152 159 193 197 226 
Boston Old Colony 101 ll4 124 150 153 186 
Assigned Risk 139 15.9 182 214 213 236 

' . ~· 

«'The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 

__ ............... ___ , ....... •·' ---. .. -- .. 



30. 

ANNUAL PERSONAL mJURY AUTONOBILE INSURANCE PREMIUMS 
OF 15 LEADnm INSURERS AND ASSIGNED RISK PLAN 

UNDER NO-FAULT (1/1/75) AND PRIOR TO NO-FAULT (1/1/73) 

SUFFOLK COUNTY WEST 

"· Minimum Coverage Nedium Coverage Higher Coverage 
Company 1z1Z15 1z1Z13 1z1Z15 1z1Z13 1z1Z15 1z1Z73 

'· ~ 
Adult-Preferred Risk 

Allstate $ 64 $ 77 $ 82 $ 99 $ 99 $115 
Hartford 71 82 89 107 118 129 
Aetna Casualty 59 7l 75 93 101 113 
Government Employees 52 56 64 75 85 90 
Travelers 65 76 80 101 lo4 121 

State Farm Mutual 70 78 .83 103 102 120 
Empire Hutual * 58 72 72 95 95 ill 
Liberty Hutual Fire g9 73 75 94 99 110 
Nationwide Mutual 3 69 77· 92 95 107 
Merchants Mutual 60 68 73 87 96 103 

Ins. Co. of North America 66 77 83 98 108 116 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 64 71 78 94 99 111 
Utica Mutual* 53 76 64 97 86 115 
General Accident 61 69 75 91 99 107 
Boston Old Colony 57 66 69 84 91 100 
Assigned Risk 71 78 .91 108 113 119 

Unmarried Male-Age 20-0ne Chargeable Accident 

Allstate $201 $308 $249 $365 $296 $415 
Hartford 209 240 264 315 325 381 
Aetna Casualty 173 207 220 273 275 333 
Government Employees 152 175 187 224 226 259 
Travelers 277 326 337 407 4o6 475 

State Farm Mutual 263 3o6 312 386 351 450 
Empire Mutual* 175 255 215 316 258 367 
Liberty Mutual Fire* 199 275 249 355 297 409 
Natiomride Mutual 232 277 286 342 335 397 
Merchants Mutual 209 238 256 302 307 350 

Ins. Co. of North America 203 287 255 351 309 4o8 
Lumbermens Mutual Casualty 234 2'75 287 338 342 391 
Utica Mutual* 155 237 188 3o4 230 362 
·General Accident 235 277 287 340 349 394 
Boston Old Colony 167 192 203 246 246 294 
Assigned Risk 247 291 325 383 373 423 

.. . .' " 

*The January 1, 1975 rates for these companies are lower than the no-fault 
"go-in" rates they charged on February 1, 1974. For the remaining companies, 
January 1, 1975 rates are identical with the February 1, 1974 "go-in" rates. 

,.._.., 

' 



NOTES 

Assigned Risk premiums based on $50,000/$100,000 maximum bodily 
injury liability and residual .liability and $1.000 medical payments. 

Premiums for Allstate, State Farm Mutual and Travelers for preferred 
adults based on annual mileage over 7,500. 

~ 

Government Employees and State Farm Mutual include minimum $5,000 
residual medical payments. 

31. 

Premiums for Liberty Mutual Fire and State Farm Mutual are estimated. 
Liberty Mut~al's package policy includes single limit BI and PD liability, 
medical expenses and death benefits. State Farm's policy offers BI and 
PD at a single premium. 

.; ; 
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TO: Honornblc Mntthew McNecly1 Ch:1irm:1n: D::m AngC:'l, William H~yward, 
Kirby Holmes~ ,Tohn Engler, John Kelsey, George Edwards, 
Casmcr Ogonowsk~ 

. . 
Gentle men:· · . ·.· ... 

• . .. 
. The Michigan insurance companies were among the first to call for a 

no-faulflaw so that the auto insurance dollar could be concentrated on paying 
the expense.s of the L'ljure:d instead of those vf the legal system. 

, . . . ."~ ,.. 
. . ,.. . 

But we expressed serious· concern about some aspects or the law as it 
finally was adopted. ·· .,_ ·: ; · · 

\Ve feared that the revolutionary change which it made would create pro­
longed constitutionality issues, which would ~eave the insurance system operating 
1;1nder a cloud of uncertainty and make it impossible to determbe the cost effect 
of the change. 

. 
· We had grave· doubts whether the nature of the law's restriction on inj':lry 

fault claims and lawsuits would be adequate to support unlimited no-fault bene­
fits without ~reating additional insurance cost for rr.~.otorists • 

. And we q~estioned whethe~ people wquld accept the elimination of their 
right to collect fr01n an at-fault driver for·damage to th<:!ir vehicles. .:· 

Regardless of those reservations, we assured you nnd your colle.ngues that, 
as professional administrators of the insu~ance system, we would conscient ­

iously provide the people of M:ichigan with the best possible protection at th2 least 
possibie cost which ~he conditions would allow. . · 

I 

• ·. We have done that, and because the IVIichiga:1 companies insure approxi­
mately half of the motor vehicles in the state we have had a very broad exposure 
to the practical application of the new law. 

Briefly, this is what has happened: 

1. Your decision to provide unlimited no-fault medical and rehab­
ilitation benefits and very substantial income loss compensa. tion has 
created ncar-ideal economic protection for accident injury victims, and 
especially for the seriously injured. It is a dramatic improvement o\·e r 
the fault system. 

2. The law's removal of fault system recovery for damage to motor 
vehicles has brought angry reaction from the motorist who does not hnvc 

. collision cove rage and cz:tnnot coll~ct from a negligent dt'ivcr who 
smashes his car1 o"r who has - a form of collis ion covcr<lfrc und,c r which he 
does not get his dcductiule· when another drive r is at fault. This has 
created. a distorted impre:>sion of public diss atisfaction \'!ith the entire no­
fault concept because there arc many more instanc!!s of vehicle d3mage 
than of injury, and the injured who nrc bcn<."! fitting h·orn no-fault h::I.Ve not 
l>cen heard !rom. 



I 

·/ 

- . 0-

3. Some segments of the lr,w obviously need clL1rifying amendments . 
. There is a question whether school districts were intended to insure the 
· children on their buses. There is an almost certainly unintended pro-
. vision for companies to recover no-fault benefits out of pain and suffering 
awards to their insureds. Mandatory liability limits should be stated 

··in:the act itself. And the right of a motorist to volunt~rily coordinate 
his no-fault coverage with some ether injury ben<:fits is in dmibt. 

. . 
4. As we feared, the ·insu-rance system has been forced to operate 

without answers to whether the law will be upheld and, if so. in what 
form. The lack of those answers also has deferred the legal cases which 
will determine whether the law's provision which is intended to sharply 
cut the fault system expenses will work. As a result it has been impossible 
to determine the effect of the law on the cost of auto insurance, and the 
delay has created a multi-million-dollar possibility of double. injury 
payments. · 

5. Michigan motorists have had considerable auto insurance cost 
savings during the first year of no~ fault, even th:-ough the actual cost' 
effect of the law could not be established. This resulted from company 
decisions to hold the line or decrease thair premium levels until no-fault 

·-experience could be established~ despite the uncert3.L~ties of the law and , 
the i_mpact oi soaring inflation on the cost of everything auto insurance· pays 
for. 

As we e1dvised you when this committee was created, we appreciate your 
decision to review the performance of the no-fault law and to co:tsider the pos­
sibilities for its improvement, and we offer our fullest cooperation. 

We believe the following elaboration upon the highlights of o~r experience 
w·ith it should be a practical and important contribution to your considerations. 
In addition1 we would be pleased to apswer any questions which you may have • 

. and to consult with you at any time. . 

J--iEDICA L 1 REHABILITATION~ AND INCOl\'lE LOSS BENEFITS: 

Without question, this 1~-.v is abundantly fulfilling the primary objective of 
the no-:fault principle, which ! to guarantee prompt, sure, adequate recovery 
of injury costs for all accide:n~ victims. 

. 
In the first year or no-fault, more than 135, 000 persons were injured in 

Michigan auto accidents and nearly 1, eoo were killed. Amoag the injured and 
the dependents of the fat:1lly hurt who ·were insured by the 1'~1ichigan cornp~nic ::; the · 
no-fault protection \'.ras universally well-received, nnd this undoubtedly was true 
of all others. · 



j 

Companies have stressed prompt pe1yment ar:d in most instances it has 
been ma'.le within a fev.; days of the receipt of p.roo! of doctor nnd ho~pital bill~ 
income loss, and repbccmc:nt of services which ~n injured p~rson would have 
done for himself. Dependency b~nefits. which arc geared to the rn~~i.n1urn 
$1, 000 a month for tbree years income lo.:.>s benefits, have bce:1 quick1y estab­
lished and paid. Under the fault system pJ.yment could hav-e been m:..de only if 
another: driycr was legally liable and after the total amount oi the lo.:1s was 
established,. both of which often. ?ad to be determined by hnn;uit. 

In all of these injuries and deaths no-fault has paid all medi~al and 
hospital costs, plus income loss or dependency benefits '\7hen applic::1blc,. e::cc~pt 
to the extent that workmen's compensation, soci:J.l security or- coordin3iion with 
health benefits was i."'lvolved. It h2s paid regardless of who was <it fault or 
whether anyone was at fault. Under the fault syst;;!~ only about h:~.l.f of those 
injured would have been able to collect from someone else. 

. The no-fault benefits have been particularly impo:dn.nt for tho.s~ who ' h~ve 
many thousands of dollars of hospital-medical cost!; which, uncl<!r the old system, 
would not have been met by modest auto L11surance medical coverage or he'llth 

··insurance, and for those v;ho .ha·ve e~tend~d wol'!-. loss !or which they have little 
or no other coverage. ', .. . • 

I 
The most dramatic effect of the chang2 has been the creatio;3 of a netll 

. dimension in the ro_le of auto _insurance ':~th t_he c!"itically injured whose cr-Jy 
i hope for a future w1th 2.ny enJoyment of lue, L"'1Stead of as a helpless bed patient, 
: lies in timely# comp~ehensive .~chabilitaticn. · . 

· · Under the fault system, anto insurance could do little to meet their treat­
ment needs. Unless someone else was legally at fault for the injury, auto i n~ur­
ance had no role beyond the possibility of medical payments by the injured 
person's company# usually not more than $5, 000. lithe injury involv~d a fault 

• claim, the role of ~uto in.:.>urance was for the other motorist's company to dziend 
its insured and, if he was legally liable, to ultimately pay_ the determined award. 

Now the critically injured are assured immediate access to all necessary 
treatment and rchabilit~tion, with all of the costs guaranteed directly by their 

, own auto insurer. A number cf such cases already are either in or schedule d 
. to go to the best reh3bilitation centers in the country. with their initial tr.eat­

mcnt nnd lifetime care costs reserved by their insurers at from $100, 000 to 
: $250, 000 each. 

. 
In cooperation with Chai.rr.nan l\1ci'·1cely, we have asked 3 few of those who 

have experienced the no-fnult benefits, or their clo~e relatives. and some of 
the specialists in rehabilitation trentment to give you at your hearin~s a fir-I~ t-. 
hand picture of how the law is working. 



.. Ul!-;SULTS OF :r..:O-FAULT VEHICLE DAl\1..t\GE CONCEPT: 

When th\! J..,egisl:lturc decid~d to c:-:tend the no-f;.1ult principle to includ~ 
drunage to 1notor vehicles it r~moved n. foriu of protection whicn nlOtorists 
long have accepted and rcli~d upon and about which they generally have strong 
moral convictions. · · · 

. . . 
Taking away the right to recover from an at-fault driver created a total 

void in ·vehicle damage recovery for those without ;;ol.li.!:iion insurance and a partial 
one for· those with tha.t coverage. ' The motorist with an old car with too little . 
·value to insure, one who ieel.s he can.pot or <.loes not want to pay for collision 
insurance, and those who ignore collision coverag~ be~.ause they are co~vi.nced 
that any damage would be another driver's fault are accustomed to expect pay­
ment when someone else is at fault. Now that .right to collect is gone. The 
great majority, who buy collision insurance, also expect to recover their deduct­
ible along with the rest of thi! damage if another is at fault. That right ilio wa.s 
removed. 

· This condition has been remedied for most motorists by the offering of two 
new forms of collision iusurance. One, called Ji•7l.ited collision, pays for vehicle 
damage only if another is at fault. The other~ called broadened collisiou, pays 
the deductible along with the rest of the damage if another is at fault. 

When the no-fault l:r.=r became effective·_. Cj!npanies applied limited colJi­
sion ·Without charge to the polici.es of UlOSt( without collision coverage, and 
broadened collision without charge to those with collision coverage. At the first 
policy renewal, the new coverages and their rates were explained a..Tld motorist s 
were given the option 0f buying· either of tht::s£! or regu.lar collision coverage ;vith 

· a deductible. Limited collision rates were the lowest of the three. Broadened 
collision rates were slightly higher than those for standard deductible colli~ ion. 

In addition, some companies provided limited collision with a deductible to give 
the motorist a lower rate. 

. . 
The response among motorists differed by company, but in general about 

'/0 to 80 per ceut took either regular or broadened collision, 15 to 20 per cent 
took l.imited, and 5 to 15 per cent elected to have no collision coverage • . 

This still leaves those who have no collision insurance "tmable to collect . 
for any damage to their vehicles~ and those who have regular collision or limited 
cQllision with a deductible unable to collect the amount of the deductible, and 
xnany in this group have been expressing great dissatisfaction. 

There are three alternatives for resolving this 1n:1tter. One is to leave the 
law as it now is and attempt to educate those who are complaining that~ like all 
others, they received a rat~ reduction from the elimi11~tion oi propC!rty d3.mage 
liability and H they want the nubstitutc protection they must ·pay for it. Anoth~r 
is to restore property dam~ge liability. The 'third is to make limited collision 
coverage, without a deductible~ a rnandatory part of the no-fL!.ult law. 



If there is a change, it a~Go should invol:!c consideration oi the st~tus of 
the present residual property damage liability coverage and thl! property pro­
tection insura..'lcc provision, both of which arc p:..rt of th~ overall rates .fC?r 
vehicle_ damage cov-crag~s~ 

A~~ng the comp~cs, there are differences of opin\on as to which might 
be the better course. \Ve b~licve it would be helpful to you to hear the different 
views about this and the reasons for. them as you consider this question . 

. . . . 
SITUATIONS \VlllCH NEED CLARIFYING: . . , . . 

The question of school bus 6o~e-rage already is before you in bill for~. 
·Those involving subrogation against pain and suif~ring awards, the liability limit,. 
and coordination of benefits undoubtedly are drafting ov~rsights requirL."tg tech­
nical corrections. \Ve would be happy to discuss these with you v:h(:n you are 
ready to review the law after your hearings. 

-~ 

EFFECT OF THE CLI1'!1.ATE OF I .BGAL UNCERTAINTY: 

What has happened en the question. Cif whether the no-fault lav; is constitu­
tional has become an example of the long-delayed court d~ciaions which were one 
of the motivations for creating a no-fault svstem. .. . 

Shortly after the law was adopted L."l Octob~r~ 1972# the Supre1ne Court .. 
was aslted to resolve this issue. It ruled only th:..t the Legislature had acted 
properly in creating the law. Subs~qucntly~ two l~wsuits in circuit courts have 
produced decisions which have clouded the law's status. Now, after m~re th2..!1 

two yea~s, the issue again rnust go before the Supreme Court and app3.renUy 
there is little liJcelihood that it may act ior many more months . 

.. If the law should then be thrown out insurers would be faced with the 
possibility oi fault system claims~ on top of the no-fault benefits already paid~ 
in injury cases dating back to the October 1~ 1073, effective date of no-fault. 
For the first year, th~t do\lblc payment potential is estimated at 250 million 
~ollars. By the ti1ne there is a decision it could nearly double . 

. With the constitutionality question unanswered., the other serious legal 
·uncertainty in the law also has been left in limbo. This is the question of wh~ther 
the provision allowing legal n.ction for pain and suffering damages in instances of 
"serious ilnpairment of body function 11 will sharply reduce the fault expenses in 
the insur~nce system or whether it may open a floodgate of fault claims and law .. 
suits • . 

There has bei'!n a sharp drop in injury liability cb:ilns the prl$t year, but 
that does not ~mswcr the question. Because of the prospect that the cm:rts might 

. restore the fault system, and with n three-year period il! ''lhich to file suits. numy 
law firms rtre !a-:cwn to be 11 stocl~pi.ling" suits ratht~r tho.n testin£!' the lauguo.g~ of 
the new law. In recent nwnths,. howevr.:r, comp:1nie!> lH1VC begun to l'eceive claims 
involving the "serious in1pairment" question. 

. . 



.... 

How the intent of this language is interpreted by the i::j!.!t·ed and the courts 
will be a m<ljor f<:1ctor in how the no-f:.wlt la•·.r will ::tfft:ct t::c ?dec of auto 
insurance. lf vll mnrmer of min:::>r and tcrr.porary di~vbili.~i~s are c<:lnstrued to 
ju~tify pain :Jnd suffering ~L.1magcs the fault system will be l~rgely reimposed 
upon the no-f~ult sy.3tcm. This would mnJ:e fL'1ancing the r:~-;:,· costs cf unlimited 
care !or ali of the inj~~cd out of reduced fault costs obvio:.rs.ly impossible . 

.... 
· ...... ii· :· . PRESEN1' COST EFFECT OF NO-FAUJ.Yr. A~;D T'fiE PROSPECTS: .. 
When- no-fault became effective companies adjusted t~~ir rates bet.ween the 

new and old covera~cs to refiect the expected changes in loss e:(D05ure. This 
0 . • 

decreased premiums for those who bo_ught only the m!l.ndatory no-fault coverz.ges. 
It maintained or slightly decreased the former ·premiu~ fo=- those who also have 
collision coverage. 

In addition, there were larger premium decrea;;es !o:- ycung drivers, those 
with low incomes, and retirees, to reflect the fact that tbey h!!d smaller or less 
lil~ely exposur<! to income loss. Retire·es are· charged o:tl.T :or the risk of services 
replacement for themselves or an uninsured p~tssenger or ~:destrian. or in~ome 
loss for the latter. ; 

Also, those who have elected to coord5nate their no-f~!.:lt auto insurancJ .; 
with their health insurance have ~eceived addHi?n<.:.l rati~ r=-:::u~tions. · 

. , 
·. :As a result. the price of Michigan nt!to insurr,nce, u::lik-:: that oi almost 

any other commodity or service, has rernD.ined stable or de~reased. In rnost 
companies rates h~ve not increased since ~arly 197 3, for =.an:,• not since 1971, 
and some have decreased rates durL'1g that period. 

The present rat~s are based on loss experience under the fault system, 
·adjusted to the probable effect of no-fault in the best judgr=.e!lt of the co.mpanies, 
pen<ling the acquiring of adequate actual no-fault experience. . . 

. 
· During the past year loss experien.ce generally has i=.?roved. but this hns 

had little to do with no-fault. · Primarily it has resulted fro.::1 the sustain~d 
decrease in accidents~ injuries and deaths produced by the =hanged driving habits 
inspired by the energy problem. · 

. Now the effect of the accident decrease is being offset by the sharpest 
inflation in recent times in the cost of everything which ~u:.O insurance pays for. 
Two graphs depicting the relationship of auto insurance pri=e to those costs are 
attached. They arc based on national figures but are esse=tially true of :rvlichigan. 
In the period since last July, where these conclude, doctoz- 4 s fees have jumped 
to .an an opal rute of increase of 19 per cent and hospital ch::.rge::: to an 1 B per ce:1t 
rafc. The cost of car rcp:1ir p~rts has soared 28 per cem ~.:;;d new car price 

'lncrC!ases h;vc raised repl:lcement costs some $SOO on 197~ models and a lH~e 
amount for 1975s. 

· Because of the conflicting factors in the basic cost t::-e:1d and the threat of 
staggerine double p2ymcnts ~nd a flood of pain and suffcri:ig suits, it is impos­
sible for in!>urers to predict at this ti.me what the effect rn~:;· be on the future oi 
auto insurance price. The loss improvement of the past ye~r could e;-tsily b e 
rcm<;w~d quickly by the in.fl <1 tion trend alone, and would be ·.:..·iped out mon)• tim es 
over h.Y a.n adverse answer to either of the les;::1l unccrtain~if::s. 
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IFYQU JUDGE IT We'vealllivedwith 
No-Fault car 

ON BRO~~EN PEOPLE insurance for 

0 0 a little over ... ff7§ REEf\J P~ if:· ·N. a vear now. 
• .I 

In certain ways it has proven to be one of the greatest 
innovations since the Salk vaccine, and in other ways, one of 
the worst ~ince the Edsel. 

ll1ants to No-Fault, every motorist, passenger and 
' ~ . • • , • • • ( 1\ 1' ' • • •• : .... :.1 1 4" "'"' 1;, ,, ,..,,.,".r.' ~ 

In one classic example here at AAA. we had a little 
girl whose spinal cord was damaged in a car accident. 

She has spent the better part of the last year in four 
different hospitals. And she will need a live-in therapist when 
she finally comes home. 

Every pill, every crutch, every time a doctor exerci~es 
her legs-all medical expenses caused by the accident -will be 
paid for the rest of her life, thanks to No-Fault. 

The key point is that her benefits were immcdmte and 
,,.,l;mitrtl wi1hnut C\'('r hi\vint'lo r.o into rotnt over who wa~ ,,t 

• 



Iiluon -Jor 1ut:, 11 ut.:LI.;.:>::>,u .Y• , \..;)Ulllu0 u vAu "" ......... .., ....... -·--···· 

·· Ponder the magnitude of that statement. 

IF YOU JUDGE rr Eight out of every 

Olr':\J ~PQ1f!1f;'l\T f~T\TD~D~ 'J LV!l t. r.1.fwl \1 JW! ·~ .u....li'W 
ten car 

accidents, 
however, 

are the 
crumpled fender kind, as opposed to the personal injury type. 
... IT'S BEJE~J P.a· BUST. 

And this is where No-Fault breaks down. 
1l1e classic case here is that of the motorist waiting· at 

an intersection for the light to change. And whammo, someone 
piles into the rear of his, 'AI. 

The Michigan No-Fault law says that he must pay for 
his own car damages unless, of course, he bought collision insur­
ance-a hardship purchase, we might add, for a person with a 
limited income and an older car. 

But evt:>n if his collision damages are covered, he may 
h(lv~ to pay a deductible even though he was not at fault in 
the accident. 

And to us, that part of the No-Fault ·sy~tem just does 
not make sense. 

We want to do more for you. 

- OJ ---v-~--

§Y,Stem of car insurance. 

Florida, too, had a system for handling car damages 
under No-Fault until their comts declared it unconstitutional. 

. Today, only one other state besides Michigan (out of 
the nation's 23 No-Fault states) treats payments for collision 
damages similar to the way we do under No-Fault. 

The Exchange at AAA was against including provi­
sions for handling property damages under the ·No-Fault law 
before it was passed by the Michigar1 legislature over a year ago. 

But \\(e said, "We'll try to make it fly:· 
Well, it has flown alright, but not nearly as well a~ it 

could or should. 
No-Fault has been a tremendous success when it 

comes to the repair of broken people, and a disappointing failure 
when it comes to the repair of broken fenders. 

And we think it's 'high time that our legislators correct 
the Michigan No-Fault law by taking property damage provi­
sions out of it, so that Michigan will have the best possible 
system of car insurance available anywhere in the nation. 

Detroit Automobile Inter-Insurance Exchange 

Michigan 

• c • 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ACTION 

May 2, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JIM CANNON 

SUBJECT: NO-FAULT AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 

Secretary Coleman is scheduled to testify on no-fault 
automobile insurance on Monday, May 5. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to seek your guidance on 
this issue. 

Background 

At the consumer meeting in April, you asked me where we 
stood on the no-fault automobile insurance issue. 

Jim Lynn has prepared a memo discussing the issue (Tab A). 

Issues and Options 

Two basic issues are presented: 

Issue #1 Should the Federal Government mandate State 
Governments to adopt mandatory automobile 
insurance coverage using a no-fault system? 

Arguments for: 

• The only way in which the remaining States that 
do not now have mandatory coverage and a no-fault 
system will adopt such a system is through Federal 
mandate. 

• There are likely to be significant dollar savings 
to the consumers through the adoption of a no­
fault system. 

r ._-... 
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The establishment of uniform minimum Federal 
standards will ease the administrative burdens 
imposed on insurers by virtue of the current 
patchwork quilt of differing State laws and 
will simplify recoveries by insureds. 

Arguments against: 

. Insurance regulation, automobile and drivers 
registration, enforcement of traffic laws and 
court adjudication of automobile-related dis­
putes have traditionally been a responsibility 
of the States. Federal legislation establishing 
minimum standards for no-fault would encroach 
upon State responsibility and run counter to your 
philosophy relating to the decentralization of 
government . 

• Sixteen States now have a no-fault system 
covering 42 percent of all licensed drivers. 
Nine other States have adopted "add-on" laws 
which provide some form of no-fault coverage. 
Most States not now having no-fault will 
consider no-fault proposals this year. If 
California adopts a no-fault law, over 50 
percent of the Nation's licensed drivers will 
be covered by no-fault. 

• The National Governors Conference opposes the 
adoption of national no-fault or mandated 
standards for automobile insurance. 

Options 

1. Support Federal minimum no-fault standards. 

Those favoring this option include Secretary 
Coleman, Secretary Hills, Virginia Knauer and 
Jim Lynn. 

2. Continue to favor State action and oppose 
Federal no-fault legislation. 

Those favoring this option include the Attorney 
General, Phil Buchen and Jim Cannon. 

L 
tJJ)Su~ 
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Recommendation 

I recommend you select option 2. 

Decision 

Option 1 (Coleman, Hills, Knauer, Lynn) 

Option 2 (Attorney General, Buchen, Cannon) 

Issue #2 If you decide to support some Federal involvement 
in no-fault automobile insurance, what approach do 
you favor? 

Options 

There are essentially two alternatives being actively 
considered. 

1. Alternative One 

The Magnuson-Hart Bill (S.354}. This sets 
minimum no-fault standards, and each State 
must pass laws conforming to these standards. 
If the Secretary of DOT determines that the 
State does not meet the standards, the Federal 
law automatically pre-empts the State insurance 
laws. 

Arguments for: 

. This is the bill which passed the Senate last 
year. It is the stronger of the two alternatives 
and has very strong labor support. (The unions 
see no-fault as a future bargaining objective 
as part of a package of employer-financed coverage.) 

Arguments against: 

. This involves the most direct Federal involvement 
and could well lead to an increased Federal role 
in the future (e.g., in setting rates or coverage 
requirements}. The Attorney General questions 
the constitutionality of requiring the States to 
administer a Federal insurance law if they fail 
to adopt a similar one of their own • 
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2. Alternative Two 

Amended S.354 (Kemper Plan) provides that the 
Governor of each State must certify to the 
Secretary of DOT that his State law meets the 
Federal no-fault standard. If the Secretary 

_questions the certification, he must submit the 
issue to the courts, which would then determine 
whether or not the State law conformed with the 
Federal standards. If the court determines 
that the State law does conform, there would 
be no further Federal role. If the court 
determines that the State law does not conform, 
the Secretary must (no discretion) withhold 
Federal highway funds from that State. 

Arguments for: 

. Limits Executive Branch involvement to essentially 
a passive role and, therefore, the Federal role 
is less likely to increase in the future. 

Arguments against: 

. Will likely be opposed by highway program 
advocates. Gives the courts responsibility 
for determining whether complex State insurance 
laws conform to Federal standards. 

Decision (If you decide to support some Federal 
no-fault law) 

Option 1 Support Magnuson-Hart Bill (S.354). 

Those favoring this option include 
Secretary Coleman and Virginia Knauer. 

Approve ___ _ 

Disapprove ----
Option 2 Support highway fund cut-off approach. 

Those favoring this option include the 
Attorney General, Phil Buchen, Jim Lynn,' 
:iii,.RQ J ilft C aJU~Olh 

Approve ___ _ 

Disapprove ----



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 2, 1975 

1v1E.MOR..:\NDU.:'v1 FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: PHILIP BUCHEN 1'1 j 
RODERICK HILLS ;K._ l T 

~ .., 
KENNETH LAZARUS 

SUBJECT: No -Fault Motor Vehicle Insurance Act (S. 354) 

Although data is still incomplete, the following observations can 
be made about a no -fault system: 

(1) No-fault does deliver a larger part of each 
pre·mium dollar to accident victims than does 
the ·more traditional tort syste·m. 

(2) No-fault does distribute dollars ·more equitably 
and faster to accident victims. 

(3) While no-fault does appear to be a better system 
on the basis of experience to date, S. 354 pro­
vides for broader coverage than traditional tort 
systems. Thus, it is not at all clear that the 
premiums under S. 354 would be reduced over 
the long run. 

(4) Also, only one state, Michigan, has a no-fault 
statute with coverage as broad as that contemplated 
by s. 354. 

There are several reasons, under the present circu·mstances, why 
S. 354 can be regarded as an unwarranted, or at least a pr~mature, 
intrusion of the Federal Government into the affairs of the states: 
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(l) The National Governors Conference strongly 
opposes a federal no-fault statute and the 
Governors of several states with no-fault have 
actually opposed the imposition of federal control. 

(2) Other states (e. g., California) seem to be close 
to enacting their O"\Vll statutes. 

(3) Much of the public support for no-fault is based 
on the unwarranted belief that it will reduce 
premiums substantially. 

(4) The experience of the states having no-fault is 
still sufficiently mixed as to cloud a final 
appraisal of what kind of coverage was the nbest 11

• 

(5) The Attorney General feels strongly that i·mposition 
of a federal standard of no-fault now would be an 
unprecedented intrusion in a traditional state matter. 

The Department of Transportation has encouraged states to adopt 
no -fault and has provided considerable technical assistance to the 
states. One can conclude that that is a better form of federalism 
at this time. The Administration can again issue strong support 
for no-fault on a state by state basis, and it can consider other 
ways to help the states help themselves. 

Finally, it should be noted that informal observers expect a 
substantial increase in insurance premiums for auto insurance 
next year. This fact (if it occurs) together with the fact that the 
House has not yet considered the matter in depth may speak for 
an Administration position such as that set forth above, i.e., 

OpposeS. 354 at the present time, but 
await the develop·ment of further facts 
in Congressional hearings before taking 
a firm. position. 



THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL OF ECONOHIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

May 2, 1975 

:VLE~~~ORANDUM. FOR J:S?.RY JONES 

RE: Federal No-Fault Motor Vehicle Insurance 

Essentially this issue involves matters and choices 
about which the Council of Economic Advisers has little 
to say. We do see some merit, however, in the Justice 
Department's reservations regarding the pr~er role of 
the Federal government in this matter~ ..•.. / .. / \ 

(A 
! ~ \ 
' \ __ J_ ' 

Ala?"' Greenspan 

' I. / . 



TH~ WHITE HOUSE 

\NASH I NGTO N 

Hay 2, 1975 

FROM: L. T,•JIT,T,T~! SEIDM..Z\.N 

SUBJECT: Federal No-Fault Motor Vehicle Insurance 

The President has a long record of supporting the position 
that no-fault motor vehicle insurance is a state issue. 
Since, as a general policy, we are attempting to reduce 
federal regulation, I see no reason .to change or transcend 
that policy in this case. 

If the citizens of a state wish to adopt or reject no-fault 
insurance, they can do it· \vit..1.out the help of those of us 
in Washington, D.C. All too often, what begins as a good 
idea ends up as federal regulation, encrusted with barna­
cles. 

)f' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHii'lGTON ACTION 

Nay 2, 1975 

BENORANDUH FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: 

JIH CANNO~t .. _ J'Vy{_ 
'-!/ • 

NO-FAULT- u1 ~MOBILE INSURAL\JCE 

FROM: 

Secretary Col~uan is scheduled to testify on no-fault 
automobile insurance on Monday, May 5. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to seek your guidance on 
this issue. 

Background 

At the consumer meeting in April, you asked me where we 
stood on the no-fault automobile insurance issue. 

Jim Lynn has prepared a memo discussing the issue (Tab A). 

Issues and Options 

Two basic issues are presented: 

Issue #l Should the Federal Government mandate State 
Governments to adopt mandatory automobile 
insurance coverage using a no-fault system? 

Arguments for: 

. The only way in which the remaining States that 
do not now have mandatory coverage and a no-fault 
system will adopt such a system is through Federal 
mandate. 

There are likely to be significant dollar savings 
to the consumers through the adoption of a no­
fault system. 
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The establishment of uniform minimlliu Federal 
standards will ease the administrative burdens 
imposed on insurers by virtue of the current 
patch\vork quilt of differing State la'.vS and 
will simplify recoveries by insureds. 

Arguments against: 

. Insurance regulation, automobile and drivers 
registration, enforcement of traffic laws and 
cou=t a 4jucication 9f automobile-related dis­
puces have traditionally been a responsibility 
of the States. Federal legislation establishing 
minimum standards for no-fault would encroach 
upon State res ponsibility and run counter to your 
philosophy relating to the decentralization of 
government . 

. Sixteen States now have a no-fault system 
covering 42 percent of all licensed drivers. 
Nine other States have adopted "add-on" laws 
which provide some form of no-fault coverage. 
Host States not now having no-fault will 
consider no-fault proposals this year. If 
California adopts a no-fault law, over 50 
percent of the Nation's licensed drivers will 
be covered by no-fault. 

. The National Governors Conference oppQses the 
adoption of national no-fault or mandated 
standards for automobile insurance. 

Options 

1. Support Federal minimum no-fault .standards. 

Those favoring this option include Secretary 
Coleman, Secretary Hills, Virginia Knauer and 
Jim Lynn. 

2. Continue to favor State action and oppose 
Federal no-fault legislation. 

Those .favoring this option include the Attorney 
General, Phil Buchen and Jim Cannon, and Bill 
Seidman. 

. ___ ,,/ 
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Recommendation 

I reco~~end you select option 2. 

Decision 

Option l (Coleman, Hills, Knauer, Lynn} 

Option 2 (Attorney General, Buchen, Cannon) 

Issue #2 If you decide to support some Federal involvement 
in no-fa:rl t automobile insurar.c-2, :·;hat approach d.0 
you f avor? 

Options 

There are essentially two alternatives being activeiy 
considered. 

1. Alternative One 

The Magnuson-Hart Bill (5.354). This sets 
minimum no-fault standards, and each State 
must pass laws conforming to these standards. 
If the Secretary of DOT determines that the 
State does not meet the standards, the Federal 
law automatically pre-empts the State insurance 
laws. 

Arguments for: 

. This is the bill which passed the Senate last 
year. It is the stronger of the two alternatives 
and has very strong labor support. (The unions 
see no-fault as a future bargaining objective 
as part of a package of employer-financed coverage.) 

Arguments against: 

. This involves the most direct Federal involvement 
and could well lead to an increased Federal role 
in the future (e.g., in setting rates or coverage 
requirements). The Attorney General questions 
the constitutionality of requiring the States to 
administer a Federal insurance law if they fail 
to adopt a similar one of their own. 

-
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2 . Alternative To.·TO 

Amended S.354 (Kemper Plan) provides that the 
Governor of each State must certify to the 
Secretary of DOT that his State law meets the 
Federal no-fault standard. If the Secretary 
questions the certification, he must submit the 
issue to the courts, which would then determine 
whether or not the State law conformed with the 
Federal standards. If the court determines 
that the State law does conform, there ~.;ould 
be no further Federal role. If the court 
determines that the State law does not conform, 
the Secretary must (no discretion) withhold 
Federal highway funds from that State. 

ArgUJ.-nents for: 

• Limits Executive Branch involvement to essentially 
a passive role and, therefore, the Federal role 
is less likely to increase in the future. 

Arguments against: 

• Will likely be opposed by highway program 
advocates. Gives the courts responsibility 
for determining whether complex State insurance 
laws conform to Federal standards. 

Decision (If you decide to support some Federal 
no-fault law) 

Option 1 Support Magnuson-Hart Bill {S.354). 

Those favorin·g· this option include 
Secretary Coleman and Virginia Knauer. 

Approve ___ _ 

Disapprove ----
. Option 2 Support highway fund cut-off approach. 

Those favoring this option include the 
Attorney General, Phil Buchen, Jim Lynn_ 

Approve ----
Disapprove _____ _ 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ACTION 

May 2, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JIM 

SUBJECT: NO-FAULT INSURANCE 

Secretary Coleman is scheduled to testify on no-fault 
automobile insurance on Monday, May 5. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to seek your guidance on 
this issue. 

Background 

At the consumer meeting in April, you asked me where we 
stood on the no-fault automobile insurance issue. 

Jim Lynn has prepared a memo discussing the issue (Tab A) . 

Issues and Options 

Two basic issues are presented: 

Issue #1 Should the Federal Government mandate State 
Governments to adopt mandatory automobile 
insurance coverage using a no-fault system? 

Arguments for: 

. The only way in which the remaining States that 
do not now have mandatory coverage and a no-fault 
system will adopt such a system is through Federal 
mandate . 

. There are likely to be significant dollar savings 
to the consumers through the adoption of a no­
fault system. 
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. The establishment of uniform minimum Federal 
standards will ease the administrative burdens 
imposed on insurers by virtue of the current 
patchwork quilt of differing State laws and 
will simplify recoveries by insureds. 

Arguments against: 

Insurance regulation, automobile and drivers 
registration, enforcement of traffic laws and 
court aejudication of automobile-related dis­
puces have traditionally been a responsibility 
of the States. Federal legislation establishing 
minimum standards for no-fault would encroach 
upon State responsibility and run counter to your 
philosophy relating to the decentralization of 
government . 

. Sixteen States now have a no-fault system 
covering 42 percent of all licensed drivers. 
Nine other States have adopted ''add-on" laws 
which provide some form of no-fault coverage. 
Most States not now having no-fault will 
consider no-fault proposals this year. If 
California adopts a no-fault law, over 50 
percent of the Nation's licensed drivers will 
be covered by no-fault. 

. The National Governors Conference opposes the 
adoption of national no-fault or mandated 
standards for automobile insurance. 

Options 

1. Support Federal minimum no-fault standards. 

Those favoring this option include Secretary 
Coleman, Secretary Hills, Virginia Knauer and 
Jim Lynn. 

2. Continue to favor State action and oppose 
Federal no-fault legislation. 

Those favoring this option include the Attorney 
General, Phil Buchen and Jim Cannon, and Bill 
Seidman. 

\ ·.· 
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Recommendation 

I recommend you select option 2. 

Decision 

Option l (Coleman, Hills, Knauer, Lynn) 

Option 2 (Attorney General, Buchen, Cannon) 

Issue #2 If you decide to support some Federal involvement 
in n.o-£a:.1l t automobile insurance, ;~·hat approach do 
you favor? 

Options 

There are essentially two alternatives being actively 
considered. 

1. Alternative One 

The Magnuson-Hart Bill (S.354). This sets 
minimum no-fault standards, and each State 
must pass laws conforming to these standards. 
If the Secretary of DOT determines that the 
State does not meet the standards, the Federal 
law automatically pre-empts the State insurance 
laws. 

Arguments for: 

. This is the bill which passed the Senate last 
year. It is the stronger of the two alternatives 
and has very strong labor support. (The unions 
see no-fault as a future bargaining objective 
as part of a package of employer-financed coverage.) 

Arguments against: 

. This involves the most direct Federal involvement 
and could well lead to an increased Federal role 
in the future (e.g., in setting rates or coverage 
requirements). The Attorney General questions 
the constitutionality of requiring the States to 
administer a Federal insurance law if they fail 
to adopt a similar one of their own. 
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2. Alternative Two 

Amended S.354 (Kemper Plan) provides that the 
Governor of each State must certify to the 
Secretary of DOT that his State law meets the 
Federal no-fault standard. If the Secretary 
questions the certification, he must submit the 
issue to the courts, which would then determine 
whether or not the State law conformed with the 
Federal standards. If the court determines 
that the State law does conform, there would 
be no further Federal role. If the court 
determines that the State law does not conform, 
the Secretary must (no discretion) withhold 
Federal highway funds from that State. 

Argu.Inents for: 

. Limits Executive Branch involvement to essentially 
a passive role and, therefore, the Federal role 
is less likely to increase in the future. 

Arguments against: 

. Will likely be opposed by highway program 
advocates. Gives the courts responsibility 
for determining whether complex State insurance 
laws conform to Federal standards. 

Decision (If you decide to support some Federal 
no-fault law) 

Option l Support Magnuson-Hart Bill {S.354}. 

Those favoring this option include 
Secretary Coleman and Virginia Knauer. 

Approve ----
Disapprove ----

Option 2 Support highway fund cut-off approach. 

Those favoring this option include the 
Attorney General, Phil Buchen, Jim Lynn. 

Approve ----

Disapprove ----




