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CEJ strongly opposes the adoption of the Auto Study Group report for several reasons. 

The report fails to address the working group’s charge “to review issues relating to 
low-income households and the auto insurance marketplace and to make recommendations as 
appropriate.”   
 

Contrary to its very first sentence, the report does not provide “a resource for state 
insurance regulators seeking to know more about issues concerning the availability and 
affordability of automobile insurance.” Instead the report features polemics by industry against 
the idea of even examining availability and affordability issues for low- and moderate income 
consumers (LMI).  For example, the report includes – as a “resource” to regulators! – a letter by 
NAMIC questioning whether availability and affordability of auto insurance for LMI consumers 
is even an “issue” and offering a paean to deregulation and “competition” as the solution to any 
alleged availability problem.  Putting aside the fact that there are numerous examples of how 
unfettered “competition” has resulted in unfair treatment of LMI auto insurance consumers, the 
NAMIC letter provides no information related to the purpose of the report.   
 

Similarly, the report includes – as part of the report – submissions by PCI extolling the 
“soundness” and “efficiency” of auto insurance markets and providing a wish list of activities to 
reduce the cost of auto insurance generally.  While PCI’s arguments about auto insurance 
markets may be relevant for a legislative debate about auto insurance generally, none of the PCI 
comments addresses the issue of availability or affordability of auto insurance for LMI 
consumers.  References to industry averages provide no insight into the availability and 
affordability of auto insurance for a portion of the market.  Consider an analysis of the 
availability and affordability of flood insurance that looked only at countrywide or statewide 
average premium costs, but failed to examine availability and prices for certain communities 
within the state.  State regulators have demanded precisely such of NFIP rate hike impacts on 
individual consumers, yet when it comes to auto insurance and LMI consumers, the auto study 
group does not show the same interest. 
 

The inclusion of the industry letters – as part of the report – is offensive not only because 
they offer no information related to the study group’s charge but because there are no similar 
documents in the report submitted by consumer representatives.  By failing to include any of the 
reports of the Consumer Federation of America – which prompted the NAIC to establish the auto 
study group – or any studies documenting insurer redlining or any documentation of insurers’ 
use of new pricing tools that disadvantage LMI consumers, the report is both unbalanced and 
deficient in meeting the study group’s charge.   
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In addition to failing to include any of the CFA reports, the document does not include 
CEJ’s redlining studies (which led to action by the Texas Department of Insurance against an 
insurer).  We attach those reports for your review.  The report fails to reference the book 
Insurance Redlining, edited by Professor Greg Squires or any of the studies of insurer practices 
disadvantaging LMI consumers included in the book. 
 

The failure to examine impacts of insurer pricing practices on LMI consumers is stunning 
given the working group meeting of March 17, 2014 in which Earnix explained how insurers use 
price optimization to charge higher prices for the most vulnerable consumers.  The report is 
further deficient in failing to discuss the actual and potential availability and affordability issues 
for LMI consumers resulting from insurers’ use of big data and data mining, of which price 
optimization is just one example. 

 
The report is also deficient by failing to identify any resources or perform any research to 

allow regulators to identify the availability and affordability of insurance in LMI communities.  
Instead the report references a number of documents irrelevant to the charge of examining issues 
of availability and affordability of auto insurance for LMI consumers, including: 

 
a. Best practices for premium comparison – nothing on LMI A/A 
b. Consumer shopping tool – nothing on LMI A/A 
c. Competition  Database – aggregate state level; nothing related to LMI 
d. IRC No Pay No Play study – tool to punish LMI, nothing on LMI A/A 
e. PCI Report – noting on LMI A/A, industry aggregate issues only 
f. NAMIC Letter -- paean to deregulation, noting on LMI A/A 
g. PCI Letter – issues related to auto insurance generally, no LMI A/A 
h. Progressive Disclosure forms – unrelated to LMI A/A 

 
The inclusion of “no pay, no play” as a tool for addressing availability and affordability 

of insurance for LMI consumers is a stick-in-the-eye to those consumers.  No pay, no play is a 
policy that denies non-economic damages to auto insurance accident victims because they were 
uninsured.  This is a policy that penalizes LMI consumers who cannot afford auto insurance and 
is the opposite of a policy or tool to promote greater affordability or availability of insurance for 
LMI.   

 
We ask that the Property Casualty (C) and Market Regulation (D) committees send the 

report back to the Auto Study Group for revision to better address the study group’s charge and 
to include documents and resources that present a more balanced set of views on the issues. 

 
The report does include some useful information which could be adopted and 

published separately by your committees and the NAIC including the summary of state laws 
related to auto insurance (though, again, this provides limited insight into LMI availability and 
affordability issues) and the state survey of initiatives related to auto insurance availability and 
affordability. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. 
























































