
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Nevada State Legislature  
Assembly Committee on Commerce and Labor     3/15/13 
401 S. Carson Street  
Carson City, NV 89701-4747 
 
Sent via electronic transmission to committee at: AsmCL@asm.state.nv.us 
 
 
RE: AB 120, Information Provided to Insurance Policyholders - NAMIC’s Written 
Testimony in Opposition to Proposed Legislation 
 
Dear Assembly Member Bobzien, Chair; Assembly Member Kirkpatrick, Vice-Chair; and 
members of the Assembly Committee on Commerce and Labor: 
 
Thank you for providing the National Association of Mutual Insurance Companies (NAMIC) 
an opportunity to submit written testimony to the committee for the March 18, 2013, public 
hearing. Unfortunately, I will be in another state at a previously scheduled legislative meeting 
at the time of this hearing, so I will be unavailable to attend. Please accept these written 
comments in lieu of my testimony at the hearing.  
 
NAMIC is the largest and most diverse property/casualty trade association in the country, 
with 1,400 regional and local mutual insurance member companies serving more than 135 
million auto, home, and business policyholders and writing in excess of $196 billion in annual 
premiums that account for 50 percent of the automobile/ homeowners market and 31 percent 
of the business insurance market. More than 200,000 people are employed by NAMIC 
member companies. NAMIC has 133 members who write property and casualty insurance in 
the State of Nevada, representing 36% of the marketplace.    
 
AB 120 would require any insurer, who uses an insurance score to determine the amount of an 
insurance premium, to provide within the policy: (1) notice that the score was used; (2) the 
minimum possible insurance score which could have been obtained by any person; (3) the 
maximum possible insurance score which could have been obtained by any person; and (4) 
the insurance score actually obtained by the policyholder. 
 
Although well-intended, AB 120 will actually harm not help insurance consumers, because 
the proposed legislation will require insurers to provide consumer disclosure information that 
is far more likely to confuse than enlighten consumers. Moreover, the required information 
could actually mislead consumers into making insurance decisions that are detrimental to their 
best interest. Additionally, the proposed legislation will create new administrative costs and 
burdens for insurers, which could adversely impact the affordability of insurance for 
consumers.  



 
 
 
  
 
 

NAMIC fully supports consumer disclosures that are necessary, appropriate, and helpful to 
insurance consumers. However, transparency for the mere sake of transparency should be 
avoided, especially if the proposed transparency requires disclosure of information the 
insurance consumer neither needs nor desires, and which could adversely impact pro-
consumer market competition. 

 
NAMIC respectfully requests that the Assembly Committee on Business and Labor VOTE NO 
on AB 120, for the following reasons: 
 
1) AB 120 is unnecessary, because current state law already requires insurers to provide 
consumers with notice of their use of credit-based insurance scoring -    

Nevada already has a consumer disclosure law,  NRS 686A.700, Disclosure of use of credit 
information, which requires an insurer, who uses credit information in underwriting or rating, 
to inform the consumer, either on the application or at the time the application is taken, that 
the insurer may obtain credit information in connection with the application. The disclosure 
must be written or provided to an applicant in the same medium as the application.  

The supporters of AB 120 have not submitted any data or evidence to support the contention 
that insurance consumers need, or even want, to know what their insurer’s minimum and 
maximum insurance scores are, and/or their own personal insurance score. Moreover, the 
supporters have failed to explain why this information is necessary and how this information 
will actually benefit insurance consumers when they are shopping for an insurance product.   
 
2) The proposed legislation is far more likely to confuse consumers than help them in 
making an insurance selection decision -   
 
Consumers don’t make insurance selection decisions based upon their insurance score; they 
base their decision upon their insurance needs, the price of the insurance product, and their 
professional relationship with or the business reputation of the insurer. 
 
Additionally, the proposed legislation improperly presupposes that: a) all insurance companies 
calculate and use insurance scores the same way, so that a consumer can take their insurance 
score from one insurer and directly compare it to their insurance score with another insurer;  
b) a consumer’s insurance score directly controls what their insurance premium will be  
(a particular company’s insurance discounts have a lot to do with the amount of the insurance 
premium charged for the policy); and c) a consumer benefits from knowing what the 
minimum and maximum insurance score for the insurer is (i.e. a consumer could have the 
maximum insurance score with company “x” and be quoted a higher insurance premium than 
the consumer received from company “y”, who only gave them a mid-range insurance score).  
How does this information really benefit the consumer?      
   



 
 
 
  
 
 

3) AB 120 would require insurers to disclose proprietary business information and 
possible trade secrets, which could adversely impact pro-consumer market competition – 
 
From a public policy standpoint, consumer disclosures should not adversely impact market 
competition that provides consumers with a range of insurance products and price-points. The 
proposed legislation could lead insurers to start competing with each other over the 
methodological structure and numerical range of their insurance scores, instead of focusing 
upon what really matters to consumers: insurer competition over insurance products and 
services, business practices, and insurance policy pricing.       
 
4) The proposed legislation could adversely impact the affordability of insurance for 
consumers - 
 
It is an irrefutable fact, that increasing a company’s operating costs and/or the costs associated 
with providing products to consumers (i.e. requiring insurers to rewrite all their policies to 
include the proposed insurance scoring information, which would require an individualized 
policy rewrite for each consumer at the consumer’s policy renewal), drives-up the cost of 
goods and services to the consumer. 
 
NAMIC believes that insurance consumers shouldn’t be forced to pay higher insurance rates, 
so that they can be provided with state mandated consumer disclosure information that they 
don’t want, need, or benefit from.      
 
For the aforementioned reasons, NAMIC respectfully requests that the Assembly Committee 
on Business and Labor VOTE NO on AB 120, and protect insurance consumers from 
unnecessary insurance rate cost-driver legislation.    
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of NAMIC’s written testimony. Please feel free to 
contact me at 303.907.0587 or at crataj@namic.org, if you have any questions pertaining to 
my written testimony. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
Christian J. Rataj, Esq. 
NAMIC’s Western State Affairs Manager  

mailto:crataj@namic.org

