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Section 1 establishes the insurance requirements that replace the no-fault system.

Subdivision 1 requires every owner of a motor vehicle that is required to be registered or
principally garaged in the state to maintain liability insurance.

Subdivision 2 provides that the insurance required by subdivision 1 may be provided by an
insurance policy issued on behalf of an insurer authorized to transact business in this state
or, if the vehicle is registered in another state, by a policy issued by an insurer authorized to
transact business in either this state or the state in which the vehicle is registered. The
required insurance may also be provided by qualifying as a self-insurer.

Subdivision 3 establishes requirements for qualifying as a self-insurer.

Subdivision 3a grants the Commissioner rulemaking authority to carry out the purposes of
subdivision 3.

Subdivision 4 requires the State ofMinnesota and political subdivisions to provide insurance
either as a self-insurer or through purchase of an insurance policy.

Subdivision 5 requires motorcycle owners to carry liability insurance either through a policy
ofinsurance or by qualifying as a self-insurer in the same manner as provided in subdivision
3.

Section 2 requires an insurer to provide at least a premium reduction of20 ,percent on an automobile
insurance policy issued or Tenewed after January 1, 2006.



Section 3 requires the Revisor ofStatutes to place a bill before the Legislature no later than January
1,2006, making changes necessary to conform to the act.

Section 4 repeals the current no-fault law.

Section 5 makes the act effective January 1, 2006.
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02/07/05 [REVISOR] PMM/MD 05-1915

Senators Michel, Reiter, LeClair, Larson and O~rada introduced:"·

S.F. No. 970: Referred to the Committee on Commerce.

1 A.bill for an act

2 relating to insurance; repealing the Minnesota
3 No-Fault Automobile Insurance Act; providing an
4 appropriate premium reduction; requiring liability
5 coverage; proposing coding for new law in Minnesota
6 Statutes, chapter 6SB; repealing Minnesota statutes
7 2004, sections 6SB.41; 6SB.42; 6SB.43: 6SB.44; 6SB.4S:
8 6SB.46; 6SB.47; 6SB.48; 6SB.482; 6SB.49;6SB.50;
9 6SB.Sl; 6SB.S2S; 6SB.S3; 6SB.S4; 6SB.SS: 6SB.S6;

10 6SB.S7; 6SB.S8; 6SB.S9; GSB.60; GSB.61; 6SB.63:
11 6SB.64; 6SB.6S; 6SB.66: 6SB.68S; 6SB.7l.

12 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

13 Section 1. [6SB.30] [COMPULSORY INSURANCE.]

14 Subdivision 1. [GENERAL REQUIREMENT AND COVERAGES.] Every

15 owner of a motor vehicle of a type which isreguired to be

16 registered or licensed or is principally garaged in this state

17 shall maintain during.the period in which operation or use is

18 contemplated insurance under provisions approved by the

19 ~ommissioner, insuring against loss resulting from liability

20 imposed by law for injury and property damage sustained by any

21 person arising out of the ownership, maintenance, opera~ion, or

22 use of the vehicle. The nonresident owner of a motor vehicle

23 which is not required to be registered or licensed, or which is

24 not principally garaged in this state, shall maintain such

25 insurance in effect continuously throughout the period of the

26 operation, maintenance, or use of such motor vehicle within this

27 state with respect to accidents occurring in this state.

28 Subd. 2. [TYPES OF INSURANCE.] The insurance reguired by

Section 1 1



02/07/05 [REVISOR PMM/MD 05-1915

1 subdivision 1 may be provided by a policy of insurance which is

2 issued by or on behalf of an insurer authorized to transact

3 business in this state or, if the vehicle is registered in

4 another state, by a policy of insurance issued by or on behalf

5 of an insurer authorized to transact business in either this

6 state or the state in which the vehicle is registered or by

7 gualifying as a self-insurer.

8 Subd. 3. [SELF-INSURANCE.] Self-insurance, subject to

9 approval of the commissioner, is effected by filing with the

10 commissioner in satisfactory form:

11 (1) a continuing undertaking by the owner or other

12 appropriate person to pay tort liabilities and to perform all

13 other obligations imposed by law;

14 (2) evidence that appropriate provision exists for prompt

15 administration of all claims, benefits, and obligations;

16 (3) evidence that reliable financial arrangements,

17 deposits, or commitments exist providing assurance for payInent

18 of tort liabilities and all other obligations imposed by law;

19 and

20 (4) a nonrefundable initial application fee of $i,SOO and

21 an annual renewal fee of $400 for political subdivisions and

22 $500 for nonpolitical entities.

23 Subd. 3a. [RULEMAKING.] To carry out the purposes of

24 subdivision 3, the commissioner may adopt rules pursuant to

25 chapter 14. These rules may:

26 (1) establish reporting requirements;

27 (2) establish standards or guidelines to assure the

28 adequacy of the financing and administration of self-insurance

29 plans;

30 (3) establish bonding reguirements or other provisions

31 assuring the financial integrity of entities that self-insure

32 other than bonding requirements for self-insuring political

33 subdivisions; and

34 (4) establish other reasonable requirements to further the

35 purposes of this section.

36 Subd. 4. [STATE OR POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS TO PROVIDE

Section 1 2



02/07/05 [REVISOR PMM/MD 05-1915

1 INSURANCE.] The state of Minnesota or any agency thereof and any

2 political subdivision of the state or agency thereof shall

1 provide insurance, either as a self-insurer pursuant to

4 subdivision 3, or through purchase of a policy of insurance.

5 Subd.• 5.' [MOTORCYCLE ·COVERAGE.] Every owner of a

6 motorcycle registered or required to be registered in this state

7 or operated in this state by the owner or with the owner's'

8 permission shall provide and maintain insurance for the payment

9 of tort liabilities arising out of the maintenance or use of the

10 motorcycle in this state. Insurance may be provided by a policy

11 of insurance or by qualifying as a self-insurer in the manner

12 provided in subdivision 3.

3 Sec. 2. [PREMIUM REDUCTION.]

14 An insurer must provide an appropriate premium reduction of

15 at. least 20 percent on each policy, plan, or contract issued or

16 renewed on or after January 1, 2006, insuring against loss

17 resulting from liability imposed by law for injury or property

18 damage sustained by any person arising out of the operation,

19 maintenance, or use of a motor vehicle of a type that is

20 required to be registered or licensed or is principally garaged

21 in this state.

22 Sec. 3.. [CONFORJ~ING LEGISLATION.]

23 The revisor of statutes shall place a bill before the

24 legislature no later than January 1, 2006, making all changes in

25 Minnesota Statutes necessary to conform other provisions of

26 Minnesota Statutes to this act.

27 Sec. 4. [REPEALER.]

28 Minnesota Statutes 2004, sections 65B.4l: 65B.42: 65B.43;

29 65B.44: 65B.45: 65B.46; 65B.47; 65B.48~ 65B.482; 65B.49; 65B.50;

30 65B.5l; 65B.525; 65B.53: 65B.54; 65B.55: 658.56: 65B.57: 65B.58:

31 65B.59; 65B.60; 65B.61; 65B.63; 65B.64; 65B.65; 65B.66; 65B.685;

32 and 65B •.71, are repealed effective January 1, 2006.

33 Sec. 5. [EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY.]

34 This act is effective January 1, 2006, and applies to

35 accidents occurring on or after that date.
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Study Shows Tort-Based Auto System Provides Savings for Colorado Drivers

February 25,2005

A Colorado study shows that since the state scrapped its ailing no-fault automobile insurance program in
favor of a tort-based system, rates for some consumers have dropped between 19.5 percent and 27.1
percent.

The study conducted by the Property Casualty Insurers Association ofAmerica (PCI) and the Rocky
Mountain Insurance Information Association (RMIIA) compared automobile insurance rates in January
2005 for a 35-year old married couple in Denver, Pueblo and Sterling, Colorado to rates in July 2003 when
the state's no-fault law was allowed to sunset.

Colorado's no-fault system was reportedly plagued by high costs due to broad medical coverage that drivers
were forced to purchase. The personal injury protection (PIP) benefit evolved into one of the most
expensive systems in the nation. Following the implementation of the tort-based system, consumers were
given the option to not purchase medical payments coverage or to select from a variety of levels of
coverage.

"The study demonstrates that Colorado consumers benefit from the tort system,'1 said Michael Harrold,
assistant vice president and regional manager for PCl. "Colorado insurers reduced premiums because the
factors driving up claim costs were addressed. In addition, consumers were given
more choices regarding the type and amount of coverage they purchase. As a result, consumers now have
hundreds ofdollars in their pockets to spend as they see fit."

"Colorado provides a clear 'before and after' picture for other states. regarding what can occur when major
cost drivers in automobile insurance spiral out of control and then are addressed by public policymakers,"
said Terry Tyrpin, senior vice president, personal lines and research services for PCL "States that adopted
no-fault systems in the 1970s and 1980s thought the system would curb skyrocketing legal costs, streamline
payments ofbenefits, and lower rates. However,rin many no-fault states the cost
savings intended by the system have been diluted by the inability to stop lawsuits.

"In addition, expansion of mandated PIP coverage has lead to over utilization and treatment abuses. As
other states such as Florida, Minnesota, New Jersey, and New York work through problems with their
no-fault systems, Colorado demonstrates the positive impact controlling costs can have for consumers."





Chiropractic
watchdog is
oodertire
Critics say board
is soft all fraud

BY RICKLINSK
Pioneer Press

In the past three years, the
board that oversees lvIinnesota's
clriropractors has disciplined
practitioners for having s~with
patients~ abusing drugs or alco
hol, delivering Merlor care, and
practicing without.alicense.

But until last week, not once
during' that time did. the Min
nesota Board of Chiropractic
Examiners take action against a
chiropractor for the controver
sial practice of paymg "run
ners" to bring in new patients.

Federal and state 'investiga
tions have started to uncover
evidence of such payments. and
improper billing schemes in the .
Twin CitieS. One chiropractor
Was sued' and another indicted
in the last two weeks, .and more

~~TCHDOGUNDERFlRE,8A

(tontinued)

charges are said to b~ on the
way. The cases have critics ask
ing: Has Minnesota's govern
m,ent watchdog over chiroprac
tors overlooked fraud?
Thebo~ based in Min

neapo~ '~..¢f fiVe ehir<r.
praetors and- twu Wblic metir
ber&. It liceI1~esall chiropractors
practicing in the state and can
discipline licensees for a wide
variety of transgressioDS,includ
ing usplitting fees," paying com
missions or accepting rebates.

Insurance industry investi
gators say they have referred
specific tips about such con~

duct to the board and were
frustrated. to see the cases go
nowhere. As a result, they say.
Minnesota has gained a repu
tation as an easy place to get
away with fraud.

~'Th.ey kind oflook the other
'vvay until something big hap
pens/' said AI Parsons, presi-

I I dent and CEO of the Insurance
Federation of Minnesota, a
trade group. "Then there's a
public outcry and they say,
~ere's a number of folks get
ting slime onus, so we'd better
clean up our business.' " .

Bmbo~dofficiillsh~esrod

they heard only r1;Unors and
vaguea11egations.

Larry Spice~ executive direc
tor of the Minnes,ota Board of
Chiropractic Examiners, said the

board never had enough trJor
mation to prO"vB the charges.

The state panel has fielded
complaints that chiropractors

:'..~ ~~li~g· fees· ·by· Pay)ng:,
runners. There was .one com
plaint in fisca11999 and 10 in fis
cal 2000. None of the complaints
could be substantiateiL accord
ing to Spicer and,board records.

The callers said ''people
were being taken to offices and
treated iIi large numbers with
outne.eessarllY anyprOOftlter~
was a need for that lreatfuent,»":
Spicer recalled in an interview
earlier this year. "The problem
was, the complaints were sub
mitted anonymously and with
out any way to investigate
those complaints."

,: Insurance and. government
investigators say some chiro
practors use runners to recruit
patients with questionable in
juries to run up a tab with fre
quent treatment at the insurers
~e. Under Minnesota's
''no-faulf' system., people trtiured
in accidents are entitled to as
much as $20,000 in medical'care
from their insurance company-

Last week, on the heels of
an investigation by the lv'Iin
nesota attorney general's
office, the board took action to
strip a Brooklyn Park chiro
practor of his license over pay
ments to runners and other
infractions. Patrick W. Corrick
paid $200 for' each patient
whom runners brought ill, with
special emphasis on Twin
Cities minority and hnmigrant
communities, accor<ling to doc
uments filed by the board and

the attorney general's office.
The board said Corrick vio

lated the law governing chiro
practors, wb.tch outlaws "fee~

;.~pij,~'·9r.,:p~yip~~~.~~9!9mj§-
sioftt6 gefbuSifiesS.

Corrick denied the allega
tions, saying he is being perse
cuted for demanding that
insurance companies promptly
pay his claims.

Some, .observers also won
der about the wisdom of giving
back the li~fmses of chiropr~ctOrs 'whoh~Pt¢Vlously com~
mitted fraud.

Stephen A- Erhart, a Brook
lyn Center chiropractor indict-,
ed Oct 16 by a federal grand
jury, regained his license after a
1985 convictionfor felony theft.

Erhart submitted 40 false
medic31-assistance invoices to
the Minnesota Department of
Human Services~ according to
court files and state records.
The invoices sought payment
for office visits that never
occurred and X-rays that were
never taken. The board sus
pended Erhart's license after
the conviction.. but he was rein
stated the following year.

Richard Tousignant, a per
sonal injury lawyer with Schwe
bel, Goetz & Sieben in Minne
apolis and a member of the
chiropractic board for two years
under Gov: Arne Carlson, said
he was stunned to read recently
ofErhart'g reinstatement. '

"I find that to be just shock
ing," Tousignant saiti 'fThey've
got to police tbemselves. I can't
understand why they would do
that."



Auto insurers sue 16 clinics for fraud
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Section 1 is a conforming change to other provisions of the bill.

Section 2 provides that no-fault medical expense benefits are covered only ifprovided in compliance
with the codes, treatment standards, and fee schedules in \\lorkers' cOlnpensation rules with specified
adjustment for physicallnedicine and rehabilitation and chiropractic procedures.

Section 3 increases the maximum disability and income loss benefits under no-fault from $250 to
$400 per week.

Section 4 increases the maximum funeral and burial expense benefits under no-fault from $2,000
to $5,000.

Section 5 requires that an injury result in serious permanent impairment of an important bodily
function or death in order to be able to recover tort damages for noneconomic detriment.

Section 6 makes no-fault arbitration elective on the part ofeither party and provides that jurisdiction
for arbitration is based on the dollar amount of claims at the time ofhearing, rather than the time of
commencement of the arbitration process. Eliminates arbitration for comprehensive or collision
damage coverage.

Section 7 requires arbitration a\\lards to be itemized. States that a partial a\\lard ofmedical benefits
rendered by an arbitrator is considered full and final payment and the health care provider may not
bill the injured party for the balance of charges.



Section 8 requires the itemization ofmedical services claims to include the names and addresses of
all health care providers whose charges are the subject ofthe claims. Requires the administrator of
arbitration to send a copy ofthe petition and itemization to each health care provider whose charges
are the subject of claims together with a notice of the provider's right to participatea:s a party to the
proceeding.

Section 9 provides for effective dates.
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02/15/05 [REVISOR XX/HS 05-2635

Senators Scheid, Reiter, Kiscaden, Murphy and Michel introduced-

S.F. No. 1094: Referred to the Committee on Commerce.

1 A bill for an act

2 relating to commerce; reforming the Minnesota No-Fault
3 Automobile Insurance Act; tying medical expense
4 benefits to the workers' compensation fee schedule
5 with adjbstments; increasing income loss and funeral
6 benefits; modifying the tort threshold; modifying the
7 arbitration process; amending Minnesota statutes 2004,
8 sections 65B.44, subdivisions 1, 2~ 3, 4; 65B.51,
9 subdivision 3; 65B.525, subdivision 1, by adding

10 subdivisions.

11 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

12 Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 65B.44,

13 subdivision 1, is amended to read:

14 Subdivision 1. (INCLUSIONS.] (a) Basic economic loss

15 benefits shall provide reimbursement for all loss suffered

16 through injury arising out of the maintenance Or use of a motor

17 vehicle, subject to any applicable deductibles, exclusions,

18 disqualifications, and other conditions, and shall provide a

19 minimum of $40,000 for loss arising out of the injury of anyone

20 person, co~sisting of:

21 (1) $20,000 for medical expense loss arising out of injury

22 to anyone person; and

23 (2) a total of $20,000 for income loss, replacement

24 services loss, funeral expense loss, survivor'S economic loss,

25 and survivor's replacem~nt services loss arising out of the

26 injury to anyone person.

27 (b) Ro~witft~~eftd±n9-any-other-iaw-to-the-eontr8ry?-a-person

28 entitied-to-bas±e-eeonom±e-xoss-bene£±ts-onder-this-ehapter-is

Section 1 1



O~/15/05 [REVISQR XX/HS 05-.2635

1 en~i~%~d-~~-the-£~t.~-me~±e~~-ex~en~~-beft~£it~-~~t-£~rtn-in

2 ~~b~±~±~i~n-~7-~n~-m~y-n~t~reeeive-me~±e$%-eXpen~e-befte£it~-tnft~

~ ~re-in-~ny-w~y-~e~e-tn~n-tn~~e-pr~~±ded-£~r-±n-~~b~±~±~±Qn-~7-~r

4 tn~t-±n~o%ve-~ny-pre~~t~b%±ene~-%±m±~at±~n~-Qn-tne-benef±t~.

~ Me~±~a~-ex~en~e~-m~~t-be-reo~Qn~b%e-and-m~,t-be-£or-neee~,ary

6 me~±eft~-~are-~~-~rov±ded-±n-e~bd~v±e~Qn-i.--~n±~-per~grapn-$n~~%

7 not-be-deemed-tO-8%ter-tn~-ob%±9at±Qn~-Q£-an-±nB~red-or.-tn~

B r±9nte-o£-a-r.eparat±Qn-ob%±90r-ae-~et-£9~th-±n-~e~t±on-9SB.S6.

9 tet NO reparation obligor or health p19n COmpany a~ defineQ

10 in section 620.01, subdivision 4, may enter intp or renew any.

11 contract that proviqes, or has the effect Of proviqing, manageQ

l2 care services to no-fault claimants. For the purpQse$ of this

13 section, "managed care services" is detined as any program pf

14 medical services that uses health care providers managed, owneQ,

15 employed by, or under contract with a health plan cpmgany.

16 Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 658.44,'

17 eubdivision 2, is amended to read:

18 Subd. 2. [MEDICAL EXPENSE BENEFITS.] (a) Medical expense

19 benefi ts shall reimburse 8%%-reeBOneb%e. expenses ~r~\l.ant to

20 Earagraph (f) for necessary:

21 (1) medical, surgical, x-ray, optical, dental,

22 chiropractic, and rehabilitative services, including prosthetic

23 devices;

24 (2) prescription drugs:

25 (3) ambulance and all other transportation expenses

26 incurred in traveling to receive other covered medical expense

27 benefits;

28 (4) sign interpreting and language translation services,

29 other than such services provided by a family member of the

30 patient, related to the receipt of medical, surgical, x-ray,

31 optical, dental, chiropractic, hospital, extended care, nursing,

32 and rehabilitative services; and'

,33 (5) hospital, extended care, and nursing services.

34 (b) Hospital room and board benefits may be limited, except

35 for intensive care facilities, to the regular daily semiprivate

room rates c~stomarily Charged by the institution in which the.

Section 2 2
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1 recipient of benefits is confined.

2 (c) Such benef its shall' also in'clude necessary remedial

3 treatment and services recognized and permitted under the laws

4 of this state for an injured person whorelies upon spiritual

5 means through prayer alone for healing in accordance with that

6 person's religious beliefs.

7 (d) Medical expense loss includes medical expenses accrued

8 prior to the death of 'a person notwithstanding the fact that

9 benefits are paid or payable to the decedent's survivors.

10 (e) Medical expense benefits for rehabilitative services

11 shall be subject to the proyisions of section 65B.45.

12 (f} Medical ex~ense loss for diagnosis and treatment of

13 injury is covered only if.provided in compliance with the codes,

14 treatment standards, and fee schedules provided in Minnesota

15 Rules, chapter 5221, except that payment rates for physical

16 medicine and rehabilitation procedure codes as defined in

17 Minnesota Rules, part 5221.4050, and chiropractic procedure

18 codes as defined in Minnesota Rules, part 5221.4060, must be

19 adjusted to eliminate application of scaling factors.

20 Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 65B.44,

21 subdivision 3, is amended to read:

22 Subd. 3. [DISABILITY AND INCOME LOSS BENEFITS.] Disability

23 and income loss benefits shall provide compensation for 85

24 percent of the injured person's loss of present and future gross

25 income from inability to work proximately caused by the nonfatal'

26 injury subject to a maximum of $i59 $400 per week. Loss of

27 income includes the cost~ incurred by a self-employed person to

28 hire substitute employees to perform taskS which are necessary

29 to maintain the income of the injured person, which are normally

30 performed by the injured person, and which cannot be performed

31 because of the injury.

32 If the injured person is unemployed at the time of injury

33 and is receiving Or is eligible to receive unemployment benefits

34 under chapter 268, but the injured person loses eligibility for

35 those benefits because of inability to work caused by the

36 injury, disability and ,income loss benefits shall prOvide

Section :3 3
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1 compen$ation fgrthe lost benefits in an amOQnt e9Qa~ to the

2 unemployment benefits which otherwis¢ would have been paYable,

3 S\lbject to a maximum of $~59 ~400 per week.

4 Compensation under this sQbdivision shall be redQced by any

5 income from sUQsti tllte work cu;:t\lally performed by the injured

6 persQn or 9Y income the inj~red person ~oQld have earned in

7 available appropriate substitute work which the injured person

8 was capable Of performing Qut QnreaSonably failed to undertake.

9 For the purposes of this section "inability to work" means

10 disabi~ity which prevents the injQred person from engaging in

11 any SUbstantial 9ainfQl occupation or employment on a regl~lar

12 basis, for wage or profit, for which the injQred person is or

13 may by training become reasonably qualified. If the injured

14 person returns to employment and is unable by reason of the

15 injury to work continuously, compensation for lost income Shall

16 be redQced by the income received while the injured person is

17 actQally able to work. The weekly maximums may not be prorated

18 to arrive at a daily maximum, even if the injured person does

19 not .incur 'losS of income for a fQll week.

20 For the purposes of this section, an injured person who is

21 "unable b~ reason of the injury to work continuously" inclUdes,

22 but is not limited to, a person who misses time from work,

23 including reasonable travel time, and loses income, vacation, or

24 sick leave benefits, to obtain medical treatment for an injury

25 arising out of the maintenance or use of a motor vehicle.

26 Sec. 4. Minnesota StatQtes 2004, section 65B.44,

27 subdivision 4, is amended to read:

28 SQbd. 4. [FUNERAL AND BURIAL EXPENSES.] Funeral and burial

29 benefits shall be reasonable expenses not in excess of

30 $~7eee ~OOO, including expenses for cremation or delivery

31 under the Uniform Anatomical Gift Act (1987), sections 525.921

32 to 525.9224.

33 Sec. 5. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 65B.51,

34 subdivision 3, is amended to read:

35 Subd. 3. [LIMITATION OF DAMAGES FOR NONECONOMIC

36 D:€TRIM~NT.] In an action descrit»ed in sut»diVisiOn 1, no person

Section 5 4
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1 jurispi~tion of thi~ $tqte $hqll by rules of court or other

2 con~titutiQnqlly allowqbl~ gevice, proviqe for the mqngqtory

3 ~ubmis$iQn to binging a~bitrqtiQn ~~E~~ ;~~~~~ ~~~~~; 2~;~

4 of e~% cases at i$sue where the claim qt the ~o~~n~em~nt-o'

5 ~fbitfet±on t~~ of heqring i~ in an ~~ E?:~~ amount Of $10,000

6 or les$ 9gain~t qny insured's reparqtiQn obligor for no-fqplt

7 benefits Of-~omr>f~hen~±¥~-Of-~o%~i~±on-dt'tmeHJe-~O¥e1:'~ge.

8 Sec. 7. Minnesota Statutes 2004, $ection 65~.525, is

9 qmended by adding q subdivision to reag:

10 Subd. 3. [IT~MIZATION; FULL· PAY~~NT.] All arbitration
~~~ )!, . '" ,~:~,~, ,,'p.,·,.ct'·

11 qwards must be itemized. A pqrt~al qwarg 2~ medical b~~fiE~

12 rendered by an arbitrator under this seqtion ~nd paid by an

13 obligor will be considered full ang ~i~al p~Y~enE' ~ng th~

14 injured party is not liable for, nor m~y the provider. bill the

This,.-

16 s~P?ivision does not apply E2 c?~rge$ for health care that are

17 not related to the accident.

16 Sec. 8. Minnesota Statutes 2004, section 65B.525, is

19 amended by adding a subdivision to read:

20 Subd. 4. [NOTICE TO PROV~DERS.] The itemization of medical
,~ v:-'J\~

21 services claims reguired unper the rules EromU19at~g by the

22 Supreme Court must include the names and addresses of all health

23 care providers whose charges are the subject of the claims.

24 Within ten business days after receipt of the itemization, the

25 administrator of arbitration under this section must send a CORl

26 of the petition and itemization to each health care proviger

27 whose charges are the subject of claim$, together with a notice

28 of the content of subdivision 3 and of the provider's right to

29 participate as a party to the proceeding. The notice must

30 explain to the nrovider what steps the provider must take in

31 order to participate.

32 Sec. 9. [EFFECTIVE DATES.]

33 (a) Sections 1 and 2 are effective January 1, 2006, and

34 apply to medical expenses incurred on or after that date.

35 (b) Sections 3 to 8 are effective January 1, 2006, and

36 qpply to coverage issued or renewed on or after th~t date.
'w.o,.,-,.



Minnesota Statutes 2004, 65B.42

Minnesota Statutes 2004, Table of Chapters

T@le of content~.J9rChapter 65B

65B.42 Purpose.

The detrimental impact of automobile accidents on
mcompensated injured persons, upon the orderly and efficient
administration of justice in this state, and in various other
ways requires that sections 65B.41 to 65B.71 be adopted to
effect the following purposes:

(1) to relieve the severe economic distress of
uncompensated victims of automobile accidents within this state
by requiring automobile insurers to offer and automobile owners
to maintain automobile insurance policies or other pledges of
indemnity which will provide prompt payment of specified basic
economic loss benefits to victims of automobile accidents
without regard to whose fault caused the accident;

(2) to prevent the overcompensation of those automobile
accident victims SUffering minor injuries by restricting the
right to recover general damages to cases of serious injury;

(3) to encourage appropriate medical and rehabilitation
treatment of the automobile accident victim by assuring prompt
payment for such treatment;

(4) to speed the administration of justice, to ease the
burden of litigation on the courts of this state, and to create
a system of small claims arbitration to decrease the expense of
and to simplify litigation, and to create a system of mandatory
intercompany arbitration to assure a prompt and proper
allocation of the costs of insurance benefits between motor
vehicle insurers;

(5) to correct imbalances and abuses in the operation of
the automobile accident tort liability system, to provide
offsets to avoid duplicate recovery, to require medical
examination and disclosure, and to govern the effect of advance
payments prior to final settlement of liability.

HIST: 1974 c 408 s 2; 1978 c 674 s 57

Copyright 2004 by the Office of Revisor of Statutes, State of Minnesota.

http://www.revisor.1eg.state.mn.us/data/revisor/statutes/2004/65B/42.html
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Ad opt-eo(
[COUNSEL ] CBS

3-Z-0S
SCS1094A-1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

senator~~oves to amend S.F. No. 1094 as follows:

Page 3, line 15, delete everything after "that"

Page 3, delete lines 16 to 19, and insert "fee adjustments

for physical medicine and rehabilitation services under

Minnesota Rules, part 5221.4051, and chiropractic services under

Minnesota Rules, part 5221.4061, shall be eliminated."

Page 6, after line 31, insert:

8 "Sec. 9. [REFILING OF RATES.]

9 Prior to December 1, 2005, every issuer of private

10 passenger vehicle insurance in this state must refile its rates

·11 with the commissioner of commerce and demonstrate that its rates

12 are actuarially justified in light of the statutory changes made

13 by this act."

14 Page 6, line 32, delete "9" and insert "10"

1
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Issues Not Addressed in
.F. 1094

• Auto Industry Refusal To Meet
• Lack of Coordination Between Licensing Boards

and New Fraud Unit
• Excessive Administrative Costs in Auto Insurance
• Operating Budget Caps on Licensing Boards
• Rejection of Evidence Based Practices
• Refusal to Address Outliers Issue - Peer Review
• Cost Shifting to Consumer, Employers, Govt..

Programs
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':1.el:- INSURANCE FEDERA TION OF MINNESOTA
400 Robert Street North <. Suite 208 <. Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-2015

Phone, (651) 292-1099 .:. Fax (651) 228-7369

S.F. 1094: No-Fault.Auto Insurance Cost Controls

• One out of every six drivers in 1\1innesota is driving illegally
because they don't carry the state's mandatory auto insurance.
This number is an all-time high and is increasing.

• Minnesotans today are overpaying for auto insurance, by paying·
for both a traditional tort s~ystem and for mandatory No-Fault
coverage. As a result, insurance is becoming increasingly
unaffordable.

• Fraud in the system is out of control.

For the first time since Minnesota enacted our No-Fault Auto system in 1974, Senate
File 1094 contains reforms to incorporate modern medical cost containment tools to
eliminate unreasonable, unnecessary and excessive medical care. This is accomplished
through adopting the highly successful medical fee schedule and treatment standards
adopted in 1992 for Minnesota's workers' compensation system. Our work comp system
uses the federal Resource Based Relative Value System (RBRVS) to determine 'allowed
charge amounts'. The treatment standards represent comprehensive guidelines for
appropriate and effective medical care for a wide range of injuries and conditions.

S.P. 1094 also increases the maximum weekly wage loss benefits from $250 to
$400, and increases the maximum funeral benefit from $2000 to $5000.

The original intent of our No-Fault law was to prevent civil lawsuits for pain and
suffering awards for minor injuries. S.P. 1094 removes the current ineffective tort
thresholds and adopts a new strong verbal threshold, which requires an individual to have
a "serious impairment of an important bodily function." This threshold has been very
effective in Florida and Michigan at reducing unnecessary lawsuits.

Consumers are protected by the provision that prohibits 'balance billing' once an
arbitration award has been made. In other words, the arbitration award should be the
final decision and the provider should not be allowed to make the consumer pay any
amounts denied by the arbitrator. Other clarifying changes are included to the arbitration
process to fulfill the original intent of the law.

The refonns contained in S.P. 1094 will enable us to keep a more affordable No
Fault Auto system that works to lower uninsurance rates and control fraud.

Without refonns like this, the No-Fault System will have to be repealed and
Minnesota would join the overwhelming majority of other states that don't have No-Fault
Auto.



Amt charged for sen" practilJoner
Amt charged for anesthesiologist
AmI charged for chlropraotor
Amt charged for dentist

.Amt charged fer dJagnostlc radlolosist
Amt charged for emargancy room
.Amt charged for neurQloglst
Amt chargad for DccUpatfonar therapist
Amt charged far orthQpadfst
Amt charged for osteopath

_Amt charged for phyelcal tharaplst
Amt ohargsd fer pSychotherapist
Ami ch~rgBd for altamative profesalont:tl

Arm charged for Sen' pracUUoner
Amt chsrged far anesthes10JQSlst
Amt charged for chlropraet:or
Amt cher:ged for dantJ&t
Arm charged for dJagnos1Jc radiologist
Amt charged fOr emergency room
Amt charged tbr neul'Qrogrst
Arm charged for occupatlonsr therapist
'Amt charged tor orthepBdlst
Amt cnarged fer ~Dpalh
Amt charged far physical therapist .
Amt charged for psYchotherapist
Arnt charged for attemaUv~ professlonar

Source~ InstJl'Elnce Rese~rch' Council, Autc 'njurIes Insuranc:e Ctafms. Pscembar 2003 publication'. .
'Mlntlo~ata

F1gtJUf &.1 AvQ~gB Chargl!t8 for Medical Professionals Per PIP Claimant
Ava .charga ear CI1:t'manl

5767.73
$1,382.87
$3,794.18
$1,854.81

$408.65
$1.214.09
$1.087.67
51,061.20

" $1,901.40
'830.57

",691.25
$672.40
$868,03

Note: excludes ~rmanent total dts~fj"lty and fafaJriY claimants.

Countrywide
Figure 5·1 AVGrBge Charges for Medlc:al PrClf8sslonalli Per PIP Clidmant

AVrJ Cham. perCIglmant
$818.81

$1,631.10
$3.238.75
$2.482.76

$505.76
$1,218.56
$1.645.97

. $1.757.59
$1.746.88
$1,496.92

'$2,752.22
$1.888.5(:1

.82,286.20

Note: Excludes ermansnt total dJaablJ/tv and f~btUty claimants.



PROGRESSIVE 01 RECT
P,O. BOX 31260
TAMPA, FL33631

2900 THOMAS AVE S# 2010
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55416

Auto Insurance
Coverage Summary
This is your Renewal
Dedarations Page

PROGREj.fIVE~
DIRECT

Policy number: 4367.5161"1
Underwritten by:
Progressive Northwestern Insurance (0,

February 2, 2005
Policy Period: Feb 28, 2005 - Aug 28, 2005
Page 1 of 2

progressive.com
Make payments, check billing activity, update
policy information or check status of aclaim,

800"PROGRESSIVE (800-776-4737)
For customer service and claims service,
24 hours aday, 7 days a week,

The coverages, limits and policy period shown apply only if you pay for this policy to renew,

Your coverage begins on February 28,2005 at 12:01 a.m. This policy expires on August 28,2005 at 12:01 a,m,

Your insurance policy and any policy endorsements contain afull explanation of your coverage, The policy contract is
form 9608 MN (03/04). The contract is modified by form 7951 MN (09/02),

Drivers aund hc:)Useholdiresidients Additional information

Named insured

OVftlil'llE! of coverage
2001 Chrysler Sebring Lui CV
VIN 1C3EL55U41 N582439 limits Deductible Premium
L'iab'iiity'T'~'Others""""""""'"'''''''''''' ,,, .. "... '""' ..... ,.. ,...... ",, ... "..... ,,.. ".. ,.... '"", ... ,.. ,,,,,,,,,, .. "."' .... "" .. ,, .. ,,,, ...."iiii

Bodily Injury Liability $100,000 each person/$300,OOO each accident
Property Damage Liability $100,000 each accident

Personariilju~' Protection' ~'Nonsia'cke(i'''''''''''''''''' 'n~:'~~~ '~~~~~;~'x~~:se""'"'''''''''''''''''''''''''''' "$0"""""" "., ... ,,,®
uiiirisur~diLiride'rjnsured'M'otorist""'''''''''''' "",'" "1100,000 'e;lch"pe~orii$300;OOO'each' acCident'" ,,, ..... ,,., .. ,., ...... "' .. ,... ,'14
C~mpr~he'ri~'iv~""'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' ".".", .. ", .... "' .. ,.',,, "$500"'''''''''''''''' ,,,. 88
C~fli~i~n""""""'"'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 'i'soO"""'''''''''''''' '244
R~'rit;lf Re'imb'u~ement'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' "'$30 'each 'dayimaxi'mu'm'3'C) d~'y~'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' ... """, ", '8
R~'adsid'e'AS~'istan'ce"""""""""""'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' "· 4
Subtotllli policy premium $674.00...... , " , , ",., """ .. " ,,, ,' ,, , ,,., ,, ,, "' ,' " .. " ,,,., ..
Theft prevention surcharge 0.50lotiai'ifmonth'poiicy 'premium'''''''''''' ....,...... ,.... "" ......... '", .. ,."., .... "..... ", .... "" ... ", .... ", .... "., .. ,,, .... ,, .. ,"$674:50
"., ••• , •.•••• " •• ,., •••• " •••••••• "." •••.•• , .•• , •• , •••• , •••• , •••• <'.,., •.•••.•••• " ••••••..•.••• " ••.• ,., ••. " ••• " ••• "' •• ,.,., ••• " ••.• ", ...• ',.".,., .••••.. J •••• , ....

~~~~~~~,t.!f.~,~~?,.'~,~~!~,"""""""""'"''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''".. ,,,, .. ,.,,,, .. ,... ,, .. ,, .... ,,,,,,.,,, ... ,,,,.,, ..... ,.. ,,'.",,,,, .. ,,,,,, ..:?~:?~
Total 6 month policy premium if paid in full $599.50

Form 6489 MN(11104) 1Jh; I fa venes S J /Y} fV) G-f/Y!4 rI
Continued
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130/0
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October 13,2004
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Comments before the Minnesota Senate Commerce
Subcommittee on No-Fault Auto Insurance

A Brief History of No-fault

In the 1960s, the traditional auto liability insurance system became the target ofpublic

criticism. Dissatisfaction was expressed not only by consumers of auto insurance but by

companies and agencies marketing it arid by state officials regulating it. The debate

focused on the often expensive, time-consuming, and not entirely equitable process of

determining who is at fault, or legally liable, when accidents occur.

To reduce the ~e1ays, ~n:effi~iencies,and inequities of the system, legislation was

introduced in the'early to mid 1970s in many states, which allows accident victims to

recover such fin~.ciallosses as medical and hospital expenses and lost income from their
" .

own insurance companies. In the states that have adopted such laws, the major variations

involve: dollar limits on medical and hospital ~xpenses, funeral and burial expenses, lost

income and replacement services, or the amount to be paid a person hired to perform

essential services that an injured person is unable to perform.

Current State of No-fault Laws

State auto liability insurance laws fall into four general categories: states that have a

traditional tort liability system without restrictions on an individual's right to sue; states

that are known as add-on no-fault states that allow for first-party benefits regardless of

who was at fault in the accident, but retain the right to sue as in traditional tort liability

states; states that are commonly referred to as no-fault states, such as MN, which provide

no-fault first-party benefits and restrict the right to sue except under certain conditions;

and states that provide a choice between the traditional liability system and a no-fault

system. All of these systems have evolved over time as consumers, regulators and

insurers have sought ways to lower the cost and improve the delivery of compensation for

auto accidents.



There are presently 28 states, listed in Table 1, which rely on the traditional tort liability

system. There are ten so-called Add-on states, listed in Table 2, where first-party

benefits are offered without tort limitations. In three of those states, DE, MD & Oregon,

first-party benefits are compulsory. There are currently 12 no-fault states which require

first-party benefits coverage. However three of those states, KY, NJ & PA, have adopted

provisions that permit motorists to choose a traditional tort liability policy thereby opting

out of the no-fault provisions.

The term "no-fault" auto insurance is used loosely to denote any auto insurance provision

that allows policyholders to recover financial losses from their own insurance coverage,

regardless of fault. But, in its strictest form, no-fault applies only to state laws that both ,

provide for the payment of no-fault first-party benefits and restrict the right to sue or at

least provide the option to choose coverage that is subject to tort thresholds.

Under current no-fault laws, motorists may sue for severe injuries and for pain and

suffering only if their case meets certain conditions, ortort thresholds, related to the

severity of injury. These thresholds may be expressed in verbal terms or monetary tenns

in the dollar amounts ofmedical bills incurred as the result of injuries sustained in an

accident. The types of injuries sustained for which one may seek to recover damages are

listed in Table 3, while the tort thresholds in No-fault states are summarized in Table 4.

Of the 12 states that currently qualify as no-fault states, three --Florida, Michigan, and

New York-- have verbal thresholds. A verbal threshold being statutory language that

describes the types and severity of injuries for which individual are pennitted to seek .

compensation through a tort action. Seven states - Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky,

Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Dakota and Utah - use a monetary threshold to

detennine who has a right to sue for damages. However, Kentucky is also a choice, states

where motorists have the right to opt out of the No-Fault provisions. The monetary

thresholds. are expressed in terms of dollar amount ofmedical expenses incurred in the

treatment of injuries sustained in an auto accident. The monetary thresholds currently on

the books range from $1,000 to $5,000. Minnesota's threshold is the second highest at

$4,000.



Three states, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Kentucky, are what is known as "Choice"

No-fault states, which provide motorists the option to reject the tort thresholds and retain

the right to sue for any auto-related injury. New Jersey and Pennsylvania's No-fault

option provides a verbal tort threshold, while Kentucky has a monetary tort threshold.

Table 5 details the First-party medical, wage loss, replacement and survivor and death

benefits provisions in the 12 No-fault states, and Table 6 provides the same information

for the three Add-on No-fault states with compulsory First..:party benefits. The level of

variation in these benefits across states makes any sort of summarY comparison difficult,

for example, medical or what's commonly referred to as PIP coverage ranges in specified

amounts from two or three thousand dollars up to a quarter million dollars, or in some

cases is not limited at all or limited only by the limits of the specific policy option an

individual chooses. So rather -than go through Tables 5 and 6 in detail, I'll leave you

instead with one general observation on No-Fault coverage and thresholds and then turn

to a summary ofrecent developments in No-fault states.

That general observation is this: in states with weak no-fault laws costs tend to increase

more rapidly than in states with tight thresholds, because weak laws provide the broad

benefits of a no-fault system without sufficient offsetting cost savings. The combination

of low mandatory PIP coverage and a low monetary threshold pushes many cases where

injuries were minor into the courts, driving up costs - resulting in almost as many cases

going to court as in a traditional tort-based system.

Various modifications of the basic proposals have been introduced over the past 30 years,

along with measures known as "no-frills" policies that would provide no-fault basic

coverage for economic losses to all good drivers in a state for a standard statewide

premium. New Jersey's choice No-fault law; passed in 1998, comes closest to this

concept.



The New Jersey offers consumers a choice in the level of protection they buy. The basic

policy provides $15,000 in PIP with coverage of $250,000 for catastrophic injuries,

$5,000 in property damage liability, an optional $10,000 in bodily injury liability and no

uninsured/underinsured motorist coverage. Additional PIP coverage options, all with

coverage for catastrophic injuries, are available. Those who do not specifically choose an

option receive the standard $250,000 full coverage. New Jersey also created "dollar-a

day" car insurance that provides low income drivers with up to $15,000 for emergency

care and up to $250,000 for the treatment of catastrophic injuries such as injuries to the

spinal cord or brain.

A critical decision in developing a choice no-fault system is how the choice law is

framed. In New Jersey, applicants for insurance are presumed to have opted for the verbal

threshold on lawsuits unless they specifically reject it; in Pennsylvania, the opposite is

.true. Pennsylvania policyholders are assumed to want unrestricted access to the courts

unless they specifically request the verbal threshold. As a result, more than 85 percent of

policyholders in New Jersey have policies restricting lawsuits. By contrast, less than 50

percent have this kind of policy in Pennsylvania, with the largest percentage being drivers

in Philadelphia, where rates are highest.

States that Have Repealed No-Fault

Since 1980, four states, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia and Nevada have repealed their

no-fault laws. One state, Pennsylvania, repealed and then 6 years later reenacted its No

fault laws. Most of those states have very low tort thresholds. Connecticut's had a

. monetary tort threshold of $400, thereby diverting hardly any cases from civil action. In

addition, Florida passed a provision in 2003 that would sunset its No-Fault provisions in

2006 ifnot specifically reauthorized.



Colorado's law was allowed to expire, in 2003 after the Governor refused to sign another

extension unless it significantly reduced the costs of the existing system. But lawmakers

could not resolve a dispute about the extent of coverage for medical procedures.

Conclusion

As I stated, there is tremendous variation in no-fault laws, with significant differences in

tort thresholds and benefits provided. One problem in states with higher than average

PIP benefits is that dishonest providers of professional and medical services have found

ways to abuse the system, pushing up the cost of auto insurance. New Jersey pioneered

reforms designed to curb overuse ofmedical care in its overhaul oflthe auto insurance

system in 1998. Other states are modeling their reforms on the Ne'f Jersey protocols.

...



Average Auto Insurance Expenditures
Upper Midwest

State Average Premium National Rank*

Minnesota $800.44 16th

Wisconsin $609.46 42nd

Iowa $546.54 49th

South Dakota $540.45 50th

North Dakota $532.81 51st-*

Note: Minnesota and North Dakota are No-Fault states.

*-National rank Total includes District of Columbia

Sourc:e: National Association of Insurance Commissioners (NAIC)
"State Average Expenditures and Premiums for Personal Automobile Insurance," NAIC, July 2003
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March 2, 2005

Dear Member, Senate Commerce Committee:

On behalf of the member organizations of the Minnesota Provider
Coalition, which are listed to the left and their individual members,
we urge you to reject S.P. 1094, (Scheid) and S.F. 970, (Michel).

Both bills would (l)dramatically alter citizen's access to care in the
event of an automobile accident, (2)would increase the probability
of litigation, (3)would cost-shift injury care to already challenged
health insurance and taxpayer funded programs and (4)would
financially hUlt small hospitals, emergency medical services and
other providers. Auto insurance carriers are promoting this
legislation and neither bill requires insurance companies to pass on
any of the supposed savings to consumers. Insurance companies
stand to make windfall profits if either of the bills are enacted.

There is no auto insurance crisis in Minnesota. The Insurance
Federation of Minnesota's information indicates that auto
insurance premiums in Minnesota are competitive considering
Minnesota's higher mandatory requirements. According to the
National Association of Insurance Commissioners (NAIC),
medical costs constitute less than 10% of premium dollars while
37% go for general administration and systems designed to
challenge a consumer's right to care. If fraudulent claims are the
issue, then existing remedies and cooperation from the provider
community should be employed to resolve this issue.

We urge you to not support S.P. 1094, (Scheid) and S.F. 970,
(Michel).

SinCereIY'~~

Jack G. Davis, Chair
Minnesota Provider Coalition



MRPMinnesota

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Senate Commerce Committee
Keith Weigel, AARP MN Advocacy Director
SF 970 and SF 1094
March 2, '2005

AARP believes that auto insurance should be affordable, flexible, fair, and offered on
non-discriminatory terms. While SF 970 and SF1094 may offer reduced premiums, we
believe the diminished benefits and loss of consumer protections are not worth the
trade-off.

AARP supports Minnesota's current no fault system because:

• Minnesota's no-fault system is fair and affordable because it promotes the
development of true group auto insurance coverage.

• Minnesota's no-fault system currently allows consumers an unrestricted choice of
doctors when they seek care for auto accident injuries.

• Minnesota's no-fault system reduces litigation costs and frustration for
consumers because policyholders are compensated for claims without having to
go to court (except in unusual cases involving damages for pain and suffering, or
where the driver's conduct was extremely culpable).

• Minnesota's no-fault system is non-discriminatory because it prohibits insurance
companies from canceling or failing to renew auto insurance policies, or raising
rates, on the basis of age alone.

We urge you to keep auto insurance fair, affordable, and non-discriminatory. Please
vote no on SF 970 and SF 1094.

If you would like to discuss our position on this issue further, please call me at 651-726
5643. Thank you.

30 E. 7th Street, Suite 1200 ISt. Paul, MN 55101 Itoll-free 866-554-5381
Marie F. Smith, President IWilliam D. Novelli, Chief Executive Officer I vVVVVV.aal I.LU' '~III1i1



1. To relieve the severe economic
stress of uncompensated
victims of automobile
accidents.

2. Eliminate minor claims.

3. To encourage appropriate
medical treatment.

4. Unclog the courts.



What it does:

1) Eliminates coverage for medical expenses.

2) Eliminates coverage for loss of wages.

3) Eliminates coverage for damages caused by uninsured
motorists.

4) Eliminates coverage for damages caused by underinsured
motorists.

What S.F. 970 will mean:

1) Automobile accident victims are stuck with medical bills.

2) Health insurance premiums will increase.

3) Employer's disability costs will increase.

4) Substantial increase in court cases requiring additional
court funding.

5) Auto accident victims will not get needed medical
treatment.



What it does:

1) Imposes significant limitations on the type and
extent of medical care automobile accident victims
can receIve.

2) Creates a regulatory HMO.

3) Increases disability and income loss benefits to
$400.00 a week from $250.00 per week.

4) Increases funeral expense allowance from
$2,000.00 to $5,000.00.

5) Permits compensation only of accident victims
sufferi~g"serious permanent impairment of an
important bodily function or death" - all other
claims are banned.

6) Limits arbitration claims to those at which the
claim at the time of hearing is $10,000.00 or less.

7) Binds all medical providers to the results of a
hearing to which they are not a party.



What it will mean:

1) Auto accident victims will be denied the ability to
see their own doctor.

2) Doctors' treatment options will be limited.

3) Denies payment for treatment doctors feel is
necessary.

4) Forces consumers to wait 9 months or more to
resolve disputes regarding medical treatment.

S) Increased health insurance costs.

6) Increased employer or private disability
premiums.

7) Denies compensation to persons with:

(a) Permanently disfiguring scars.

(b) Burns from which they recover without
impairing an important bodily function.

(c) Surgery which restores bodily function.

(d) Lengthy disability - even one year or more of
lost wages.



March 1, 2005

Dear Commerce Committee:

Please know that Minnesotans in general and your constituents in
particular do not support the Bush Administration's attempts at
destroying the United States' hard-won system of consumer protection
laws.

In this case, we want S.F. 970 and S.F. 1094 to die in committee.

Save Minnesota's No Fault law and the current tort thresholds. By doing
these things, you will not only keep this entire process virtually
non-adversarial, you will also keep the average citizen's access to the
courts open, thereby protecting people's rights.

We strongly believe in protecting citizen and consumer rights; and
expect you, our legislators, to do so as that is the nature of your
job(s).

Sincerely,

Cynthia Lee

The Lee & Lau Family
1769 Pleasant Street
Lauderdale, MN 55113-5209
NASAFellow@comcast.net

Organizer: MN Tea Party (DFA-MeetUp), http://dfa.meetup.com/714
Volunteer: Hmong American Institute for Learning (H.A.I.L.),
www.Hmonghail.org



ROLL CALL VOTE

Date: March, b. 2005

Senator Reiter requested a Roll Call Vote on:

1. Dadoption of __ amendment

2. I:8J passage of s.. F. No. 970

3. Dadoption of __ motion __

SENATOR YES NO PASS ABSENT
Scheid D ~ D D

Anderson D ~ D D
Belanger ~ D D D
Gaither ~ D D D

Kiscaden D ~ D D
Larson ~ D D D
LeClair ~ D D D
Lourey D ~ D D
Metzen D ~ D D
Michel ~ D D D
Pappas D ~ D D

Pogemiller D ~ D D
Reiter I:8J D D D
Rest D ~ D D
Sams D ~ D D

Sparks D ~ D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D
D D D D

TOTALS 6
I

10
I I

There being.§: Yes votes and 10 No votes the Motion:

Prevailed D

Did Not Prevail ~



ROLL CALL VOTE

Date: March, b 2005

Senator Larson requested a Roll Call Vote on:

1. Oadoption of __ amendment

2. rzI passage of ~. F. No. 1094

3. Oadoption of __ motion __

SENATOR YES NO PASS ABSENT
Scheid rzI 0 0 0

Anderson 0 rzI 0 0
Belanger rzI 0 0 0
Gaither rzI 0 0 0

Kiscaden rzI 0 0 0
Larson rzI 0 0 0
LeClair rzI 0 0 0
Lourey D rzI D 0
Metzen 0 rzI 0 0
Michel rzI 0 0 0
Pappas 0 rzI 0 0

Pogemiller 0 rzI 0 0
Reiter rzI 0 0 0
Rest 0 rzI 0 0
Sams 0 rzI 0 0

Sparks 0 rzI 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 D
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 .0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

TOTALS 8 I 8
I I

There being ~ Yes votes and ~No votes the Motion:

Prevailed 0

Did Not Prevail rzI
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03/02/05

ot adopted 3 -2 -os
[COUNSEL] CBS SCS0970A-1

1

2

senator~amoves to amend S.F. No. 970 as follows:

Delete everything after the enacting clause and insert:

3 "section 1. [SUNSET; NO-FAULT ACT.]

4 Minnesota Statutes 2004, sections 65B.41; 65B.42; 65B.43;

5 65B.44; 65B.45; 65B.46; 65B.47; 65B.48; 65B.482; 65B.49; 65B.50;

6 65B.51; 65B.525; 658.53; 65B.54; 65B.55; 65B.56; 65B.57; 65B.58;

7 65B.59; 65B.60; 65B.61; 65B.63; 65B.64; 65B.65; 65B.66; 65B.685;

8 and 65B.71, are repealed effective January 15, 2007."

9 Amend the title accordingly

1
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