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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.O., July 19, 1967, P
-Hon. WARREN MAGNUSON, . (LTI Sy
- U.8. Senate, . s R A
- Washington, D.C.

~ Hon. Joun E. Moss, -

~ House of Representatives,
~ Washington, D.C. IR o e e
.. GENTLEMEN :  Your recent letter requested our views on the need for a study .
of automobile insurance and the present capability of the Department of Trans-
portation for undertaking such asstudy. We certainly share your.view that prob-
lems created by the present system of auto insurance are of vital importance to
the American people. SR o Bl L R RS
These problems cannot be properly dssessed or resolved without a thorough
! The proposed outline of such a

scope. suggested would touch on areas-which have been the Tesponsibility of a
number of Federal agencies and would also entail evaluation of and access to
the relevant state and local institutions (e.g.; insurance commissions, courts).:
A number of ‘issues will have to be reviewed which will raise questions as to
the jurisdiction of the Department of Transportation to conduct some phases of
such an investigation, For example, a detailed assessment would have to be
‘made of our entire Judicial system—Federal, state and local. This would require -
substantial input by the Department of Justice. o S




