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Saving lives. Preventing harm.

I IHS-HLDI mission:

To reduce deaths, injuries and property damage from motor
vehicle crashes through research and evaluation and through
education of consumers, policymakers and safety professionals.
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Summary of technology effects on insurance claim frequency
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Summary of technology effects on insurance claim frequency
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Most crash avoidance technologies are living up to expectations
Effects on relevant police-reported crash types
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Analysis of ADAS bundles
using engine-level feature data




Summary of technology bundles
Change in claim frequency
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Estimated changes in injury-related claim frequency
associated with ADAS bundles

m collision mPDL m Bl m MedPay mPIP
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Standard
A: FCW+LDW+AEB

Estimated changes in physical damage overall losses
associated with ADAS bundles
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AEB test track evaluations




Front AEB testing



Front crash prevention ratings
2013-23 models
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Next steps




Proportion of rear-end crashes by type of striking vehicle
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Speed limit in police-reported rear-end crashes
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Struck vehicle type in police-reported rear-end crashes
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AEB and pedestrians, cyclists, and
animals
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Effects of pedestrian automatic emergency braking (AEB)
on police-reported pedestrian crashes
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Effects of Subaru EyeSight generations 1 and 2 on bike crashes
By configuration
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Subaru EyeSight and change in Bl-only claim frequency
Bl claims with no associated vehicle damage claims
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Animal strike claims

2006-20
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claims per claim spent annually
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Animal strike claim frequency for Subaru collision avoidance features
2013-21 model years
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Changes in frequency with Nissan front crash prevention system
April 2021 analysis of 2017-19 Nissan Rogue
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Changes in claim frequency with BMW front crash prevention
December 2021 analysis of model years 2013-17
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2018-20 Cadillac CT6 Super Cruise bundle changes in loss results
Through calendar year 2021
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Subaru EyeSight 2"d generation, v3++ only
Percent change in claim frequency, by coverage type
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Changes in claim frequency with Audi Traffic Jam Assist
Analysis of 2017 Q7 and A4
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Tesla Model 3




Proportion of vehicles with turbo/supercharged, hybrid or
electric powertrains in 2021
By model year
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Actual vs. predicted proportion of vehicle registrations
By engine type and calendar year
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Tesla Model 3
Tesla Model S
Tesla Model X
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VIN counts for 2018-19 electric vehicles
By series, as of May 2022
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VIN counts for 2018-19 midsize luxury four-door vehicles
By make, as of May 2022
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Estimated differences in claim frequency
2018-2019 Tesla Model 3 vs. different control groups
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Advanced Vehicle Technology Consortium
Volunteer adult drivers from Boston metro area

Pilot Assist 2016 Land Rover Adaptive cruise control
2017 Volvo S90 | (partial driving automation) Range Rover Evoque (ACC)
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Use of driving automation by system and road type

LAND~
<ROVER

ACC

Interstates and freeways
m Other principal arterials
Minor roads

VOLVO
Pilot Assist -

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

"o



Stralgnt reaad

{s
LDI o



15%

b 1

SUAIgNTt reads ViGGErate cur

{s
LDI o



1

1

IS
LDI

Adaptive cruise control and Pilot Assist speeds cluster every 5 mph
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Driver disengagement study:
hands-off-wheel and distraction during a 4-week field trial

First two weeks:
period 1
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Percent of time Volvo S90 participants were disengaged from driving
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Percent of time Volvo S90 participants with both hands off wheel
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Percent of time Volvo S90 participants manipulating phone
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Preferred lane centering assistance type
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Preferred auto lane change type
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Percentage of drivers reporting to be at least somewhat comfortable
with different types of driver monitoring

100%
When using hands-on-wheel When using hands-free
lane centering lane centering

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Sensors in the Camerato capture Camerato make sure | Camera to capture Camera to make sure

steering wheel to what your hands you're looking what your hands you're looking
make sure your hands are doing at road are doing at road
are on wheel

IS
LDI



Percentage of drivers who feel safer knowing vehicle is monitoring them
By lane centering assistance preference
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Phase-in of collision
avoldance systems




New vehicle series with adaptive cruise control with lane centering
By model year
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Registered vehicles with adaptive cruise control with lane centering
By calendar year
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CAS Capability Model

Visual framework that articulates and provides

guidance on the traits, skills and knowledge
important for most property/casualty actuaries
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different areas professional
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CAS Capability Model

Content Area

Risk Evaluation Actuarial Standards
and Management of Practice
Knowledge of risks in the insurance Knowledge of provided guidance on the:
indusiry and understanding of how techniques, applications, procedures,

T || ChRT Property & Casualty

catastrophe models, and Enterprise
Risk Management).
Insurance Industry
el Property & Casualty Knowledge of industry operations

(=1 obability, statisti edictive analytics/
: gr?odelng,n}f.inau;lm ma;emaﬁcs) and Knowiledge of indusiry operations

e o oty oy (e.g. contracts, underwriting, and the
regulatory environment)

- Levels of automation

Functional Expertise Finance
Knowledge of the functional areas in Knowledge of company financials,

ey | I - Makeup of the vehicle fleet

reinsurance practices.

- Impact of electric vehicles




CAS Capability Model

Level 2

Level 1 Lo £ P&C industry environment applicable

Industry operations, The property and casualty
including how the actuarial industry environment, including

function influences laws and regulations applicable to p ra Ct | ce

processes and regulations to practice, as well as any

-ttt ||| el it - Private Passenger Auto
- Commercial Auto

Level 3:

Emerging trends in the industry
relevant to one’s practice area and
role and demonstrate thought
leadership in predicting the
impact of these emerging trends.




Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
Highway Loss Data Institute

lihs.org

ﬁ /iihs.org

, @IIHS_autosafety
@iihs_autosafety
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Kay Wakeman
Director of Insurance Outreach
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