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SB 380 An Act relating to commercial vehicle financial responsibility.

The current requirements of liability insurance for motor carriers have
made it very difficult and costly for many commercial vehicle owners to
obtain insurance coverage. Insurance agents have reported the current
[imits do not conform to industry standard costs. Most insurance
companies offer what is called Combined Single Limit coverage which
combines both bodily injury and property damage under a single limit
Many agents cannot offer the existing required coverage of $700,000

A Combined Single Limit of $500,00 coverage would probably be the
minimum requirement sought by the Department through regulation.
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A Combined Single Limit of $500,00 coverage would probably be the
minimum requirement sought by the Department through regulation.



§ 28.33.010 Alaska Statutes Supplement § 28.33.010

(B) a state or local government vehicle of more than 10,000 pounds
unladen gross weight;

(C) a truck or bus of more than 10,000 pounds unladen gross
weight; or

(D) atrailer of5,000 pounds or more unladen gross weight attached
to a vehicle described in (C) ofthis paragraph;

(2) "commercial purposes” means activities for which a person
receives direct monetary compensation or activities for which a person
receives no direct monetary compensation but are incidental to and
done in furtherance ofthe person’s primary business;

(3) "division” means the division of motor vehicles, Department of
Public Safety. (§ 3 ch 104 SLA 1985)

Chapter 33. Commercial Motor Vehicle Financial
Responsibility.

Section
10. Financial responsibility

Effective date of chapter. — Section effective June 13, 1985 in accordance
9, ch. 104, SLA 1985, makes this chapter with AS 01.10.070(c).

Sec. 28.33.010. Financial responsibility, (a) A person who car-
ries passengers or freight for hire intrastate in a commercial motor
vehicle or a person who carries freight in a motor vehicle for
commercial purposes, or a person who rents or leases a motor vehicle
for the use of another to carry freight shall procure and maintain
security in the following minimum amounts:

(1) $200,000 for property damage in a single occurrence;

(2) $500,000 for bodily injury or death in a single occurrence.

(b) Evidence of security required under (a) of this section shall be
filed with the department and must be

(1) a policy or certificate of insurance issued by an insurer
acceptable to the department; or

(2) a bond ofa surety company licensed to write surety bonds in the
state; or

(3) evidence accepted by the department, showing ability to self-
insure; or

(4) other security approved by the department.

(c) The department may authorize department personnel to enforce

this section and may adopt procedural regulations necessary to
implement this section.
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(d) A policy of insurance, surety bond, or other form ofsecurity may
not be cancelled on less than 30 days’ written notice to the depart-
ment. This requirement must be clearly stated in the policy or
endorsement for an insurance policy submitted as proof of financial
responsibility under AS 42.30.225(a)(1). The 30-day notice period is

measured from the date on which the departir ~ eeeceivcs notice.
(e) A person who violates (a) of this sectr S guilty of a class B
misdemeanor and is punishable by a fine ofno, less than $500 or more

than $1,000.

(f) In this section "freight” means commodities, articles, and cargo,
ofwhatever nature or value. (§ 4 ch 104 SLA 1985)

Chapter 35. Miscellaneous Provisions.

Article

2. Operating W hile Intoxicated; Implied Consent (8 28.35.031)
3. Reckless and Negligent Driving (8 28.35.045)

Article 2. Operating While Intoxicated; Implied Consent.

Section
31. Implied consent

Sec. 28.35.030. Operating a vehicle, aircraft or watercraft

while intoxicated.

NOTES TO

Nyguil and terpin  hydrate, two
couaﬂ me(?lcmes, gre m%xmatlng\l\il-
quors within the common understanding
of that phrase and can be the basis for a
conviction of driving while intoxicated,
Lambert v. State, Ct App. Op. No. 441
(Fde No. A-403), 694 P.2d 791 (1984d).

eqhuest for ~ counsel . before
brea halyzer test - District court

' s, finding that defendant, convicte
Jgfdagr?vinbwlhi?eﬁntox?cate underijlnch-

m(l.code, did not reﬁqut counsel prior. to
aking 'the breathalyzer “examination
where he never asked to speak to an
attorney but asked whether he might
need an attorney, with testimony support-
ing the conclusion that he wondered if he
needed an attorney in order to make bail,
not because he wanted advice about sub-
mitting to a breathalyzer exam, was not
clearly erroneous, and superior court
judge should not have reversed the convic-
tion. Anchorage v. Erickson, Ct. Apg. Op.
No. 417 (File No. A-512), 690 P.2d 20
(1984).

DECISIONS

testRightto counsel before breathalyzer

It is only where the totality of the
arrestee’s words constitute a request, ex-
press or implied, for an opportunity to
contractcounsel for the purpose of dis-
cussing a breathalyzer examination that

an opportunity to consult counsel must be
pﬁ)t?eé ]Xr tQ administration of the

breatha}yzer. Once the breatha1yzer ex-
arT n?tlon Is. ¢c°™Peted or refl*s?d a"d
vEdeotaping ﬁnc|shed he suspect Is enU-
led 1° the full use of the rights guaran-
MMed by AS 12.25.150(b) ana Criminal
Rule 5(b). Van Wormer v. State, Ct. App.
Op. No. 473 (File No. A-320),  P.2d
&1985), summarizing Copelin v. State, 659
.2d 1206 (Alaska 1983), Svedlund v.
Anchorage, 671 P.2d 378 (Alaska App.
1983), and Anchorage v. Erickson, 690
P.2d 20 (Alaska App. 1984).

Where the judge determined, based on
the evidence, that the DWI defendant’s
statements regarding having somebody
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