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The following changes were made in the Labor and Commerce
Committee version of the bill.

Rewrote Section 18 and added a new section 19 to require
insurance companies doing business in the state to offer both
uninsured and underinsured coverage for both personal injury
and property damage.

Such coverage must be offered to the limits of liability
insurance purchased voluntarily by the insured. This
coverage may be waived by the insured.

Reworded two sections in definition of motor vehicle
liability policy to include uninsured and underinsured
coverage which is offered by the above change.

The remainder of the bill remained the same as the sponsor
substitute.
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The Judiciary committee substitute maintains the amendments
made by Labor and Commerce and makes the following additional
changes:

Clarifies that the-provisions of this law relate to 'motor’
vehicles as defined in the statutes.

Includes a certificate of self insurance as one means of
proving financial responsibility. This is typically wused by
commercial companies to insure'a fleet of vehicles. The
certificate is defined by AS 28.20.400.

Clarifies that a person seeking a license must show proof of
insurance only on vehicles' which are both registered in that
persons name and owned by the person which must be located
within the state.

Changes the propsed liability limit increases from 100/300/50
to 50/100/25. Currently the limits in law are 25/50/10.

Adopts the language suggested by the Court system relating to
issuance of a citation by a peace officer.

Deletes provisions which allowed a peace officer to impound a
vehicle on the spot if he had cause to believe an insurance
policy was not in effect.

Changes the responsibility for notifying parties in a
forfeiture incident from the "court" to the Department of Law
as suggested by the Court System.

Changes the date for submission of the first annual report
from February 1986 to 1988 and changes report from Dept, of
Commerce and Economic Development to a JOINT report with
Department of Public Safety.

Adds new effective date of January 1, 1984 for the provisions
which mandate that insurance companies offer uninsured end
underinsured insurance. These sections would now take effect
before any other provision in. the lav/.
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MANDATORY AUTO INSURANCE: THE OTHER SIDE

by Jeff Day

In the book, "The Invisible Bankers," author Andrew Tobias
wrote:
Insurance lobbyists outnumber all others in
virtually every state. 'Our strength?' pondered one,
"'t comes from having a group of people who tell a

story that is logical and reasonable to a group of
people who don't have the slightest idea what you're
talking about.’

This report is to try and provide the information not often
volunteered by the industry in the hopes that those who act
on this legislation will begin with at least the slightest
idea of what we are talking about and why the sponsors
believe a mandatory insurance law is needed.

This report is based on a review of approximately 200 news-
paper articles published between 1978 and 1982, industry
publications, prior research reports and interviews conducted
in April 1983 with insurance and public safety officials in a
half dozen states with mandatory laws.

THE INDUSTRY SIDE

The insurance industry has traditionally opposed the impo-
sition of a mandatory insurance law. Yet 32 states have
enacted such a law beginning with Massachusetts in 1927. Some
of the newest laws are those in Arizona which went into
effect January 1, 1983, Nevada, Wyoming and Texas January 1,
1980 and Oregon January 1, 1979.

The opposition from the insurance industry is usually summed
up in three broad statements:

1. You can't achieve 100% compliance with the law
2. It's costly to administer
3. It raises insurance premiums
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The insurance industry has done an excellent job projecting
that message to legislatures that consider such a law.
Letters to legislators on the subject are basically no more
than a regurgitation of a position paper published several
years ago by State Farm, the largest insurance conCornerate
in the nation. But that report relies on generalities, quotes
that are 20 years old and information which is extremely

outdated.

THE ALASKA SITUATION

While definite statistics are impossible to come by, it is
estimated the number of uninsured drivers in the state is
between 11% and 40%. A survey of accidents over a two year
period in 1980 and 81 showed that 20% of those involved in an
accident were uninsured. Alaska has about 380,000 registered

vehicles.

In the 1982 report from the Division of Insurance, Insurance
Markey analyst Norm Cheney wrote:

Even with the inherent inadequacies of this
system ... we estimate 59.5% were insured (in 1980).
We have re-evaluated the data base used in previous
reports and find that the statistics for the total
number of autos were misstated. We have corrected
the deficiencies and now have what we believe to be
the most accurate possible estimation of the number
of uninsured motorists, (emph added)

That number of uninsured was 40%! Cheney wrote,

The thought that approximately 40% of Alaskans
on the highways are uninsured is unsettling at best.
Reasons for the large numbers of uninsured drivers are
illusive. There does not appear to be a lack of
available markets, and rates, in general, are not
excessive.

In October 1980 a newspaper story noted that 40% drove
uninsured in Alaska...a 12 % increase over five years.
Division of Insurance director Ken Moore was quoted as

saying, "The horror story isn't over. These figures are not
unlike those in other states with no mandatory automobile
insurance laws." Moore also added, "I'm not necessarily
opposed to compulsory insurance, but because of the bad
record of states with it, it makes me gun shy."

DMV Commissioner William Nix was also quoted in 1980 as
saying that states with mandatory insurance only achieved a
compliance rate of 90-95%. Remember, this statement was made

when Alaska was thought to have a 40% uninsured population.
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Nix also stated that he thought Alaska's financial respon-
sibility laws were among the toughest in the nation and that
the penalty of a three year license suspension was an "induce
mcnt to have people meet their obligations."” With a 40%
uninsured population, that evidently wasn't much of an
inducement’. Nor have financial responsibility laws alone

provided inducement in other states. That is why over 30
states have adopted mandatory insurance laws.

Mandatory insurance has been proposed ..in Alaska before. One
of the reasons for its previous failure is because of the
very activity to which Tobias referred at’'the outset of this

report. <

This_shouldn't be. Road and weather conditions in Alaska
tend to make the potential for an accident fairly great. The
requirement of insurance is not only intended to keep poor
drivers off the road and ensure that drivers at fault compen-
sate victims but also to protect responsible drivers.

There are probably many marginal drivers who would buy

insurance if they were forced to. Some accidents don't
result from specific negligence. Sliding through an icy
interesection in winter is one example. The result can be
hundreds or thousands of dollars of damage that the generally
good driver would have to pay, in addition to meeting the
requirements of our current financial responsibility laws

which are aimed at the problem driver.

It makes sense to provide the added incentive this bill will
provide to encourage the good driver to buy insurance to
protect both himself and others.

LAWS IN OTHER STATES

Insurance laws enacted in other states are basically varia-

tions on a theme. When the consumer awareness movement
reached a peak in the mid 1970's, no fault insurance became
"in." A number of states now have mandatory no fault laws or
a combination mandatory no fault/fault requirement. Some
states have only mandatory auto liability such as SSHB 7
proposes to enact. There are likely inequities in both fault

and no fault insurance. This repor*: does not intend to
compare the two but rather to focus on the mandatory require-
ments in states regardless of the type of insurance.

Massachusetts became the first state to enact a law. It

requires proof of insurance at time of registration. It is
also mandatory that uninsured and underinsured insurance are
carried. In most states it is only mandatory that insurance

companies offer this coverage as would be done under HB 7.



W-"""ranee: The Other Side
4

New York and North Carolina followed with mandatory laws in
1957. New York added a no fault law in 1974. The New York
law requires the insured to have two cards as proof of
insurance. One is out in a file when the car is registered.
The other must be kept'in the vehicle at all times just as
the registration is kept in the vehicle.

Some states tie both the registration and license to proof of
insurance. Montana and Louisiana require proof of insurance
in this manner.

North Carolina, considered to have one of the most effective

laws, requires proof of financial responsibility to be shown
at time of registration. Several states don't require actual
proof of financial responsibility but rather that the appli-
cant sign an affadavit certifying he is insured and will be
insured when driving a motor vehicle. Such states also
impose rather severe penalties for falsifying the certifi-
cation in sedition to driving without insurance. Arizona and
Connecticut are examples of this variation. False certifica -
tion in Connecticut brings a fine up to $1000 and a jail term

up to five years.

Most states also require insurance companies to issue a card
which must be kept in a vehicle which states the type and
limits of insurance carried.

Overall, the general procedures of mandatory laws are the
same. Proof must be shown at time of registration or licen-
sure. Cards are issued by companies to be kept in cars* The

key to the system working is the method of enforcement.

ENFORCEMENT

The most repeated claim by the insurance industry is that the
laws cannot be enforced. In one sense that is true. No one
claims to have removed 100% of the uninsured from the road.

But proponents in states which have enacted such laws knew in

advance they would not achieve 100% compliance. However,
they have the potential to significantly decrease the number
of uninsured drivers. I have found no example where the law

has failed to reduce the number of uninsured motorists.

In~states where the law is less successful than in others, it
is usually because the enforcement mechanism is not as tight
as those with lower uninsured populations.

The major criticism by the industry is that someone will get
insurance just long enough to renew the registration and then
cancel the insurance and keep the card which is good for a

year. To get around that some states have required insurance
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companies to notify the Department of Motor Vehicles when a
policy is cancelled by an insured. DMV must then notify the
motorist who is given a chance to prove that insurance is in
effect. This has the potential of creating a lot of paper-
work, depending on limits imposed upon the notification

procedure.

Some states began with a law that required notification by
companies anytime a policy was cancelled. North Carolina did
this and became backlogged by notices. Most states which
have tried this ran into the same problems.

To correct the problem, laws were changed to require
notification by insurance companies of a cancellation only e
during the initial six months after a policy was issued.
North Carolina has 4.8 million registered vehicles. Jim
Stamey of North Carolina's DMV said this change cut the
number of persons involved in enforcing the law from over 100
to about 5 troopers and 4 hearing officers. He also added
that it's believed if a person is going to cancel, they will
do so in that first six months.

Delaware changed it's law in 1979 to require notification by
insurance companies only during the first year following
issuance of a policy. Insurance Commissioner David Elliott
noted, "Now we can concentrate on the first year people who
cancel. We think they're the ones trying to beat the system."

New York requires notification of cancellation at anytime.

With 6 million cars, the result became a large backlog. A new
computer system is now being installed which should help ease
this problem. It is interesting to note most states now
implementing the law do utilize computers to a large degree

which cuts the amount of staff needed and expedites the
enforcement process.

Oregon adopted a law with unlimited notification provisions

but changed it the following year. Currently a random samp-
ling process is in effect. Each month about 1% of the
motorists are checked for proof of insurance. There is no
notification by insurance companies required. This process
appears to work... so far. Tony Dilorenzo of Oregon's DMV
noted that the law originally cost about $1 million to
enforce. The changes, he said, reduced the cost to about

$100,000 for clerks and computer time.

Other states have not had such good luck simply going on a

random sampling basis. Nevada easily passed a mandatory law
in 1979 but even proponents were worried it would not be
effective since it lacked a notification provision. Michigan

did not adopt the notification procedures and reports
indicate there were problems obtaining as high a level of
compliance with the law as other states had achieved.
Connecticut had similar problems.
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In general it appears that those who adopted a notification
procedure, such as the one proposed in HB 7, achieved the
highest compliance rates with the least amount of paper work

and cost.

Most states also require a motorist to show proof of insur-
ance when stopped for a traffic violation. This is why the
card is important, and it is important to ensure the card is
legitimate through enforcement by notification of DMV by
insurance companies.

If a policy is cancelled, DMV can flag it on a computer. When
a driver is stopped, it is then a relatively simple process *
to verify the legitimacy of the insurance card.

PENALTIES

The penalties for driving without insurance differ. Gener-
ally, they include fines and revocation of license and
registration. The penalties in the following states are

typical of those in other states.

Michigan and Nevada impose a $100-500 fine. Wyoming has a
maximum $750 fine plus revocation of registration. Oregon
imposes a fine of $100 unless insurance is obtained within 15
days after a citation is issued. False certification at time
of registration will bring a $1000 fine and up to a year in
jail. In Connecticut, that offense brings a $1000 fine and

up to 5 years in jail.

Georgia provides for a 60 day suspension of a drivers license
and registration with a $25 fee to get it back. Louisiana
imposes a loss of a license for 6-18 months, a fineof $125
and up to 30 days in jail.

Hawaii imposes fines of at least $100 and impounds the
vehicle. Delaware allows 24 hours to prove insurance after a
citation and then imposes a fine between $200 and $1000.
Conviction results in revocation of driving priveleges until
proof of insurance is shown. Indiana imposes a $500 fine and
60 days in jail.

Arizona mandates a $250 fine for the first offense. New
Jersey imposes a $200 fine and up to 90 days in jailfor the

first offense. - e

In Minnesota a rather comprehensive approach is taken on any

offense. As Patrolman Ray Schmidt explained, "We request
that the driver park his car. We book the person who has no
insurance, take him to jail and have the car towed." Even-:
tual penalties are a $500 fine, up to 90 days in jail and

revocation of license and registration.
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EFFECTIVENESS

The insurance industry says compulsory laws have not been
effective in removing the uninsured population. The results
show just the opposite. In reviewing these statistics, it
should be remembered that Alaska's uninsured population is
estimated to be as high as 40% at the current time.

North Carolina completed a study within the past year. DMV
spokesman Jim Stamey said the results showed that only 2 -3 %
of the motoring public are uninsured...in a state of over A
million vehicles. Stamey said, "We consider the law to be

the most effective in the nation."

In Oregon it was .estimated 15 - 20% were uninsured before the
law took effect in 1979. The figure after 7 months was 4.5%.
DMV Administrator Harold Grover said, "The overall implemen-
tation appears to be pretty smooth.. It is succeeding better

than we expected."

Even insurance industry representative Richard Clement
conceded the law was having beneficial effects. He said,
"We've always been opposed to compulsory auto insurance.
There have been some problems, but, quite frankly, it's gone
guite smooth. So far our fears haven't been borne out."

In Louisiana, the administrator of the State Insurance rating
commission noted that 65% were insured before the law took
effect in July 1978. By the day the law became effective 80%
were insured and the number was growing.

Minnesota has achieved a 5% uninsured population out of 3

million vehicles. Before New Jersey adopted its law on 1973,
7.4% of motorists involved in accidents were uninsured. By
1976 the number had declined to 3.7%. New Jersey assistant

Motor Vehicle Director Seymour Blaustein said in 1979,
"There's no getting away from the fact that as insurance
costs go up, some people are dropping their coverage, but |
think we've got good verification procedures that catch a lot
of people without insurance."

In New York, it was estimated that 10% of motorists were
uninsured when the law went into effect in 1957. During
early years of enactment that fell to 5%. New York has 6
million vehicles. It's estimated that about 6% are now
uninsured. The lack of a computer system and the number of
vehicles has made enforcement a problem.

Insurance division spokesman Stan Dorf noted there have been

few bills introduced to amend or repeal the program. Dorf
said, "Even if premiums increased slightly as a result of
such a law, which | don't believe they should, the program s

worth it from a social standpoint.”
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DMV spokesman Joe Donovan said the current unenforceability
of the New York system stems mostly from the number of
vehicles. Legislation is now proposed that would require
insurance companies to notify DMV only in the first six
months after issuance of a policy.

Massachusetts has had some enforcement problems, again
because of the sheer number of vehicles but the estimated
number of uninsured motorists is about 5%. Montana enacted
its law in 1979. The County Commisioner calls it "a good
one."

In general, those states which.have implemented a mandatory
law in some form have achieved about a 95% insured popu-
lation. That is the goal many states had in mind when these
laws were passed, 95% compliance would be a substantial

improvement in Alaska just as it was envisioned to be in
other states such as Texas, which passed a law because 25 -

45% were estimated to be uninsured. Washington D.C. consid-
ered such a law in 1980 because 40 - 60% drove uninsured.
Nevada passed legislation because 30 - 40% were uninsured

according to Insurance Commissioner Don Heath.

Wyoming's Commissioner, John Langdon said the law was needed

because 25 - 35% were uninsured. Connecticut passed a law in
1973 because 8% were uninsured. Florida considered the law
because 45% were uninsured. West Virginia recently enacted
mandatory insurance laws. Indiana enacted the law in 1982

because 13% were uninsured.

Arizona was the last state to enact such legislation because
40% were uninsured. Representative Bill English, who spon-
sored the bill said, "We need to take a firm grip on this.
It's totally irresponsible to be driving on the streets
without adequate insurance."

The conclusion is that 32 states have enacted such laws to
achieve lower percentages of uninsured drivers despite

vigorous opposition by the insurance industry. Only 2 have
ever been repealed. This attests to the fact that the laws
work because even states with enforcement snags don't advo-
cate repeal of the law. The laws do work.

| .
EFFECT ON PREMIUMS - -1 =
In all the material researched for this report, no statement
in fact was found that simply the introduction of compulsory
insurance laws directly raised premiums. Even those that
acknowledged the possibility that rates might rise slightly,
encouraged passage of a mandatory law. Nevada Insurance
Commissioner Don Heath said, "Rate increases are a reflection
of the national economy. The mandatory law should bring a

price downtrend for preferred customers.”
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When Texas adopted the law several years ago, Houston
Representative Gene Green commented, "Ilt's estimated insur-
ance rates might go up 5-10% at most. If the insurance
companies use this as grounds for raising rates, they're
barking up the wrong tree because they have already increased
rates every year Il've been in the Legislature."

Cenerally, rates rise simply because of inflation. As Richard
B."Neiley of the Insurance Company of North- America
explained,

Insurance rates are future cost projections.
This means the insurance cycle is out of phase with
the rest of .the economy. When prices for general goods
and services are rising, insurance rates are often
stable. By .the time the rate of increase in the price
of other goods and services diminishes, data is becom-
ing available showing insurance rates have not kept up
with underlying costs. Insurance rates then increase
rapidly and profits improve.

It is somewhat ridiculous to compare rate increases and
premiums in one state to another. Dozens of considerations
go into rate establishment and no state is identical.to

another.

First, a rate has to be determined that will cover potential
future losses and expenses and allow for a profit. Consid-
eration is given to theltrend in dollar cost per claim, the
trend in number of claim payments showing the change, if any,,
in the number of accidents that occur, expenses and how large
a profit margin a company wants. The industry specifically

makes this point: --

Rates among the various 50 states can be widely
different because of variations in the cost of repairs,
medical care, weather patterns, and other geographic
and demographic factors such as population density and
traffic congestion.

Some states prohibit rating differences on the basis of age,
gender, marital status. Assigned risk pools are different in
many states in operation. The risk pool is the classifi-
cation that so called high risk drivers are placed into. This
pool is covered by all insurers. Some states subsidize the
pool through fee charges on insurance or licenses. Some
states have instituted a reinsurance plan which basically
mandates companies to write policies at reasonable rates to
all drivers; again this is based on surcharges of everyones
policies. Technical differences in any number of these areas
can be the cause for distinct rate differences between

* -

states.
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New York Division of Insurance spokesman Stan Dorf said:
Compulsory laws will no'c raise the premiums

as the industry would lead you to believe. There
are no more accidents even though more people are

insured. It's also logical and proven that if more
drivers are insured, the uninsured motorist premiums
will, in fact, decrease.

Massachusetts Insurance rating bureau spokesman Howard Mahler
noted that premium increases in policies tend to result as a
result of inflation rather than a compulsory law. Despite
some enforcement problems in that state, Mahler said the
Registry of Motor. Vehicles has expressed no desire to repeal

the law.
COST OF ENFORCEMENT
Just a brief comment on the proposed cost.

Other states which have imposed the law usually note it costs

between $1 and 1.5 million to enforce properly. The states
saying this are those with 2 million, 4 million, 4.5 million
or more vehicles. Alaska DMV has given us a comparable
fiscal note for a state with 380,000 registered vehicles!
There is no dispute that the program will cost money. It is

hard it believe that enforcement for 380,000 vehicles will
cost as much as that in a state with several milJLion. .even

with a cost of living difference.
It must again be noted that North Carolina has over 4 million
vehicles. Only 4 hearing officers and 5 troopers are needed

to enforce the program which has achieved 2-3% uninsured.
DMV spokesman Jim Stamey from North Carolina said in an
interview that Alaska was in the best position of any state
wishing to enact such a law because of the low population and
the computer technology available. '

Those states now adopting the law have made good use of
computer time to lessen the need for clerical staff. Howard
Mahler of Massachusetts encouraged the state to use computers
to a great extent if we adopt a program.

MORE ON INDUSTRY OPPOSITION

The research indicates that the insurance companies opposi-
tion to mandatory insurance does not really hold up. The law
can and has been enforced to an excellent degree in many
states. Premiums don't rise simply as a result of a compul-
sory law. The provisions in this law make it less costly and
bureaucratic than laws in other states.
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So if these arguments are largely countered, and insurance
companies stand to do more business as a result of this law
what could be the opposition? i--'

* %
Some potential insight was provided in a statement by
Insurance industry representative Richard Clement when he
commented on Oregon's law shortly after enactment. He said,

"We've always been opposed to compulsory insurance. We're
afraid the Legislature .is going to get into the business of
establishing rates and that the state can form an insurance

company."

The insurance industry is not federally regulated. It does *
not want any regulation. The move to adopt compulsory insur-
ance is likely seen as an intrusion into an industry which
wishes to be exempt from all regulation. Past history in
other states has shown the need for regulation to maintain
realistic rates. Indeed, there are programs which have been

enacted and which could be enacted ia Alaska with the result
of lower premiums but which would be opposed by the insurance
industry.

Perhaps, the other reason the industry opposes mandatory
insurance is because it might decrease profits.

It must be noted that, in statistics provided by the Alaska
Division of Insurance for 1981, the top 30 companies doing

business in the state earned $31.2 million in premiums for
automobile liability coverage. Incurred losses totalled
$19.6 million for a profit of over $11 million.

According to the July 19, 1982 edition of Best's Insurance”® -
Management Report, Alaska had the lowest loss ratio of ANY
state for all automobile insurance, 56.1%. Nationally the
loss ratio was 70.7%. Basically, this means insurance
companies earned greater profits on a comparable amount of
business in Alaska than they did outside. -

The 1982 report from the Division of Insurance reported:

We are quite happy with the state of the
market in Alaska. Over the past 3 years, we have
seen an increase in the number of companies pursuing
a share of the market. We now have a very active non-." -
— standard market helping to make insurance available at
competitive prices to those drivers with numerous or
serious violations on their driving records.

It might be suggested that more insurers are seeking to enter
the Alaska marketplace because the profit margins are higher
here. The auto insurance market has consistently been
profitable for the past five years.
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CONCLUSIONS ...

Research has indicated that the arguments put forward by the
industry are at best, half truths. It does cost money to run
an effective program.' But it has proven effective in states
with uninsured populations both greater and lesser than the

uninsured population in Alaska.

Legislation can be passed that will result in a significantly
higher number of insured drivers. CSHB 7 would do this. It
incorporates notification procedures from, other states which
have proven effective and cost efficient. It provides strong

incentives to buy insurance or find alternative modes of
transportation.

Simply requiring insurance after the fact of an accident has

not proved sufficient in this or in ot'<er states. I also
suggest that our current financial responsibility lav; needs
stricter provisions as well.This will be researched and
proposed in the near future. In any case, the law as is or
even as amended is not a strong enough incentive. Alabama
does not have a mandatory law. It does have financial
responsibility laws similar to Alaska's. Deputy State
Insurance Commissioner Tharpe Forrester noted that 30% do not
carry insurance despite the law although, as he said, "We

strongly encourage them to carry it."

Research on this subject will continue in an effort to
propose additional legislation at a future date which could
result in lower premiums. A number of states have passed
mandatory la fs and then changed other insurance provisions to
implement no fault or a reinsurance facility or changes in - -
assigned risk pooling.-...BUT the mandatory law came FIRST.
That is wl.at is proposed here. A mandatory law would be a

significant step forward in attempting to decrease our 40%
uninsured population. But it should be considered as one step
in a multi-faceted approach that should be continually
pursued after the law takes effect.

This report will be updated as additional material becomes
available.*
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The Honorable Walt Furnace
Chairman

House Labor and Commerce Committee
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Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: SSHB 7/ Reply to letter by Michael Thomas
Dear Representative Furnace:

You have received a letter from Michael Thomas who represents
the American Insurance Association. He list a number of'
reasons why this legislation should not be enacted. | wish to
offer the following arguments for enactment of the
legislation.

First, the insurance industry in general has opposed
compulsory insurance, yet it has been enacted in about 2
dozen states. While it has been repealed in a couple and
amended in some states, the fact remains...THE MAJORITY OF
THOSE STATES WHICH HAVE TRIED THIS APPROACH HAVE KEPT IT. If
such laws are so inneffective as the industry would want you
to believe, why have most of the states retained these laws?

The arguments say that no law has proved completely effective
in accomplishing a 100% insured motoring population. We do
not expect 100% compliance. We do expect two accomplishments.
It is believed that more people will buy insurance. If we can
achieve even 90% compliance, that is a significant
improvement over current estimates. Some states have achieved

an even higher insured percentage. Two, the bill provides
strong disincentives to drive while insured. It is
believed that the possibility of severe penalties will keep a

significant portion of uninsured drivers off the road rather
than risking loss of driving priveleges or a motor vehicle.
The bill is not aimed solely at mandating compliance. It also
seeks to provide an incentive for to find alternate
transportation for the uninsured.
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The letter says that North Carolina has had problems
achieving successful results with its law and " has still

left many vehicles uninsured.” However, in statistics
obtained in 1981 it was learned that the prediction was that
only 5% evaded the system and were uninsured. And of the
accidents occuring in state involving in state drivers, less
than one half of one per cent were “ound to uninsured. In
Alaska, a survey of accidents showed in 1980 and 1981 that
about 20% of those people involved in accidents were
uninsured. This points out that the North Carolina law has
worked and | believe, if we could achieve their success rate,
the legislation would have to be considered a success.

Two points need to be made. The letter from the insurance

industry is misleading and vague. |If there are inaccuracies
in this one section, | submit that same vagueness likely
persists throughout the letter. Insurance industry

publications on this subject argue very effectively but in a
vVery vague manner.

The letter also infers that compulsory insurance doesn't work

because states still mandate the offering of uninsured
insurance. First, you must realized uninsured or underinsured
insurance is not required by any driver. It can be waived by

the insured. But it's offering allows a person to' take ALL
precautions to protect himself.

The letter infers that this law would be easy to avoid and
that a motorist will cancel insurance the day after he buys
it to comply with the law. While it is recognized a small
hard core percentage might do this, once again there are
disincentives in the bill that will make people really think
about taking the chance of getting caught without insurance.
I don't believe there is another states which has proposed as
severe penalties as this legislation seeks to do for non
compliance. There has not been serious objection to the
notification requirments placed on insurance companies by
this legislation at this point. North Carolina has reported
reduced cost and administrative burden by requiring
notification by insurance companies of cancellation only

within the first six months of policy issuance. This is what
our bill proposes to require.

Nobody is assuming the law will cost nothing to enforce. It =
will take efficient enforcement and a substantial amount of
money. It is not believed it will require what Dept, of

Public safety is asking for in a fiscal note.
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The bill also infers that premiums will rise dramatically if
this program is adopted. First it is obvious premiums will
rise if higher minimum liability limits are adopted. The
desire to raise the limits may be a bargaining item even
though it is not believed rates will increase as

substantially as proposed. Whether there may be an increase
in premiums simply as a result of mandatory insurance is
subject to debate. The removal of the higher minimum Ilimits
negates much of the letter’s argument, however.

The letter says that study of alternatives has not been
undertaken on how to improve current law. A substantial
directive has been received from the public for mandatory
insurance. The public wants action now..not a study.

Conclusion

No one has ever assumed enactment of this legislation will
result in a 100% insured motoring public. But results from
other states have shown similar laws do increase the number
of insured drivers. A combination of mandat :>ry liability
insurance and the offering of uninsured and underinsured
insurance coupled with retent, on of the current financial
responsibility law is the mosc: effective way to close
loopholes and protect the public.

Other states have encountered probems with the law, but most
states that have enacted the law HAVE KEPT IT. Obviously,
something beneficial is happening. It is realized there will
likely be amendments to this law in the future if adopted.
But it is a good starting point. Efforts have been taken to
choose the better parts of legislation from many states so
that it is effective and cost efficient.

The insurance industry has a very well financed lobbying
effort to ward off these laws when the crop up around the
nation. | caution the committee not tp be misled by vague
facts or misrepresentations in statement. | believe the

public has expressed an interest in this legislation and it
is the responsibility of the Legislature to represent the
public..not the insurance industry.

This office remains open to work with others seriously
concerned with addressing this public concern.
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Chart 1. (From Division of Insurance 1982 Statistical Analysis)
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ATTACHVENT B.

In view of the interest being expressed by a number of

persons in reviewing the limits of liability required by the
Alaska Safety Responsibility Act (financial responsibility law)
the Division of Insurance has updated exhibits originally
prepared when the limits were last revised in 1975,

EXHIBIT A reflects the purchasing power or value of the dollar
based on the annual average value as measured by consumer prices.
The base year utilized is 1959, the year of Alaska Statehood.
The indices used wer». developed by the U. S. Bureati of Labor
Statistics. Column (3) shows the limits of liability for bodily
injury applicable to the particular year. Column (5) does the
same for property damage. The figures for 1982 and 1983 are
projections and are not firm. *

EXHIBIT B is the same concept as EXHIBIT A except it uses the
date of last change of limits as the baise year and thus uses
a shorter span of years. '

EXHIBIT C is an excerpt from the FC&S BULLETINS published by the
National Underwriter Company of Cincinnati, Ohio. It depicts the
current (as of January 1983) Ilimit of liability for each state of
the United States and for each province in Canada.

March 1, 1983

Division of Insurance
Department of Commerce & Economic Development
State of Alaska



Emwe - | = -

PURCHASING POWER OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAW LIMITS USING 1959
Xstatehood) AS BASE YEAR

(1) (2) N (3) - er (4) 1 C(5) (6)-;
Year Purchasing B.l. Limits Purchasing P.D. Limit Purchasing
Power indx (000) Power of (3) (000) Power of (5
1959 1.000 i0/20 10000/20000 5 5000
1960 .984 10/20 9840/19680 5 4920
1961 .975 .10/20 . .49750/19500 5 - 4875
1962 .964 .. 10/20. r. - 9640/19 280 5 1 1 t 4820
1963 .953 - 10/20 9530/19060 5 - 4765
1964 .940 10/20 9400/18800 5 4700
1965 .9214 10/20 9240/18480 5 4620
1966 .899 10/20 8990/17980 5 4495
1966 .899 15/30 13485/26970 5 4495
1967 .873 ‘15/30 13095/26190 5 4365
1968 .838 15/30 -= 12570/25140 5 4190 oy
1969 .796 15/30 11940/23880 5 3980
1970 .751 15/30 11265/22530 _ 5 3755
1971 .720 15/30 10800/21600 5 3600
1972 .698 15/30 10470/20940 5 3490
1973 .657 15/30 9855/19710 \% 5 3285
1974 .587 15/30 8805/17610 5 2935
1975 .542 > 15/30 8130/16260 5 2710
1975 .542 25/50 13550/27100 10 5420
1976 .512 25/50 12800/25600 10 5120
1977 .4 81 25/50 12025/24050 10 4810
1978 447 25/50 11175/22350 10 4470
1979 .402 25/50 10050/20100 10 4020 .
1980 .355 25/S0O 8875/17750 10 3550 »
1981 . 325 25/50 . 8125/16250 10 3250
198 2est. .310 25/50 7750/15500 10 3100
1983est. .295 25/50 7375/14750 10 2950

Proposals

1983est. . 295 50/100 14750/29500 25 7375
1983est . 295 100/200 29500/59000 25 7375
Prepared by : Alaska Division of |Insurance

Based on U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Date: March 1, 1983



-PURCHASING POWER OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAW LIMITS USING 1975 (date
of last change in financial responsibility law limits) aS BASE YEAR

(€)) @) (©) Q) ® ®
Year Purchasing B.I. Limits Purchasing P.D. Limit Purchasing
Power Indx (000) Power of () (000) - Power of (5)
1975 1.000 25/50 25000/50000 10 10000
1976 -945 25/50 23625747250 10 9450
1977 .887 25/50 22175744350 10 8870
1978 .824 25/50 20600741200 10 8240
1979 .742 25/50 18550/37100 10 7420
1980 .654 25/50 16350/36700 10 6540
1981 -599 25/50 14975729950 10 5990
1982est. .572 25/50 14300728600 10 5720

Prepared by: Alaska Division of Insurance

Based on: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Date: March 1, 1983



1982 - STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
PRIVATE PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE

- SUMMARY -

In 1981, the majority of companies writing private passenger automobile
liability and physical damage insurance in Alaska garnered a profit.

The overall loss ratio for all admitted companies writing private passenger
automobile insurance was 56.8%, 4.6% higher than the 52.2% ratio enjoyed

in 1980.

According to the July 19, 1982 edition of "Best®"s Insurance Management
Report"™ Alaska had, for the fourth consecutive year, the lowest loss
ratio of any state for all automobile insurance, 56.1%. This includes
commercial automobile and private passenger automobile insurance. The
loss ratio nationally was 70.7%, 14.6 percentage points higher. A *
consistently profitable automobile insurance market is something few
states have been able to maintain in recent years. We are quite happy
with the state of the market in Alaska. Over the past three years, we
have seen an increase in the number of companies pursuing a share of the
market. We now have a very active non-standard market helping to make
insurance available at competitive prices to those drivers with numerous
or serious violations on their driving records. Good drivers have many
different companies and a wide variation of prices from which to choose.
On the negative side, we still find ourselves striving to overcome
misconceptions and trepidatious underwriting by many companies. Being
the largest of the Unitea States, yet having a population of only just
over 400,000 people does cause problems from a statistical credibility
standpoint. Too often the negative results from other states have an
influence on our market conditions. When profit conditions indicate a
need for a company to tighten their underwriting, Alaska has in the past
felt first the tightening rope of reduced availability. We sincerely
hope that the consistent profitability of the Alaska autompbile in-
surance market will cause the industry to consider us a desirable market e
in which to do business.

We have again divided this portion of the "Personal Lines Statistical
Analysis"™ into two sections. First, is a review of the private passenger
automobile insurance market in Alaska. The second section is a display
of the rates charged for five different risks by numerous companies
writing private passenger automobile insurance in Alaska.



Exhibit I ranks the 1981 market shares of the 30 leading writers in
Alaska by line of automobile insurance and compares those shares to the
1980, 1979 and 1978 figures for those 30 companies.

The Ffirst chart of Exhibit 1 shows us that State Farm Mutual Automobile
Insurance Company 1is the leading writer of private passenger auto
liability insurance in this.State. During 1981, State Farm Mutual Auto
increased its written premium for this line by 7.8% despite dropping its
market share by .15% to 22.15%, nearly a full percentage below its 23.1%
share iIn 1979. Ranked number two, Allstate gained an additional .3% of
the market and now holds a 20.5% market share, an increase of 2.6% over
1979°s 17.9% share. Allstate"s premium volume went up 10.1% in 1981.
Third place Criterions market share remained about th? same, 7.04%, up-

front 7% in 1980, premium volume was up 9.2%. United Services Automobile
Association lost .3% of its share down to 4.19% from 4.5% in 1980, but
they increased their premium volume 1.2%. Number five, State Farm Fire

and Casualty gained a full percentage point of the market from 2.9% in
1980 to 3.92% in 1981. and had 49.4% more premium than 1980. Elsewhere
in t/ie top ten, four companies increased their market share and premium
volume. Number seven, Leader National, lost 1.43% of its share down to
3.47% from 4.9%, while writing 22.5% less premium than 1980. The cumulative
market share for the top ten is 74.8%, this compares to 74.7% in 1980.
The top 30 companies accounted for 98.62% of the market, while the 30
top companies in 1980 had 98.9% of the market. Of the 30 companies, 13
increased their market share, 17 lost share. Written premiums were up
for 17 companies and down for 13 companies. For all companies writing
private passenger automobile liability in Alaska, written premiums were
up 8.4% to $32,408,000 from $29,900,000 in 1980.

Exhibit I, Chart 2 shows that State Farm Mutual Auto has 22.5% of the =
private passenger auto physical damage market, an increase of .4% from
1980 and 3% from 1979. Written premiums for State Farm Mutual were up
23.1%. Allstate lost about .1% of its share o"own to 17.73% from 17.8%
in 1980, but still up 1% over the 1979 share. Premiums for Allstate
increased 10.1% from 1980. Criterion retains third place with a 1%
increase in market share, 7.1% compared to 6.1% in 1980, premiums were
up 29.6% S :ice 1980. United Services Automobile Association moved into
fourth place with a 5.42% share; 1.42% over 1980, premiums were up
50.9%, Foremost dropped to fifth, losing over 1.1% of its share and
15.2% in written premiums. The remainder of the top ten are led by
State Farm Fire and Casualty in sixth place which now hold 3.22% of the
market; up from 2.0% or 14th place in 1980, premium jumped 9.1% during
the year. Nationwide Mutual joined the top ten in 7981 with a .5%
increase in share, to 3.0%. The ten top writers account for 3.5% more
of the market of 1981, 71.44% opposed to 67.9% in 1980. 95.95% of the
private passenger auto physical damage business was written by the 30

companies, up 1.35% over 1980. Fourteen companies gained market share
while-16 lost, but 19 increased premium volume and only 11 wrote less
premium. Written premium volume for all companies was up 11.6% to

$26, 896 ,000.



Chart 3 of the first exhibit displays the market shares of the top 30
companies based on their combined written premiums for liability and
physical damage. Again, State Farm Mutual Auto leads with 22.31%,
Allstate remains second with a 19.24% share of the market a slight drop
from 1980. Of more significance is the fact that Allstate has fallen 3%
behind State F,irm. In 1978 and 1979, Allstate trailed State Farm by
about 4%, closing the gap to 2.2% in 1980 and now falling back to 3%.
Criterion has 7.1% of the market up .4% from 1980. United Services
Automobile Association is up .45% over 1980 to 4.75%. In 1981, State
Farm Fire and Casualty increased it share 1.1% to 3.6%. All of the top
ten this year increased their premium volume and only one company from
last year dropped out of the top ten, Leader National Tfalling from 5th
in 1980, a 3.3% share, to 11th in 1981 with a 2.41% share. Of these 30
writers, 13 companies 1increased their market share, 15 declined and two *
remained about the same. Nineteen companies wrote more premium in 1981
and 11 wrote less. Cumulatively, the 30 companies accounted for 96.39%
of all private passenger auto premiums, whereas the 30 top writers in
1980 represented.96.6% of the market. Premium volume for all admitted
companies writing private passenger automobile insurance in 1981 was
$59,304,000 up 10.5% over the 1980 figure of $53,666,000

Exhibit 2, Chart 1 shows us that liability business was not as profit-

able in 1981 as in years past. The loss ratio for the top 30 writers
and the overall market was the same 1in 1981, 62.8%. This 1Is a sub-
stantial 1iIncrease from the 51.5% loss ratio experienced by the total
private passenger aw.~> liability market in 1980. Of the top 30 com-
panies, 10 had better experience, 18 worse and two were new markets in
1981. Eleven of the 18 companies with loss ratios worse than last year
had loss ratios iIn excess of 60%, eight had in excess of 70%, three
companies experienced a loss ratio greater than 80%. Eleven of the 30

companies had loss ratios below 50%, seven of these were below 40%.

The second chart of Exhibit 2 shows that the private passenger auto-

mobile physical damage market had a good year 1in 1981. The loss ratio
for all companies was 49.5% compared to 53% in 1980. Fifteen of the top
30 companies improved their loss ratios in 1981. Only five of the 30

companies had loss ratios in excess of 60%, eight of the 30 had loss
ratios less than 40%.

Chart 3 has the loss ratios for the top 30 writers of both liability and
physical damage coverages and again we see generally profitable results.
Of the 30 companies, four had loss ratios in excess of 70%, 14 had loss
ratios less than 50% and the overall loss_ratios for all companies was
56.8%, 4.6% higher than 1980 but still low enough for profit.

The two charts of Exhibit 111 further illustrate the profitability of
the private passenger auto market in Alaska. Here we have the top 30
writers of liability and physical damage auto coverages and their
expense exhibits. We have calculated the loss ratios, which should

indicate a company"s break-even point--permissibe loss ratio (PLR)- (the
ratios do not provide for investment income, reserves or the traditional
5% profit percentages). In the liability arena 14 companies had actual



loss ratios that exceeded their PLR, up from seven 1in 1980. Four of
these companies had expense ratios in excess of that normally allowed by

this division. An expense factor (including profit) greater than 45% is
in most cases considered excessive. Thirteen companies had actual loss

ratios 15% below their PLR in 1981 compared to 17 in 1980. The average

PLR for the 30 companies was 61.2%. -The expense exhibits for physical

damage evidenced five companies whose loss ratios exceeded their PLR.
Four of these companies had expense ratios in excess of the normally
allowed 45%. Twelve companies had actual Uloss ratios 20% or more below
their permissible loss ratios. The average PLR for the 30 companies was
61.9%, compared to actual loss ratios for the 30 companies of 49.5%,
leaving 12.4% for incurred but"not reported claims and profit require-

ments.

Writers of private passenger automobile insurance in Alaska have ex-
perienced five consecutive years of profitability a condition that"s
rare in today"s automobile market. In many markets in the "Lower 48"
states, combined ratios of 100% or more are common. Over the next 12
months we will be urging some companies to lower their rates and/or
bring their expenses into line with accepted standards.

Exhibit 1V is an illustration of the total private passenger automobiles
registered in the Stete versus the insured car years, a comparison which
provides a means of approximating the percent of uninsured motorists in
this State. We have reevaluated the data base used iIn previous imports
and find that statistics for the total number of autos were misstated.

We have corrected the deficiencies and now have what we believe to be

the most accurate possible estimation of the number of uninsured motor-
ists. It is impossible to determine precisely the percentage uninsured.
Even with the iInherent inadequacies of this system, we can see that the
number of insured drivers increased somewhat in 1980, we estimate 59.5%

were insured up 1.8% over 1979 and 6.3% over 1978. While this increase
is welcome, the thought that approximately 40% of Alaskans on the high-
ways are uninsured is unsettling at best. Reasons for the large numbers,
of uninsured drivers are 1illusive. There does not appear to be a lack

of available markets, and rates, in general, are not excessive.

Exhibit V concerns the Automobile Insurance Plan (assigned risf" plan).

Part A shows that in 1980, 2.6% of all 1iInsureds 1in the State e
written through the Plan. This is 1% less than in 1979, 3.1% less than
in 1978 and 5.2% less than 1977. 6.5% of the insureds countrywide were
written through a plan of some sort in 1980, this is compared to 3.9% 1in
1979, an increase of 67%. In part B we see that the population of the
plan continues to decline. At the enu of 1980 there were 3,564 insureds
in the plan, 24.1% less than in December 1979. 2,627 were 1in the plan

at the end of 1981, a 26.3% drop from 1980 and 70.2% less than the 9,447
at the end of 1977. The depopulation of the plan 1is continuing 1in 1982
as shown 1in part C. Through September of 1982 only 1,009 policies had

been assigned, 37.8% less than September 1981. The number of policies
assigned each month has declined for 57 straight months. Part D charts
the percentage of private passenger automobile liability premiums attri-
butable to the Automobile Insurance Plan. The percentage in 1980 was

4.3%, down 2% from the 6.3% in 1979.



This division remains concerned about the population of the plan. While
the population continues to decrease, the division feels that many
insureds being placed in the plan could be written by companies on a

voluntary basis. In conversations with agents around the State who
utilize the piar, extensively, we have heard that one of the main reasons
for their use of the plan 1is price. We agree that for some types of

risks the plan rates are low 1in comparison tovoluntary market, but

these rates are low because the experience of the plan has been favor-
able. The preponderance of clean risks or certainly risks that would be
acceptable to companies on a voluntary basis are, to some degree, re-
sponsible for this good experience. The Alaska Automobile Insurance
Plan Advisory Committee has been exploring various methods of depopu-
lating the plan. One method receiving consideration is the requirement
that agents give insureds a brochure explaining the plan and advising
that by shopping, they may find companies willing to write voluntarily
at lower rates.or with improved coverage and better service.

For several years we have closed this narrative summary with a statement
to the effect that the private passenger automobile 1insurance market in
Alaska 1is profitable; this year is no exception. We are of the opinion
that this profitability will continue. While this division continues to
push for reduced insurance rates, we are not going to hinder the right
of a company to make a reasonable profit. We will continue our efforts
to assume that auto insurance rates in Alaska are neither excessive,
inadequate nor unfairly discriminatory.

Norm Cheney
Insurance Market Analyst



TOTAL PRIVATE PASSENGER AUTOS
VERSUS INSURED CAR YEARS

TOTAL NUMBER Insured PERCENTAGE
YEAR OF AUTOS™* CAR YEARS* INSURED
1975 199,536 117,355 58.8
1976 221,386 120,964 54.6
1977 226,329 121,635 53.7
1978 232,425 123,581 53.2
1979 229,403 132,391 57.7
1980 230,040 136,895 59.5

* Based on data supplied by Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities

+ Automobile Insurance Plans Service Office
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A Study of Uninsured Motorists
Involved in Reported Autonobile Accidents

Overview

A study of the characteristics) of uninsured motorists and of the
vehicles they drive has been done by the Personal Lines Committee of the
All-Industry Research Advisory Council (A1RAC). This study was based on
data, obtained from official accident report forms Ffiled with motor vehi-
cle departments iIn seven states---California, Florida, Louisiana, North
Carolina, Oregon, Virginia, and WestVirginia. It was assumed that a
vehicle was uninsured if the accident report did not show the vehicle was
insured, or if the driver at the time of the accident was other than the

owner and no insurance was shown.

Major Tfindings from this study of uninsured drivers 1involved in

ceported accidents were as Tollows:

1. About 702 of the uninsured motorists 1in the study were males.
In all accidents (including both insured and uninsured), al-
most 702 of the drivers were males, also. Thus, there does
not appear to be any significant difference by sex in the 1in-
sured population and the uninsured population. It is inter-
esting to note that males, who make up 532 of all [licensed
drivers, were 1involved ;.in a:disproportionate share of acci-

dents.

2. Uninsured motorists tended to be younger drivers. Some 462 of
the uninsured motorists in the study were under age 25 compar-
ed with 382 of all drivers involved in accidents and 222 of

all licensed drivers 1in the seven survey states.

About 302 of the uninsured motorists were not owners of the
vehicles driven 1in the reported accidents. Younger drivers
were less likely than older drivers to be owners (possibly a

reflection of young people driving parents® cars).
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A large proportion ec.f thy uninsured vehicles were older
models. Some 462 of the uninsured vehicles in the study were
1971 models or older compared with 362 of all cars 1in opera-

tion.

A special analysis of the areas of residence of the uninsured
motorists examined levels of income and of mobility. This
analysis suggested that failure to have auto insurance was not
restricted to a limited segment of the population (i.e., the
uninsured motorists, were not concentrated 1in any particular

types of areas .)



Introduction

Although the magnitude of the problem presented by the uninsured
driver to the insured public and to the auto insurance industry 1is diffi-
cult to measure, it has been alleged that the number of uninsured drivers
is increasing and that a major vreason for car owners driving without
insurance is the high cost of such auto insurance. In 1978, the Personal
Lineb Committee of the All-Industry Research Advisory Council (AIRAC)
charged a subcommittee with exploring changes 1in consumer behavior re-
sulting from increases 1In auto insurance premium. " One project Iinitiated
by this subcommittee was a study of the characteristics of uninsured
motorists and of the vehicles they drive. This report summarizes the

results of that study.

Methodology

Recognizing the limitations of examining aggregate statistics com-
paring car registrations with insured cars and of surveying consumer at-
titudes and behavior (possible self-reporting bias), the approach taken
in this_ study was to ex%mine information provided on official accident
report forms that described accidents involving private passenger vehi-
cles. Information about uninsured drivers and vehicles was provided by
motor vehicle departments 1iIn seven states from the reports of accidents
that occurred during a one-month period or from reports processed during
a one-month period. For the purpose of this study, it was assumed a ve-
hicle was uninsured if the accident report did not show that the vehicle
was insured. Also, if the driver was other than the owner and no insur-
ance was shown, it was assumed that there was no insurance applicable.
It should be noted that data in this study describing uninsured drivers
were based solely on accident reports Tfiled in the seven survey states,
and no effort was made in the course of this study to verify the accuracy

or completeness of these reports.
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Information vas obtained from the states of California, Florida,

Louisiana, North Carolina, Oregon, Virginia, and West Virginia using sur-

vey forms similar to that shown 1in Appendix A. The Tfollowing items were
collected for each uninsured driver:accident date, accident location
(county), residenceZlP code, birthdate, sex, vehicle ownership, vehicle
nodel year, vehicle make, andtypes of damage. States were selected to

take part in this study on the basis of their ability to provide the de-
sired information and their willingness to participate. A list of survey
periods is shown 1in Appendix B for each participating state.

.

It should be noted that this method did not provide information
about uninsured motorists 1in dgeneral, but about uninsured motorists whn
were involved in accidents reported to their respective state motor vehi-
cle departments. Consequently, comparisons in this report of uninsured
motorists with distributions of all drivers involved 1iIn accidents are
core meaningful than comparisons with all licensed drivers (which are
also provided). Because distributions of all drivers involved in acci-
dents were not available for the seven survey states individually, data
for 24 states combined were used for comparison purposes. Unfortunately,
appropriate distributions of all vehicles involved 1in accidents by make

and by model year were not available.

Summary of Results

Descriptive information was collected for a total of 6,159 uninsured
notorists involved in reported accidents in the seven survey states. The
number of uninsured motorists and the number of accident reports reviewed
during the survey period are shown for each state in Table 1. The larg-
est absolute numbers of uninsured motorists were found in the states of
Florida (2,169) and California (1,035). The particularly small number of
uninsured motorists in North Carolina (61) was probably a result of the
selection criterion used by that state: information was provided only
for those cases where action was being taken by the state. It is not

recommended that state-to-state comparisons be made of the number of
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uninsured drivers as a percentage of accident reports reviewed because of

suspected differences 1iIn data collection methods among the participating
states. This report focuses on descriptions of uninsured motorists and.

vehicles rather than on such comparisons of Incidence for this reason.

It should be noted that the number of uninsured motorists per state
may differ in subsequent tables due to varying amounts of missing data
for individual survey items. Tables presented in the remainder of this

report are based on valid data only.

Sex and age of wuninsured motorists are examined individually in
Tables 2 and 3, and Table 4 contains distributions of uninsured motorists
by age and sex combined. Similar proportions of uninsureds involved in
accidents and of all drivers involved iIn accidents were males. A dispro-
portionately large number of the uninsured drivers and of all drivers in
accidents were found to be males when comparisons were made with the dis-
tribution of all licensed drivers 1in the seven survey states. Almost 70%
of all wuninsured drivers 1iIn the study and of all drivers involved in
accidents were males compared with 53* of all licensed drivers in the

seven survey states (see Table 2 and Figure 1).

Uninsured motorists~tended to be younger drivers as shown in Table 3
and Figure 2. Drivers under age 20 accounted Tfor 20% of the uninsured
motorists in the study compared with 18% of all drivers involved in acci-
dents and 8% of all licensed drivers. About 46% of the uninsured motor-
ists were 24 years old or younger compared with 38% of all drivers 1in-

volved 1in accidents and 22% of all licensed drivers.

The distributions of uninsured motorists and of all licensed drivers
categorized by age and sex are shown in Table 4. A similar distribution
for all drivers involved in accidents was not available. Consequently,
comparisons with all drivers involved in accidents by age and by sex that
are shown in Tables 2 and 3 should be a consideration when interpreting
information shown in this table. Young males under age 25 accounted for
about one-third of the uninsured motorists for the seven states combined,
but only 12% of all licensed drivers were males 1iIn this age group. Some

18% of the uninsured motorists and 37% of all licensed drivers 1iIn the
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Number of Uninsured Motorists and Number of
Accident Reports Reviewed by State

Number of Uninsured

“Motorists Involved Number of Accident

State In Reported Accidents  Reports Reviewed
California 1,035 47,494
Florida 2,169 6,539
Louisiana - 778 24,762
North Carolina . 51 Not Available
Oregon - - 446 10,535
Virginia - 773 38,297

West Virginia 907 4,950
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uninsu»-»d drivers as a percentage of accident reports reviewed because of

suspected differences in data collection methods among the participating
states. This report focuses on descriptions of uninsured motorists and

vehicles rather than on such comparisons of incidence for this reason.

It should be noted that the number of uninsured motorists per state
may differ in subsequent tables due to varying amounts of missing data
for individual survey items. Tables presented 1in the remainder of this

report are based on valid data only.

Sex and age of uninsured motorists are examined individually in

Tables 2 and 3, and Table 4 contains distributions of uninsured motorists

by age and sex combined. Similar proportions of uninsureds involved in
accidents and of all drivers involv in accidents were males. A dispro-
portionately large number of the sured drivers and of all drivers in

accidents were found to be males T- n comparisons were made with the dis-
tribution of all licensed drivers in the seven survey states. Almost 70%
of all uninsured drivers in the study and of all drivers involved in
accidents were males compared with 53% of all Ulicensed drivers in the

seven survey states (see Table 2 and Figure 1).

Uninsured motorists~tended to be younger drivers as shown in Table 3
and Figure 2. Drivers under age 20 accounted for 20% of the uninsured
motorists in the study compared with 18% of all drivers involved in acci-
dents and 8% of all licensed drivers. About 46% of the uninsured motor-
ists were 24 years old or younger compared with 38% of all drivers in-

volved 1in accidents and 22% of all licensed drivers.

The distributions of uninsured motorists and of all licensed drivers
categorized by age and sex are shown in Table 4. A similar distribution
for all drivers involved inaccidents was not available. Consequently,
comparisons with all drivers involved iIn accidents by age and by sex that

are shown in Tables 2 and 3 should be a consideration when interpreting

information shown in this table. Young males under age 25 accounted for
about one-third of the uninsured motorists for the sevenstates combir->d,
but only 12% of all licenseddrivers were males in this age group. Some

18% of the uninsured motorists and 37% of all licensed drivers in the
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peven survey states werg**females aged 25 or older. Similgr observations
- . ) . - I -

regarding the age and sex of uninsured motorists could be made for each

of the seven participating states individually.

A substantial number of uninsured motorists were not owners of the
vehicles involved in the reported accidents. As shown in Table 5, about
30% of all uninsured motorists 1in the study did not own the vehicles
driven, and the percentages of nonovnership ranged from a low of 20% in
California to a high of 442 in Louisiana. The strong relationship be-
tween vehicle ownership and driver age (possibly a reflection of young
people driving parei.c-1 cars) 1is apparent in Table 6. Half of the unin-
sured motorists under age 20 did not .own the vehicles which they drove at
the time of their accidents compared to 30% of those between the ages of
20 and 24. The percentage of uninsured motorists who were nonowners con-
tinued to decrease with 1increasing age fTor the other age groups shown in

this table.

Distributions of uninsured vehicles by model year and by make are
shown in Tables 7 and 8. Uninsured vehicles tended to be somewhat older
when comparisons were made with all vehicles 1in operation (see Table 7
and Figure 3). About 46% of the uninsured vehicles 1In the study and 36%
of all cars 1iIn operation®"were 1971 models or older. This general obser-
vation regarding uninsured vehicle age applied to all states in the study
except Louisiana where 28% of the uninsured vehicles were reported to be
1971 models or older. Strikingly higher percentages of uninsured vehi-
cles were in this age group in North Carolina (68%— but the sample size

was very small) and in Oregon (64%).

There was no apparent relationship between vehicle make and involve-
ment in a reported accident while uninsured. As shown 1in Table 8, the
distribution of uninsured vehicles in the study by make was similar to

the distribution of all cars 1in operation.

-
5

""Residence areas of the uninsured motorists and of all people in four
of the survey states were compared in an effort to determine the extent
to which the failure to have auto insurance (and involvement iIn a report-

ed accident) was restricted to a limited segment of the population.
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Tables 9 and 10 contain distributions of 1income levels and of mobility

(i’e., percentages of households with |length of residence two years or
less) for residence ZIP code areas of the uninsured motorists and compar-
ison distributions for the state populations. This analysis was
restricted to the states which supplied ZIP codes for at least 85% of the
uninsured motorists and for which there were adequate numbers of unin-,
sureds. There was no consistent pattern appearing 1in either the income
distributions or in the mobility distributions that was present for each
of the four states. This suggested that uninsured motorists were not

concentrated in any particular types of areas. - -

Further analyses of accident Jlocations and areas of residence were,
done in order to discover whether there was a relationship between driv-
ing in urban areas and having auto insurance. As shown in Table 11, 32%
of the accidents in Florida 1involving uninsured motorists occurred 1in
Dade County (Miami) while 15% of all vehicles in Florida were registered
in that county. Similarly, 39% of the accidents reported in California
occurred 1iIn Los Angeles County compared to 31% of all registered vehicles
(see Table 12). A substantially higher percentage of the uninsured
motorists than of the total population in California resided in the city
of Los Angeles— 13% compared to 8%— as shown in Table 13. These compari-
sons seem to support a -hypothesis that uninsured motorists were more
likely to drive or to reside 1iIn urban areas. However, accident frequen-
cies are higher 1in urban areas chan in nonurban areas. Thus,, since this
study was based on uninsured motorists who were involved 1in reported
accidents, these comparisons may reflect, 1in part, a higher® accident

frequency 1In urban areas rather than a characterization of uninsured
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MEMORANDUM
May 2, 1983
TO: ALL LEGISLATORS
FROM: Representative Joe Hayes

SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Mandatory Automobile Insurance - HB-7 & SB-223

On April 28, Representative Tischer sent to each of you a
copy of a letter from a constituent.regarding mandatory
automobile iInsurance legislation. ,.;The identical letter was

also addressed to my office.

As you all had the opportunity to review Mr. Huddleston®"s

letter, 1 felt it necessary for you to review my reply, which
is attached. My staff has spent many hours researching this
legislation. Should you have questions please contact my
office.

JLH:da

Attachments
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April 25, 1983

Mr. Joe M. Huddleston
509 W. 3rd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Joe:

Thank you for your recent letter opposing the legislation
which 1 and Senator Josephson have introduced regarding
compulsory auto liability insurance. Your arguments are
identical to those which have been used by the insurance
industry in the past. These same arguments are being used
now. From research my staff has conducted, 1 do not believe
the arguments are valid.

The uninsured motoring population in Alaska is estimated at
between 11 and 40% of 355,000 registered vehicles. A conser-
vative best guess puts the figure at 25%. This 1Is unaccept-
able. While 1 do not assume that a compulsory law will result
in 100% compliance, 1 am certain it will go a long way
towards reducing the number of uninsured drivers without the
problems you have mentioned.

Thirty two states have enacted some form of compulsory in-
surance. Only 2 have ever repealed the law. IT the law is
such a failure as the insurance industry would lead one to
believe, why have the vast majority of states which have
enacted such a law kept it in effeet...even with some en-
forcement problems?

You- cite New York®s law as a failure and you cite the 1963
report that the insurance industry likes to quote. New York
has about 6 million registered vehicles. It has grown to such
proportions that enforcement is a problem. But state offi-
cials told my office last week that even with it"s problems
and even if it increased auto premiums, which was not proven,
the law was worth keeping from a social standpoint. You also
cite the old New York Daily News "study" which the iInsurance



industry refers to in its effort to block compulsory laws.
Both of these citations are old material.

You say that states with such a law have found it unenforce-
able, costly and one which causes premiums to rise.

First, North Carolina is a perfect example of where It is
enforceable. That state has one of the oldest compulsory laws
on the books. A study conducted by their Division of Motor
Vehicles in the past year proved that 2-3% went uninsured out
of 4.5 million vehicles. Some of the provisions of their law
are incorporated into HB 7. North Carolina public safety
officials are very pleased with the law. They say it works
and has caused no problems in enforceability. While that
state once had over 100 persons involved in enforcement, | am
told that recent changes in the law reduced the number of
troopers needed to 5 and 4 more persons are used as hearing
officers. And that®"s for 4.5 million vehicles. Oregon also
has an effective compulsory law. Before it went into effect
in 1979, 14% of the motor vehicles there were uninsured. The
estimate last week was 6%. New York, even with enforcement
problems has achieved a 6% uninsured population. Massachu-
settes has obtained a 6% uninsured population. Arizona just
enacted a law because of a 27% uninsured rate.l could list
many other examples. The fact is the states with such laws
are achieving a reduction of the uninsured population to
within 10%. IT Alaska could achieve that by implementation
of such a law, I would consider it a success.

You say the programs are costly to administer. We have
received a fiscal note saying this will cost over one million
dollars to put into effect. 1 do not believe i1t will cost
that much. There are several Inaccuracies that the fiscal
note was based on. Other states with 10 times the number of
motor vehicles spend the same amount of money as the fiscal
note says this will cost. | cannot believe enforcement in a
state with 355,000 vehicles will cost the same as one with 4
million. There will be a cost, but 1 suggest such a cost is
necessary to avoid the death, injury and property damage that
I believe this law will negate.

You assert this law will cause premiums to rise. In the
states we have surveyed in researching the legislation, not
one would admit that the laws have directly caused premiums
to rise. There are many factors, they said, which add to
premium increases from inflation to limitations on the
assigned risk pool. In fact, with more of the population
insured, some iInsurance specialists note that the uninsured



Joe Huddleston
Apr||325, 1983

premiums should decrease. IT we do raise the minimum limits
for liability coverage, there would be an increase for those
who do not presently carry such limits. I am willing to
negotiate on this point, but 1 am not convinced that simply
initiating a compulsory lav; will have a great effect on
premiums.

As you note, the insurance industry opposes the law for the
grounds which you have stated. But 1 have not found evidence
from the research which strongly supports their claims. |1
also do not believe this is a make work project for attor-
neys. There is no provision to eliminate uninsured motorist
coverage. With more persons covered, more claims should be
settled in an expeditious fashion, rather than having to go
to arbitration. Senator Josephson has been researching the
legislation from this standpoint. |1 do not believe there will
be a significant impact in this area. There may indeed be
added burden upon the court to adjudicate cases where a
person does not have proof of insurance. The court has
already notified us of this potential problem. But the court
also stated it saw no need to ask for staff or monetary
increase at the present time, if the law Is enacted.

You cite several more "studies™ often quoted and initiated by
the insurance industry to disclaim the effect of a compulsory
law. Again you are referring to states with ten times the
number of vehicles in Alaska. 1 remind you again that New
York has no intention of changing or repealing it"s law
despite the cost or the enforcement problems. Second, we have
adopted enforcement procedures which have worked in other
states for a minimum cost.

Your proposed alternative is a step in the right direction.
In fact, 1 have amended the bill to mandate that insurance
companies offer both uninsured and underinsured coverage for
personal iInjury and property damage in amounts equal to at
least those bought voluntarily by a customer. Other states
which have compulsory laws also see the need to retain strong
financial responsibility laws and offering of uninsured and
underinsured provisions which can be waived. This 1s added
protection; However, 1 don®"t believe that offering such
coverage iIn lieu of a compulsory law will solve the problems
we are experiencing today.

I appreciate your comments. 1 can see you have been reading
the insurance trade reports, but 1 feel many of the arguments
you have quoted are, in fact, disputed by the results of
other states, and recent comments obtained in researching the
legislation.
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April 25, 1983
Page 4

The bill has been heard and approved by the House Labor and
Commerce Committee. It is now In the Judiciary Committee
where hearings have not been scheduled. I expect at least a
statewide teleconference to be scheduled on this legislation
iIf not a hearing in Anchorage.

I am sure you will have ample opportunity to express your
views on this legislation. Should you wish to discuss this
further, please feel free to contact me or my staff
assistant, Jeff Day. He has compiled a significant amount of
research on this legislation.

Thanks again for your comments.

Vv

Joe L. Hayes
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE
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CO-CHAIR
.EALTH, EDUCATION ft SOCIAL SERVICES DISTRICT 11
VICE-CHAIR 3309 OREGON DRIVE
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FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEES
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MEMBER 1907) 469-3799
MEMORANDUM
TO: All Legislators

FROM: Representative Mae Tischer m
DATE: April 28, 1983
RE: HB 7 and SB 223

I have attached a copy of a letter 1| recently received from a
constituent regarding mandatory auto insurance legislation.

He apparently has done some research on the subject and draws
some interesting conclusions. I believe the letter makes several ver
valid points which 1 hope you will consider in your deliberations on
these bills.

attachemer.ts
MT/ssw



Joe M. Huddleston
509 West Third Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

April 15, 1983

The Honorable Mae Tischer
House of Representatives
Pouch "v"

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mae:

I would like to take this opportunity to direct to you my
thoughts on pending Hlegislation. "House- Bill No. 7 and Senate
Bill No™. 223"._ is proposed legislation which requires ..compulsory
insurance®. 4n order to obtain a driver’s license or vehicle
tags. The 1idea of compulsory insurance does have surface appeal,

but 1 believe that it does not stand close scrutiny. As you
know, I-jj an/Tan-"attoVheyl:-practicing Hlaw in Anchorage. Cl© am
significantly."_.involved in .insurance defense actions..arid | have
"researched .this."subject ait . length. This matter was originally
scheduled- for a hearing before the House Labor and Commerce
Committee on Friday, February 15th. I had planned on attending
that hearing but it wascancelled on the 14th. It" is my hope

that 1 will be"able.to-iattend either the House or Senate hearing
on this matter when it is rescheduled.

As | mentioned above, the idea of compulsory insurance does
have a degree of surface appeal. However, our several sister
states have experimented with this type of legislation to their
prejudice. New York adopted a compulsory insurance law in 1956
and a study undertaken by the University of Michigan in 1963
reported m that the law was unenforced, unenforceable, and a

complete fTailure. A New York Daily News "study'™ reported that
the law had failed to achieve 1Its- aims and was, 1iIn fact,
counterproductive. M....

In the main our sister states have found that the compulsory
insurance laws (1) cannot be enforced; (2 are costly to
administer; and (3) 1increase 1insurance premiums Tfor responsible
drivers.

Notwithstanding the above, my three major reservations
concerning this legislation are that it will (@) significantly
increase the premium rates fTor responsible policy holders; (@)
significantly 1iIncrease the case loads at the Superior Court
level; and (3) engender disrespect for law.



The Honorable Mae Tischer
House of Representatives
April 15, 1983
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A, superficial review of this subject might suggest that the
respective 1iInsurance carriers would be in favor of this type of
legislation. = What greater boon could one envision to the
insurance 1industry than legislation which mandates that everyone
must buy their product? However, the 1insurance industry has
realized that compulsory insurance creates a bureaucracy iIn state
government and 1iIn private industry and, further, significantly
raises iInsurance premium rates.

I would suggest™ to you that this Bill is simply a make work

project for attorneys. In the situation where an insured
motorist 1is involved in an accident with an uninsured motorist,
he has recourse to his uninsured motorist benefits. This 1is a
very common situation and in almost all of these situations no
lawsuit 1is fTiled. The 1insured motorist simply settles with his
own insurance carrier or, in a relatively few cases, the matter
iIs taken to arbitration. The overwhelming majority of this type
of case does not involve an attorney and 1is settled without
recourse to the court. The savings to the taxpayer are

incalculable.

The requirement that every driver obtain insurance will
negate the effect of the uninsured motorist benefits and result
in a proliferation of lawsuits rather than the 1insured simply
settling the —casewith his own 1insurance company or demanding
arbitration. Thiswill be an excellent benefit for attorneys but
will be a disservice to the citizens of the state of Alaska in
that it will 1increase Insurance premiums, increase state and
private industry bureaucracy, increase the expense at the
Superior Court level and prevent the speedy resolution of claims
through the uninsured motorist provisions.

As 1 stated above, my research has indicated that the system
of compulsory insurance 1is not effective 1iIn that it is
unenforceable. The costs of enforcement through the Department
of Motor Vehicles 1is prohibitive. A California study revealed
that persons were applying for 1insurance, or actually obtaining
it, and then cancelling the insurance as soon as they obtained
their license. A Pennsylvania study reflected that the
Department of Motor Vehicles 1in that state was bogged down 1in a
bureaucratic morass. On average, forty thousand notices of
cancellation or lapses of payment were processed each month by
that department. The most recent iInformation from New York
reflects that the costs of enforcement were 1In excess of seven
million dollars per year. South Carolina also spent iIn excess of
one million dollars to enforce its compulsory law in the fiscal
year ending April 30, 1979. It is the experience of our system
of jurisprudence that Ulaws that areunenforced or unenforceable
are a disservice to the legislature and a disservice to the
people of the state.
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AN ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION

The concept that citizens of the state cf£ Alaska should be
protected from physical and financial reverses of this type Iis
laudable and should be pursued. However, there* is a much more
effective method of insuring that this type of physical ax$
financial protection is available. Many states, for instance
Oregon, require that each 1insurance policy co"htain uninsured
motorist benefits. Under this type of provision, when an insured
driver 1is involved iIn an accident with an uninsured motorist he
simply files a claim with his own insurance company rather than
dealing with the financially irresponsible individual that caused

the collision in the Tfirst place. Requiring “uninsured: "motorist
."coverage -in every policy precludes “the“necessity ofi:increasing
either., government .or private .industry bureaucracy. Requiring

uninsured motorist provisions in every policy is easily
enforceable as the respective carriers would not be allowed to

sell Insur-nce that did not include these benefits.
Additionally, uninsured motorists coverage is very inexpensive to
sthe-policy holder. I would request that you review your own

insurance policy and compare the costs of uninsured motorist
coverage with the <costs of general bodily injury liability
coverage. The UM coverage generally costs just a few dollars.

It is my Ffirm belief that the passage of House Bill No. 7,
Senate Bill No. 223 will result in a morass of bureaucracy and
paperwork and significant expense to the citizens of the state of
Alaska. Additionally, compulsory insurance will significantly
raise the premium rates that each of us must pay for Insurance.
Unfortunately, it is the experience of the citizens of the state
of Alaska that we are compelled to pay an inordinate price for
goods and services that are available iIn the Lower 48 on a less

expensive basis. I do not believe that this additional cost
should be passed along to the citizens of the state of Alaska. I
would appreciate your thoughts or comments on this. I wish to

thank you for your courtesy in this matter.

qpe M. Huddleston

509 West Third Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
JMH/ph



March 9, 1983

Representative Joe L. Hayes

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hayes:

I am writing this letter in pain, outrage and total disgust. I have painfully
become aware of the completely”~inadequate and antiguated driving laws of this
state as a result™oj”ray_]son Sean"s death at the hands of an irresponsible,
uninsured "driver whojwas”drinking, speeding, ran a red light and God only knows
what else. This driver can afford alcohol and drugs (they were found 1in his
car) but lie cannot affgrd_insuraince!.i

The law concerning the requirement to have auto insurance, better known as "the
State gives you a free one"™ 1is at best a farce. Having lived here 44 years and
watching the traffic iIncrease to the point beyond the capacity of our road
system, coupled with the irresponsible attitude of the outsiders coming in and
the young people growing up, dictates that the law be tightened.

It is iImperative that mandatory auto iInsurance be required of those wishing to

drive iIn the State of Alaska. When auto licenses are renewed or bought, or
with registration and/or titles, proof of insurance at that time should be
shown. Upon cancellation of insurance, then licenses revoked. In short No
Insurance - No License!l

Sean was not allowed to own a car or drive without insurance which he bought and
paid for himself and he took that responsibility with him into his young adult-
hood and was subsequently killed by a person who apparently did not care or

have any regard about others.

The time is long past due for all Alaskans new or old to accept the responsib-
ilties attached to owning and driving an automobile and the necessary steps to
accomplish this rests squarely on your shoulders.

Sincerely,

THELMA SINNETT
2001 Salem Court
Anchorage, Alaska 99504
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Representative Joe Hayes

State "of AT as.kafc”fl.-; ;"

House of Representatives.

Pouch V \ VAI-"V,*;/. -

Juneau, AK 99311 - .V 3 * *v -

SUBJECT: Mandatory Auto InsuranceN O >V -
s > i-<iv<tiin « N e — - >

Dear Representative Hayess™iTIV. ‘e -V

After talking to your staff yesterday in regards to the above
bill and seeing the Channel 11 newscast last night, 1 feel it
necessary to write to you in regards to the above bill. 1 feel
very strongly that the State of Alaska should require all. | ;
motorist to carry liability insurance. I do not state this
from an insurance agent®"s.stand point as much as from a general
consumer who has been effected by individuals driving without

insurance.

From an insurance agent"s stand "point, 1 would like to state

out a few simple points that.seem to be.controversial. First

.of all if everyone in the State of Alaska.was required to carry :
insurance the argument cannot be made that we would have more - V;
accidents, than are npw occurring.in the"state.~ The more’pre- v
miums .would have less impact on the loss.ratio by the insurance.”,
companies. As in all other types of insurance, when less ratios .:
are low, premiums tend to come down and then everybody would
save. The insurance companies would have more money to cover
losses and thus the present losses would be spread over a much -
greater pool. I also wanted to note, although uninsured-."..-
motorists®"coverage is avail able_in the State of Alaska, it is :-
only for bodily injury, this does not include property damage.

IT a vehicle is hit by~an uninsured motorist and the driver

_does not have insurance to*cover his "own "vehicle, it must be .v\:
paid out"of his pocket. " Too many of these type of Vosses will*

S+ SR
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cause cancellation of your policy"oran increase. 'n rate, which
penalizes the innocent "party "*who carries insurance. "Ur

There"was .an ,item brought up,on the newscast last night,whichv
e .1 do agreejvi th,"“and”_that. is. the.._..impression that.the State of:Q
Alaska is being_"Big Brother" by forcing "eweryone~to have autot
* dnsuranceV But]at. the "same time"we]must ‘realize, that" peopl
must._be]Jaccountable for. thei reactions.- We penalize individu
for ~conffii tti rig a*crime “and fpr,destroying property of others,
""yet "when .it"comes to.the"automobile,” very few people are"per.- ..,

alizedl"and very little effort.is put into”™apprehendirig these : >
/" individuals. when_they, do get. into an a.ccident”™and®substandial.
~mliproperty*~*"dVmagei”~Fo~the.last”three years, | have had both~/;::’
vehicles in"our household hit by uninsured motorists th”ee \"4w
times! Only~orice. .inthose three times has] anyone paid for it,- <"
the other .."two"would].be .termed as hit-and-run;. The total cost".V*-;-/,

to myself and "my insurance company was in the excess of $2,000.".* -

Since"our office"does"riot write a lot of personal insurance,’.Vv:";/
the impact of passing this bill would not do a lot for us econ-

omically, but I think as a citizen, it is a law that is way over N
due, and many of the people that we deal with are also in our
agreement. Hopefully those people that we have contacted

will write you letters also.

Si

President

WCIl11/pab
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December 20, 1982

*

Rep. Rcmona L. Barnes -
P. 0. Box 3382 Downtown Stat.
Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Pomona:

My wife and 1 received your questionnaire in the nail this week and
would like to respond to one of our concerns, specifically the
Mandatory Auto Insurance. As you will see through the balance of
this letter, Linda and 1 have very adamant thoughts in this regard.

During the month of March 1980, Linda was involved in an automobile
accident with another party that did not have any liability insur-
ance for his vehicle. As a matter of fact, he did not have any
liability insurance for the three vehicles that he cwned at that
time. Linda was stopped at a red light and the other party lear
ended her totaling out her 1976 Toyota 4-door sedan-and causing a
three day stay in Providence Hospital. As she was a school teacher
on School District business, the Wbrknen®s Compensation picked up
her medical bills, not her pain and suffering, and as her vehicle
was four years old, there was no collision coverage on her insurance
policy, only the liability insurance. The other party was driving a
1954 Chevrolet pick-up truck and he did not have the liability
insurance nor Physical Damage. His vehicle was not that badly
damaged as he drove it away after the accident and he did not
receive injuries.

We consulted an attorney after about two weeks of negotiating with
the individual, and found out at a later date, that not only did he
not have the Automobile Liability Insurance, but also he did not
have any monies to make restitution nor did he want to cooperate
with us In any way. We were able to obtain a judgement in court
®against the individual and now have that in our pocket for whatever
it isworth. In the meantime, we are out of the $3,000 low book for
Linda®s car and her pain and suffering.

The individual that struck Linda was later given a ticket for
negligent collision and his driver®s license was revoked by the
State of Alaska. Approximately, three months after the accident the

Pouch 7-502 /Anchorage, Alaska 99510 / (907) 276-5617 (907)276-5454 / TELEX : 25418
1031 IV. Fourth Avenue, Suite 400, Anchorage, Alaska 99501



Rep. Rcirona L. Barnes 2 December 20, 1982

individual was picked up by the Anchorage City Policy for driving
without a license and was given another $25 ticket and spend three
days in the city jail. We knew, and have seen, the individual
driving about Anchorage many, many times and he still does not have
a valid drivers license. Of course this revoked driver®s license
situation does not mean anything to an individual of this caliber.
Therefore, we have a law that says that basically an individual must
have minimum automobile liability limits or prove that he is finan-
cially responsible for those limits and if he does neither of those
he will receive a $25 ticket and lose his license. It seems to me
that the spirit of the law is well taken, however, the penalty means
little or nothing. As a possible solution, 1 wou?d suggest that the
penalty be elevated to say thirty to sixty days mandatory jail
sentence for the above situation or mandatory insurance be purchased
before license plates or renewal license plates would be distribut-
ed. Several states in the lewer 48 new have a law that license
plates renewal will not be granted without proof of Automobile
Liability Insurance and i1f the insurance is cancelled during the
year that the license plates are removed by authorities frcm the
vehicle. Driving without license plates on the vehicle would cause
the inpounding of the vehicle -«rHl the situation is remedied.

I have suggested the above s. 1 to such people as Dick Randolph
and jokingly have been accuse 4 trying to push for another iInsur-
ance sail, as | am iIn the insurance brokerage business through

Eayly, Martin & Fay of Alaska. |Indeed, this is not the case as my
specialty is Aviation Liability Insurance, and I would go so feu: as
to say that State Farm and Alstate Insurance write 90% of the
automobile insurance iIn the state of Alaska. Therefore, 1 am not
trying to line my cwn pockets with Mandatory Auto Insurance,

I sincerely hope that you are able to provide the State of Alaska
with your guidance on this subject matter and if you should have any
questions or canments, please do not hesitate to call on us.

Sincerely yours,

4926 Lunar Dr.
Anchorage, AK 99504
337-5816
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The Honorable Ramona Barnes
House Judiciary Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Ramona:

Thank you for your letter, of the 28th wherein you
indicated that you were Tfiling House Bill No. 7, regarding
automobile insurance as a condition to register and operate
a motor vehicle.

The bill seems to me to be well drafted and to
cover every eventuality including the cancellation of insur-
ance as soon as a vehicle 1s registered. However, one con-
cern | have with the bill concerns its political chances and
my suggestion is that you will run into some opposition from
representatives of communities which are not tied into the
State Highway system or Juneau.

The reason | state this i1s that in my travels to
some bush communities which have roads of a few miles or
15 or 20 miles, 1 have noted that the vehicles are not lic-
ensed, titled or registered and that all manner of people
drive them, some with licenses and some without. In my
opinion, this is probably a reasonable working relationship
because there are so few vehicles. The logic does not work,
however, with respect to communities that are inter-connected
by the highway system and/or the marine highway system.
Perhaps some rider could be put on which would cover this,.
I think the goal of the bill is excellent and if there is
anything | can do to assist in its passage, please advise.

Very truly yours,

Ronald T. West <
Attorney at Law
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While iIn Session

Alaska g>tatr legislature Pouch V
_ Juneau, Alaska 99811
House of Representatives (907) 465-3733
John J. Liska Home - District 15
P.0. Box 421

Eagle River, Alaska 99577

- . 907) 688-2526
Official Business ") 5

April 29, 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rep. Adams, Finance Ghairman

FROM: John J. Liska

RE: SSHB 7 Relating to Motor Vehicles/Insurance

Our constituent, Mr. Bob Nestel, P. 0. Box 1753, Eagle River 99577
has sent a copy of pages 197 to 207 from a book called "Invisible
Bankers™ by Andrew Tobias. Mr. Nestel requests we send you a copy of
this information, as he feels it pertains to the issues in SSHB 7.
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Andrew Tobias, the irreverent, bes_t—sellinﬂ
author of The Only Investment Guide You'

sl Ever Need, Fire and lce, and Getting By on
BIS $100,000 a Year, now takes us behind the
te

scenes of the enormous, quietl %owerful

. insurance industry, whose “invisible bankers”
collect over $200 billion a year in premiums,
Playlng what is in effect the biggest game in
heworld. o

-5iS*s? . . .
“Insurance,”says Tobias, "is the business of

. taking terrific betsthatordinary people simply
cannot afford to take.” In his own lively, amus-

"351i ing, pointed style, Tobias explains how insur-
£0 ance works (the game itself is fascinating) and

suggests how it could work better. He dis-

closes the odds underlying the bets we make

every day withour insurers, and tells how they

sell policies on which they can’t lose, from

_flight insurance to malpractice insurance for

s sew clergymen. Showing both sides of the story, he
-describes not only how the companies some-
times take shameless advantage of their
policyholders, and profit from consumer igno-
rance of their product, but also how “when it
comes to insurance, otherwise ethical and
law-abiding citizens lie, cheat and steal with

"abandon.” " "

VVM-FAS ‘Tobiasiakes us inside Lloyd's of London, the
giant insurance exchange where international
underwriters share the risks of ever thmg
from cargoes of tuna and NASA% lunar launc
to the possibility of Cutty Sark drinkers’ actu-
ally finding the 'Loch Ness monster and pre-
senting it for the advertised $Lmillion reward.

.HD": He explores the insurance industiys extra-
o_rdmarY success at quashing federal regula-

tion; tells how insurance sometimes makes

losses (especially fires) more likely to occur;

wx<F ~rirkNg!

m-rd and explains why lawyers have fought and
mo e defeated true no-faultinsurance in every state
Ve in which it has been proposed ("No fault, no
] lawsuit No lawsuit, no lunch™. =
r.-sia Tobias details the incredible inefficiency of
7. an industry that employs nearly two million
$$hks people; he explains the eagerriess of major
_*3V«
*Sfcs (continued on back flap)
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corporates.to™eflinto the business gTTK;":
Sears, anHArnericar. EJ.Pressmake |. ore from
insurance, iilaii irorn eleco_m_munlcqtlons.
retailing, or credit cards). Fir illy, he sh
how to evaluate the r_L» » ‘s aro buy
insurance«.ivifizently — _ ny‘I
Thisisabook of innovation (Tobias’plan for .
reorganizing auto .insurance would cut our
costs in half), of marvelous detail'(Have you
any idea how the life; insurance rates for a" -
window”,washer; compare with those for"al?;
human cannonball?), and of invaluable prac-J.
tical adviceJ Itsheds lighton an industry much y,1
in"need;: of illumination ~\ancFin so" doing,1"-
equips itsreaders to deal withthat industry on
‘an equal footmg.

Andrew Tobias is the best-selling author of
The Only Investment Guide You'll Ever Need,
Fire andlce, and Getting By on $100,000a Year.
Born in 1947, Mr. Tobias i a graduate of Har-
vard College and Harvard Business School. A
contributing editor to Esquire magazine, he
lives in New York City.

Jacketdesign 01931 bylLawrenceRatzkin
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Choosing auto insurance coverage is not like choosing a wardrobe.
In auto Insurance, everyone wants precisely the same thing: com-
plete Qovera?e. Only, because the current insurance system is so
Inefficient, all but the wealthiest drivers must settle for fess.

Auto insurance could be provided much more efficiently— auto-
matically— at enormous savings.

PAY AS YOU DRIVE:
HOW GOD WOULD RESTRUCTURE AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE

Imagine a t. ; no-fault system called Pay As You Drive. Instead
of bugmg au.to liability insurance as we currently do, 25 or 30 cents
would be added to the federal (or each state’s) gasoling tax, The
proceeds— some $25 hillion a year— would fund a no-fault insur-
ance pool. Drivers would not be able to sue— or be sued— for pain
and suffering. (Manufacturers would still be liable for defects.) But
anyone injured in a vehicular accident would automatically be cov-
eredfor all his medical expenses and, within certain limits, for lost
wey s andfuture disability. (At modest additional cost, as described
in the previous chapter, a schedule of pain-and-suffering benefits
could be provided. Or, private insurers could sell this extra coverage
— or any other— to those who wished to buy it.)

Gone” would be billions of dollars in unnecessary sales costs,
underwriting costs, policy-issuance costs, hilling costs! Gone would
be much of the painstaking, litigious claims proces*'! Billions that
currently go to administering auto insurance could be paid out in
benefits. Instead of 14 or even 44 cents of the auto liability premium
dollar making its way throu%h the sticky insurance mechanism,
nearly the whole dollar would go, as intended, to pay for losses.
Each  dollar of auto liability premiums, paid automatically at the
gas pump, would provide more than twice as much insurance as it
currently does. Without ralsm? the overall national auto liability
insurance bill fWhICh in 1980 fotaled $23 hihion), everyone could
be assured full, prompt pa?/ment in the event of an accident. A
victim’s com[pensanon would not depend on his luck in who hits
him; nor would it be watered down by legr i fees or endlessly delayed
In the courts. _ o o _

What’s more, there are simple ways of building equity into this
system without sacrificing efficiency.
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predictability,* ['would pay for insurance. What could be more equitable than that?
- Vi/hO _r?ay noty[5 Accidents do not rise in direct proportion to miles driven, but there
?.?Sth' young -~ If'isa strong correlation. B|9 cars, often the safest, would be penalized
.5' tne votehrs—A JIL:m favor of smaller ones that get bettermlleaPe. But as it happens,
| t%age t%t Ie' | jP1we have every reason to encourage good mileage. (As for electric
[0 t ﬁ no- alfdt I'cars,- public policy could either be to encourage their use by allow-
Ing that wou Hming them to skirt the cost of insurance— or else, simply, to add

. ion e sOme approgrlate insurance charge to their annual registration fee.
[idjusted— effi-''S"  nEfficiently. By computer.)
rural lllinois There could be othef adjustments, as well. “X-rated” muscle
Chicago coun-1i  Clears * uld have a surchargie in their initial sales price or in their
erve 10 reduce AA - anniial registration fee; males or females could be charged extra
r"or given a discount— in their license fee. These adjustments would

lld be adjusted | 4be up to the legislators who demgned the system.

>w7hazarr]d aea’/;,  mSplfoThe key in all of this is not how pay-as-you=drive no-fault auto
tedium_hazard ~ Minsurance should be fine-tuned to make it equﬂable or politically
mkor Boston, 7 _palatable— although the industry would doubtless try to scuttle any
|ny good to lie i-suh plan _b¥ engendering endless debate. The key is that, however
Jused. What's PI*mueh or little fine-tuning were done, the sKstem would provide 90
jirban visitors, pf " \: cents in needed economic benefits for each dollar collected rather

to drive less, =78, " Vinanjust 15 or 25 cents.

bo, to impose £ ~who would administer the claims? (Please— not another fed-
Isolations. The . ciral bureaucracy!) Claims would be administered by the very same
license reVo- % insurers who do so now. N
: Each state’s licensed drivers could be divided, randomly, by com-
~fault doesn’t . puter, into groups of 2,500 or 5.000. (The same c_omlouters that
dd”Ver WdO.Uki -® A Glready spew forth drivers’ licenses would now simply be pro-
rides medical - grammed to add one more task to their near instantanequs, highly
but he could ‘efficient routine.) Insurers could then bid for these blocks of busi-
. ness, just as, currently, they will bid for the right to handle a group
pdrf]lVEYSJUhSt . health insurance plar” The low bidder— the company that offers to
Yt Oselt\ijO insure the block of 1 tsed drivers for the least— would then have
-ﬁ” woul ¢ ‘ the franchise to ser  *the claims of that %roup. Each computer-
he Fﬁe”a ty— _a» 1 generated driver’s | e would have on it the name_and phone
ether an in- = number of the comp- . to call in case of an accident. Periodically,
£m S0 many gach block of business would be put out again for competitive bid,
ratesht_h%t if just as employers occasionally switch from one group health carrier
>any nigner, to another.

ih‘more he Insurers would settle claims as they do now. Only, because there
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would be a true no-fault system, it would be much easier and
costly. Legal fees on both Sides -ould be greatly diminished. |

It would still be very much in the insurers” interest to foil fraud”
ulent claims and to try to keep the lid on costs, because, as now*;
whatever they didn’t have to pay out in benefits would be theirs to”
keeﬁ. Insurers whose claims-handling practices drew significantly”
h!g er than average levels of complaints could be suspended from
bidding in that area for a period of time. (In extreme cases,-; oi
course, they could, as now, be sued for acting in bad faith.)

. . T4 S8
~ To make most sense, an efficient auto insurance system ought.to.
include all enrages: collision and theft as well as personal mjury";
and liability. Otherwise, you would still need the elaborate sales-5
underwriting and billing apparatus currently in p ace. _

To add these coverages to the pay-as-you-drive plan outlined*
above would cost about 15 or 20 cents per %allon of %as. Everyone”;
would automatically have it (subject to a $250 or $500 deductible),’?
agd it would be administered by the insurance companies exactly ass\sl?
above. 8
~Total for the entire package: 40 to 50 cents a gallon. (Less y|§|’\<
licensing and registration fees were Iewed.?W Fifty cents a gallon”
would amount to"$300 a year for someone who drove 12,000 miles !
a year at 20 miles to the gallon. And there would be no other autoK&
insurance premiums to pay\ Almost all drivers would find the “pol- "]
icy limits™ of their present coverage greatly expanded. No'IonPer
would they face the possibility of $350,000 in medical bills and lost
waﬂes, but only $50,000 in insurance coverage.

‘How can pay-as-you-drive no-fault provide so much more in ben- ;#
efits at such low cost? Under the current system, insurers and theirVr

agents must deal, one on one, with 125 million separate automo-v

f?ET[J;]rvr/IritingDQO_StS; it could h;
$30 biilion available ®
vebeen the full $40 billion.
>0es along way,
ing reasonable ‘deductil
~aofthousands of ineffic
TfQini and overpaid— leaving
;that currently get short e
fAAnd billions that had pre\
_ nefits. The incentives woul
Miabilitation specialists out af
¥2The auto insurers would
'would make a (_1o_od <
would not be selling or
TCSi'All that would no longi

&--The problem in providin
2whuld, as usual, be one o

vjhsubsidized by drivers ot
Jfwotild be easy fo compens:-:

Moould.tie the deductible fen

percentage of the value of 1
*”* amount. Thus a fellov
54,000 would be subjec:

"I$the $30,000 Mercedes woi

floss (There could also be

[*set.would have to obtain i
J"Vfan “insurance adjustment

)q(]]&'jAsmmmting to, s%’ (?Ogler]!

A"once exceeded

biles. Under the new system, all 125 million would be covered.--" ,,,jSfsessed as the sales or ex
automatically. Insurers would have to deal only with the much A#/ JpSjirinsurance fund. That, inu
smaller number that were involved in accidents. After all, what -~~Aw gasoline tax needed to fur
useful services does an insurer render a policyholder until he has @' Or perhaps no adjustm-.
claim? _ _ o _ _ - o MM Tars tend to get relatively -
In 1980, Americans paid $40 billion in auto insurance premiums ~ 'ijh « ibeir drivers would auw.
and purchased something in excess of 100 hillion gallons of gas, If ~ fg”small- car drivers. Also, r.
instead of paying premiums directly they had paid 40 cents a gallon  JS38>E have found that four-dot
at the pum_[), the same $40-odd billion would" have been collected. wally suffer less damage
But 510 hillion of that amount would nor have gone for selling and repair, than most inexpei
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« Age. Because young drivers will, with tedious predictability?
grow up to be older drivers (unlike reckless drivers, who may"iw|
8r_ow up to be safe ones), one wonders what would be lost if youiiri
rivers were subsidized in their insurance rates. But if the vot
wished, it would be a simple matter of adding fees tied to'age totfe h-
meurrently nominal cost of a driver’s license.” Paid into the no-fi _
Eltty, su_chdfees would serve to lower the tax on gasoline that wouili?
e required.
_ -ance of residence. License fees could also be adjusted— efl&i
ciently, by computer— for a driver’s residence. A rural Illinws"
driver might pay the standard license fee, while his Chicago col
terpart paid an extra $50. Again, such fees would serve to reduce”,
the %asolm_e tax needed to fund the plan, ‘ _

Alternatively, the deductible feature of this plan could be adjusted”
for the place the accident occurs. An accident in a Jow-hazard arca’
might be subject to a mere $100 deductible; in a medium hazard” jura.
zone, $250; and in places like Los Angeles, New York or Boston-:!
$500. Under such a scheme, it would no longer do any good to le
about where a vehicle was garaged, or principally used. WhaPs"
more, urban drivers would no longer subsidize suburban visitors®
There would even be some incentive, however slight, to drive less*1
or more cautiously, in hazardous areas. _

* Driving record. It would be a simple matter, too, to impose™
surcharges In the driver’s license fee based on traffic violations. TheJ;
point systems many states already use in determining license revcH
cations could carry"a financial penalty as well. _

Of course, traffic violations already carrr fines. No-fault doesnY]i
mean no ﬁenalty._ Under no-fault, the truly reckless driver would&],
still have nis medical bills paid— just as the state provides medical
attention for a wounded bank robber awaiting trial— but he could|*
lose his license or even go tojail. _ o

Under a point system, rather than penalize all young drivers justrj
because they are young, as most states do now, only those
compiled poor driving records would pay extra— which would be
an ineentive to drive-safely. 'Under the eunrent-system, theﬁenal y—
high insurance premiums— is assessed in adivance, whether an
fraction occurs or not. Indeed, under the current system so many'll

‘poor risks™ are already paying maximum insurance rates that it ¥*°
they do cause an accident, their insurance rates can’t go any higher.

Mileage. Under this system, the more one drove, the more he ‘4 s

™

<<‘7'-I,5) \
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£ 52 underwriting costs; it could have been used for benefits. Instead of
having S30 billion .available to adjust and pay claims, there would
*3. have been the full $40 billion, or fully a third more. Even today $10
billion goes a long way. .
Setting reasonable deductible levels, too, would eliminate hun-
dreds of thousands of inefficient claims— the ones most often in-
AT, flated and overpaid— leaving™billions more available for the serious
ones that currently get short shrift.
And billions that had previously gone to legal fees would go to
£?7' benefits. The incentives would have shifted: we would be sending re-
habilitation specialists out after the ambulances instead of lawyers.
A The auto insurer* would still be settling claims, as they do now.
*1' They would make ag1o_od profit on that service, as they do now. But
(O they would not be selling or underwriting or billing or issuing poli-
> cles. All that would no longer be necessary.

The problem~-in providing automatic theft and collision insurance
would, as usual, be one of equity. Drivers of expensive cars might
be subsidized by drivers of inexpensive ones. But, also as usual, it
would be easy fo co_mlpensate in"any number of efficient ways. You
could tie the deductible feature of theft-and-collision coverage to a
percentage of the value of the car— say 5 percent— rather than to a

. fixed amount. Thus a fellow whose ‘78 Chevy had a bluebook value
of $4,000 would be subject to'a $200 deductible, while the man in

1 the $30,000 Mercedes would have to pay the first $1,500 of any
loss. (There could also be ceilings beyorid which the Rolls-Royce
set would have to obtain their own insurance.) Or you could apply
an “insurance adjustment fee” to the sticker price of all new cars,
amounting to, szg 5 8ercent of the amount by which the sticker
price exceeded $6,000. Those fees, as easily and efficiently as-
sessed as the sales or excise tax, would simply be added to the
insurance fund. That, inturn, would serve to reduce the size of the
gasoline tax needed to fund the system. _

Or perhaps no adjustment would be required. Because expensive
cars tend to get relatively poor gas mileage, under Pay As You Drive
their drivers would automatically be Raymg more per mile than
small-car drivers. Also, researchers of the Insurance Services Office
have found that four-door and more sturdily built auto models ac-
tually suffer less damage in accidents on average, and are easier to
repair, than most inexpensive compacts and subcompacts.
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S§g*m«>etitto

The problem comes not with figuring out an efficient, equnabFe! - n¥°ur X
auto insurance system that would give almost eve.yone very syl*MAAMAdgim s pe
stantially more than he is currently( getting. The problem comes in***fe”rhobtaining e
f|?ur|ng out a realistic way to implement such a system in the faces
of the powerful entrenched interests— insurance companies gu?? ~Ps~signed.
agencies and trial lawyers— who fight so hard and with such selfish”
dedication to preserve the status quo. Py Epctailswoi

Surely the ‘industry itself cannot be expected to propose suh?* pf-ioo-fault, laws
sweeping reforms, nor even to ask unorthodox questions. And who'f f_rat_tey aremot u.
else cares? State legislatures are heavily influenced by the legal andsj jfe if they failed
insurance lobbies; many state legislators are themselves lawyers a,

insurance agents. The federal government might be expected

) -

resent our interests, but the federal government is virtually prch'i***oS  Ac:

ited from even looking into the insurance business.

Dear Licensed Driver [the letter introducing the new system

$82&But by rm
Forward. No fo:
**7$0 need for

m|%ht begin]: , _ §”cbcose ‘amciv
. Congratulations. On January st a simple, comf)rehe_nswe,_ ef- sfVas the whole
ficient and relatwelg Inexpensive auto insurance plan will go into i~ Passage.
effect. As detailed elow, it will pay a1 damages you incur, after ’\>:’\b|ya|re%d;,
the first $300. . fotcreceivi:
All drivers will pay to fund this program through a 40-cent-a- oo
gallon gasoline tax.*"levied at the gas pump. In addition, so that ‘" Perhaps o
rivers most likely to have accidents contribute their fair share to no-fault oV

the program, some will have to pay an extra fee when they renew
their drivers’ licenses. A table of surcharges is detailed” below.

Pg?"that is son

PrlnplpaIIY, those liying in high-risk areas and those with moving Mr..- damages h
traffic violations will have to"pay extra. the plan <
BUt there will be no other auto insurance premiums to pa§( IM h present s>,
Because this system eliminates sales costs, policies, hilling who receil
and the expense of handling the smallest claims, most house- their medi.
holds will find that their annual cost for auto insurance declines ~they’ve h
substantially at the same time as the limits of their coverage are
greatly expanded. _ , _ ,
After January 1st. if you are involved in an accident and wish out-0f-po
to make a claim, simply call the company listed below. Through A SV,
*#This fiure woul] e 10l with fflaic st 5 autp e prenius ety 1979 by s
Ad it ﬁe\gﬂ%nse afqﬁ £ 01 0 1o GATE T G MOl M 0 0¢ gaﬁla%of artce-ind:
COUre tren We would %Br%efmer lors). with eco
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- NN competitive bidding, it has won the right to serve you and man

>eqU|tabee£ _y%ur neighborsg The company |sg pledged toyhand_lm_g all
| ey -1 A7/ /claims promptly and fawly. Shouldl you' ever have any difficulty
comes i1 | Kgobtamm(r; fair and prompf service, however, please write to us,
Ilnft;g f3anc ée {E I AN0% Your state insurance department, for assistance.
-hselfish, I P®s, Sighed”

. . A.A.%Yetails would follow. There would be an explanation that, under
J'se such'dy  “ndffault, lawsuits would be neither necessary nor permitted, just as
hnd whqn_™ jtt?&% are riot under workers’ comp. (Insurers could be sued, however,

legal anditg N1 f they failed to settle claims with %ood faith; manufacturers, high-
VVErs orrg; * wayjauthoritL- and the like could be sued if they were believed to
j-cted t0".7/"  pibeguilty of gross negll(?ence.) There would be a note, too, explain-
lly pro-" _that benefits would only apply to damages not reimbursed hy
_ iomer health plans to which the injured paity might belon%. _
li*fA'But by and large, the message would be simple and straightfor-
_ Myward. No foj;ms to fill out; no six-part coverages to puzzle through.
€m AgsNo need for an experienced insurance agent to help policyholders
of I'choose among an array of hafflin covera?es and alternatives. And,
o a5 the whole subject would have been hotly debated for years prior
|”.e$ w10 Ipassage if passa?e ever were possible, most people would prob-
’ )|j~£fably already understand its particulars, its pros and cons, long be-
e Jj&ir..fore receiving the letter.
“&}  Perhaps the most frequently posed objection to this or any similar
w |"-.tho-fault plan would be: “If'I 'am seriously injured in an acident

{A 'ythat is someone else’s fault, why shouldn’t 1 be entitled to extra

&gt- damages for my pain and suffering?” The answer f(other than that

the plan could Incorporate a schedule of such benefits): Under the

present system it is generally only those who are not badly injured

r W rece’ye» by way of pain-and-suffering payments, more than
their medica7costs and lost wages. Those who are badly hurt, unless

they've had the good fortune to be hurt by someone rich— and

- vmnp.15imp.s Liven then- p.eneraII.v receive substantially Im.i frnm
~aut0 insurance, after paying their attorneys, than even their actual
“Tifvj/'y out—of—pocketdamages. o _ o
os—  Asurvey of 60,000 accident victims and 29 insurers published in

vy 19M by the All-Industry Research Advisory Committee, an insur-
ji of ance-industry or?an, found that, under the clrrent system, "persons
with economic fosses [medical and lost wages] up to 52,500 re-

ik
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ceived payments of more than S2 for everY Sl of economic loss;
[before, paying their lawyers]” while those with losses above S 10,0001
received 18SS than a dotrar back for each dollar of loss — before)
paying their attorneys and after taking into account health insurance:!
payments other than auto insurance coverage. The study also foundt!
that under fault systems, only about 46_Pe_rcent of the claimants hadj”
begun receiving insurance payments within 90 days of notifying the*
insurance company of their injuries. Under no-fault systems, the?
comparable f|Fure was 81 percent. o
ﬂlnterestmg y, the study also found that under a “fault” insurance”'
system, _.aimants with economic losses under $500 received more;
from theSystem if they were represented b){ an attorney, even after//
Faylng the estimated attorney fees. But ~claimants with economicip;
osses greater than $2,000 received a larger net return if they wereM
not represented by an attorney.” Also, “Attorney-represented dlains.?@?
took considerably longer to Settle than nonrepresented claims. Fbr-"p
BI [bodily injury] claims, those with attorneys took an average of'0’
500 days from first report of injury to final payment, compared with iff"
an average of 100 days for nonrepresented claims.”) .
-l

Pay As You Drive is not a new idea. It has been proposed in a,;./
few places, such as the California Ie([;rslature in 1975 (it got no/™;*

where) and, in an even more modest form, in Florida in" 1976; A
#There the premium was to be paid as an add-on to the licensing
ee, not a_gas tax, and would have been hl%her for drivers who
caused accidents than for those who did not.) It, too, got nowhere.,
“Immediate opposition from the insurance lobby” was cited by the .
bill’s sponsors as one of the reasons. " e _

A system of pa%—as—you_—dnve no-fault liability insurance was in-:
traduced in New Zealand in 1974. It works. '

WELL, THEN, HOW ABOUT GROUP AUTO?

If it is foolish to hope for a fair and efficient auto insurance
system— if our insurance mdustrr and elected representatives, with
a little help from the trial bar, will protect us from it— then one step
in the right direction that’s not a pipe dream is group auto insurance.

Already some insurers have begzun offeringpseudo group plans,
under which an employer in effect negotiates a group rate, thereby
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charges they would oth
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~ngits employees some of the sales commission and overhead
jxfcages they would otherwise pay. But the insurers behind these
>-must then still rate each applicant and issue individual poli-

Ms/of mid-1980, the only insurer offering genuine Proup auto
/Miiahet— under which all emﬁloyee_s were automatically covered,
~their dependents, for both bodily injury and Rro_perty dam-.
" ]%es—AwasAetna._AIread in the group life and healtn fields, Aetna
liite. &; Casualty in 1974 set up a subsidiary, Aetna Casualty &
SiSorety Company of America (as distinct from Aetna Casualty &
"Surety,'set up in 1883, or Aetna Casualty & Surety of Illinois, set
My in'1971), to offer group casualty coverages— auto first, but
"sw)_"day group homeowners insurance and group legal insurance.

BAWith just 2,000 people insured under this experimental coverage
Viaxritly; the difficulties Aetna was encountering were three. First,
$)ere was opposition from the agents and brokers who make their

_ J*sellmg_auto insurance one policy at a time. Second, many
I"sStesV including California, under pressure from these tens of thou-
Nsandsraf local businessmen, no small number of whom serve on
N siate legislatures, refused to allow Aetna to offer group auto cover-
"a?e; |If Aetna offered low rates to participants of group plans, the
>5Mstates argued, it would be dlscnmlnatlngr_unfalrly against non-group
mMparticipants. Aetna is in the process of Tighting each such state one
AEbenrie. Third, to the extent employers contributed to the cost of this
Jr.M'eoverage, it would be taxed as income to (he empIoYees. This is not
~'the case with other fringe benefits, such as an employer’s contribu-
&jtvEtkjn to an employee’s health plan. Aetna was hoping this could be
Ar'icnanged, also. ° _ _ _ -
fAG m up plans will probably proliferate. Unions may be instrumen-
_ in pushing for this emmentlr sensible fringe benefit. One inci-
f\/;?'/.d_ental advantage may turn out to be a reduction in fraud. Whether
r biit'of loyalty or fear, employees may be more hesitant to submit
padded or fraudulent claims fo their personnel departments than to
shme distant, faceless and relatively powerless insurance company.

JEXE\But useful as group auto insurance would be in trimmmt[; fat from
y-V'X'lihe national auto insurance system, it is unfortunate tha

_ _ e that so many

licensed drivers would be left out of these plans. With national no-

{ﬁ\ult pay-as-you-drive auto insurance, we could all be members of
e group.

11l
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Attention must now be paid to the impact all this would have
gtggpzo,ooo property/casualty insurance agencies that dot the landljli
The Independent Insurance Agents of America, .asjhey zarni
known, are aI[ead%/ under attack and have been for some time. TheyJw
have been losing business to the direct writers, like Allstate, Stale-
Farm and GEICO, who sign up auto and homeowners policies bysff
mail or throug_h their own network of agents. The reason for th|s'|s;!pf
simple. The direct writers are more efficient; they can charge less™Ji
people like low prices. _ _ _ -
National no-fault pay—as—wu—dnve auto insurance would wipe out™ilj
man?/ independent algents. hat would they do instead? And
would provide the /lou-automotive coverages, like homeowners
surance, that they sell? .
The second question is easy. There are any number of ways tiiat"s
homeowners insurance could be sold much more efﬁuent!r than
is now. In addition to the direct writers who sell a great deal of itjjft
already, one logical sales agent for homeowners insurance would b? l
real estate agents. We have them aplenty, Lord knows, and it woul ){f
be a simple matter for them to provide ﬁroperty insurers with infor-"{2i
mation, photographs and appraisals. They could, logically and
ficiently, offer homeowners insurance to their clients.” Many alreadyf$)
An equally good candidate would be the banks, either acting &'
sales agents for insurers (as they already do when they sell credit
insurance) or, if the law were changed, providing the insurance
themselves. The bank that provides a mort%age already has to aff
praise the property— and the lender. Why fill out two sets of appli-
cations? Why make two appraisals? Why duplicate billing?
“Truth in"Lending™ sareguards would have to be extended to be
sure that a borrower could sort out the cost of his loan from the cost
of his insurance, thus to be able to compare rates with competitive
banks. And the horrower would have to be clearly guaranteed the
right not to accept the insurance coverage (provided it were obtained
elsewhere? once the mort?age commitment was made, so that a
bank couldn’t force the sale of one by threatening to withhold the
other. But such safeguards would not be hard to enact. And if banks
could offer a better rate by virtue of the economies of combining
the mortgage and the insurance— all the better.
And then there are those independent agents who would manage
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FISCAL NOTE Revision Date T98T
I. REQUEST 11. FISCAL DETAIL
3i M /Resolution N0 .:CSSSHB 7 (Judiciary) Aoency Affected: Department of Law
Title: "...relating to motor -Thieles...l Program Category Affected: General GovtT
Sponsor: House Judiciary VvOrig. - Haves) BRU, Program of Subprogram”) Affecteai
ReQUeStOr: House Finance Committee __ Llegal Services
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 83 I FY 84 1 FY 85 FY 86 1 FY.8?" FY 88
OPERATING

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL

1
400 COMMODITIES - 1 | 1
500 EQUIPMENT | 1 | !
600 LAND & STRUCTURES t i 1 1
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 * 1
CAPITAL

I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

NZA
1v. ANALYSIS: ATSm a separate oage for any Analysis
Prepared By:> IlicMrar~x.Segues, "iTiecfelir Phone - 465-3672
Division: Administrative Services MDivisidi? Date: May 12, 1983
W-0
Approved by Commissioner : Norman C. GorsucnJv\ Attorney General Date: May 12, 1983
Department: Department ofrTlaaw tr

Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Management and Budget (for Legislature

Copy to Department (for Governor introduced bills)
Ccoy to Sponsor

Ccoy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor)

introduced bills)




CSSSHB 7 (Judiciary)
Fiscal Note
Analysis

The Department of Law is submitting a "zero"™ Tfiscal
note for this bill because the Tfinancial impact cannot be
estimated at this time. There 1Is no accurate data available that
would 1indicate the extent to which violations may occur. The

provision for forfeiture of a vehicle, which is triggered when a
person is convicted twice or more within ten years, will require
some work on the part of legal services attorneys 1in handling

remission proceedings. The degree of compliance, the 1level of
prosecution, and the potential number of repeat offenders simply
cannot be predicted until sometime after this legislation becomes
law. The department might have to request additional resources

from the legislature if, over time, there 1is poor compliance
resulting in a large number of repeat offenders.



W r STATE of ALASKA

N BN PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF FISCAL [IMPACT
Bill No: HB 7 Date on Bill: 1;~17//83
Title: An Act requiring evidence of motor vehicle liability insurance
Sponsor: Hayes
Requestor:

1. Estimated fiscal impacts on:

a. Expenditures:
(Thousands of Pollars)

FYy 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86
Capital 0 0 0
Operating 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0

b. Revenues:
Revenue

2. Source of funds to offset fiscal impact of bill

3. Assumptions:

4. Disclaimer:
This statement has not been reviewed by the OMB in the Office of the Governor,
fore does not represent the fin?l1~timate <pf fiscal impact.

Phone: 465-2515
Division: Insurance / 1 n Date: 3/2/63

Approved by Commissioner: Richard A. Lyon\ Date: 3/2/83
Department: Commerce & Economic Development

5. Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to OMB
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor 2/15/83
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MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY RESPONSIBILITY ACT

HEADINGS TITLE 28.

Motor Vehicles.

CHAPTER 20,

Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act.

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE.

The legislature is concerned over the rising toll of motor vehicles
accidents and the suffering and loss inflicted by them. The legislature
determines that it is a matter of grave concern that motorists be
financially responsible for their negligent acts so that innocent victims
of motor vehicle accidents may be recompensed for the injury and
financial loss inflicted upon them. The legislature finds and declares-
that Jne public interest can best be served by the requirements that the
operator of a motor vehicle involved in an accident respond for damages
and shew proof of financial ability to respond for damages in future
accidents as a prerequisite to his exercise of the privilege of operating
a motor vehicle iIn the state.

HISTORY (Sec. 2 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.020.
ADMINISTRATION.

@ The department shall administer and enforce this chapter and
may adopt miles and regulations necessary for its administration.

® The department shall receive and consider any pertinent
information upon request of persons aggrieved by its orders or acts under
this chapter.

© The department shall prescribe and provide suitable forms
requisite or considered necessary to carry out this chapter.

HISTORY  (Sec. 4 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.030.
COURT REVIEW.
Repealed by sec. 4 ch 140 SLA 1977.

Sec. 28.20.040.
DEPARTMENT TO FURNISH OPERATING RECORD.
Repealed by sec. 20 ch 241 SLA 1976.

Sec. 28.20.050.
APPLICATION OF CHAPTER.
@ The provisions of this chapter requiring deposit of security

.and suspension for failure to deposit security apply to the driver and

owner of a vehicle subject to registration under the laws of this state
which is involved in any manner In an accident in this state resulting iIn
bodily injury to or death of a person or damage to the property of any

one person exceeding $500.



® Not less that 20 days after receipt of a report of such
accident, the department shall determine the amount of security which it
considers sufficient to satisfy any judgments for damages resulting frcm
the accident which may be recovered against each driver or cwmer. The
determination shall not be made with respect to a driver or owner who is
exempt frcm the requirements as to security and suspension.

© The department shall determine the amount of security deposit
required upon the basis of the reports or other information submitted.

IT a person involved In an accident as described in this chapter fails to
make a report or submit information indicating the extent of his injuries
or the damage to his property within 30 days after the accident, and the
department does not have sufficient information on which to base an
evaluation of injuries or damage, then the department after reasonable
notice to the person, if it is possible to give notice, otherwise without
notice, shall not require a deposit of security for the benefit or
protection of the person.

@ Within 30 days after receipt of report of an accident and upon
determining the amount of security to be required of any person involved
in the accident or to be required of the owner of any vehicle involved in
the accident, the department shall ¢gb.ve to every person written notice of
the amount of security required to be deposited by him and stating that
an order of suspension will be made upon the expiration of 10 days after
the notice is sent unless within that time security is deposited as
required. No license may be suspended unless the licensee is afforded a
hearing by the department at which it is determined that there is a
reasonable possibility of a judgment being rendered holding him liable.

® A peace officer iInvestigating an accident that results in
bodily injury to or the death of a person or damage to the property of a
person exceeding $500 shall inform persons involved, in the accident in
writing of the requirements of this chapter as they apply to suspension
of an operator®s license or drivir jJ " ivileges.

HISTORY (Sec. 7 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 1 ch 127SLA 1972; am sec. 11 ch
144 SLA 1977; am sec. 3 ch 78 SLA 1982)

Sec. 28.20.060.

EXCEPTIONS TO REQUIREMENT OF SECURITY.
The requirements as to security and suspension iIn this chapter do
not apply to

(@ the driver or owner if the owner had iIn effect at
the time of the accident an automobile liability policy or bond with
respect to the vehicle involved iIn the accident, except that a driver is
not exempt iIf at the tir.e of the accident the vehicle was operated
without the owner®s express or inplied permission;

(@ the driver who is not the owner if there was in effect at
.the time of the accident an autcmobile liability policy or bond with
respect to his driving of vehicles not owned by him;

@ a driver or owner whose liability for damages resulting
from the accident is, in the judgment of the department, covered by
another form of liability insurance policy or bond;

@ a person qualifying as aself-insurer under sec. 400 of
thischapter or to a person operating avehicle for a self-insurer;

(B the driver or ower- of avehicle involved in an accident
in which no injury or damage was caused to the person or property of

anyone other than the driver or owner;
-2- >



®) the driver or owner of a vehicle which at the time of the
accident was parked, unless the vehicle was parked at a place where
parking was at the time of the accident prohibited by a law or ordinance;

(7)) the cwner of a vehicle if at the time of the accident the
vehicle was operated without his express or implied permission or was
parked by a person operating the veMcle without the permission;

@® the owner of a vehicle or the driver of a vehicle
operating it with permission if at the time of the accident the vehicle
was owned or leased to the United States, this state or a political
subdivision of this state cr a municipality of the state; or

© the driver or the owner of a vehicle if at the time of the
accident the vehicle was operated by or under the direction of a police
officer who, iIn the performance of his duties, assumed custody of the <
vehicle.

Sec. 28.20.070. *
REQUIREMENTS AS TO POLICY OR BOND.

@ No policy or bond is effective under sec. 60 of this chapter
unless It iIs issued by an Insurance company or surety company authorized
to do business in this state, except as provided in (©) of this section,
and if the accident resulted in bodily Injury or death, unless the policy
or bond is subject to a limit, exclusive of iInterest and costs, of not
less than $25,000 because of bodily injury to or death of one person in
any one accident and, subject to the same limit for one person, to a
limit of not less than $50,000 because of bodily injury to or death of
two or more persons in any one accident, and if the accident has resulted
in Injury to, or destruction of, property to a limit of not less than
$10,000 because of injury to or destruction of property of others in any
one accident. s ;

® No policy or bond is effective under sec. 60 of this chapter
with respect to a vehicle not registered in this state or a vehicle which
was registered In another jurisdiction at the effective date of the
policy or bond or the most recent renewal of i1t, unless the insurance or
surety company issuing the policy or bend is authorized to do business in
this state, or if the company is not authorized to do business iIn this
state, unless it executes a power of attorney authorizing the director of
the division of insurance to accept service on iIts behalf of notice or
process in an action upon the policy or bond arising out of the accident.

(© The department may rely upon the information in an accident
report as to the existence of insurance or a bond unless the department
has reason to believe that the information IS erroneous.

HISTORY (Sec. 9 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 1 ch 146 SA. 1966; am sec. 1
ch 202 SLA 1975; am sec. 12 ch 144 SLA 1977)

Sec. 28.20.080.
.. FORM AND AMOUNT OF SECURITY.

@ The security required by this chapter shall be in the form and
amount the department requires, but In no case in excess of the limits
specified in sec. 70 of this chapter for the acceptable limits of a
policy or bond.

(® Every depositor of security shall designate iIn writing the
person in whose name the deposit is made and may at any time change the
designation, but a single deposit of security applies only on behalf of a

person required to furnish security because of the same accident.
HISTORY  (Sec. 10 ch 163 SLA 1959)
-3-
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Sec. 28,.20.090.
SUSPENSION FOR FAILURE TO DEPOSIT SECJRITY.

@ If a person required to deposit security under this chapter
fails to deposit security within 10 days after the department sends
notice, the department shall suspend

(@ the license of each driver involved iIn the accident;

(@ the privilege of operating a vehicle subject to
registration If the driver is a nonresident;

@ the privilege of the owner to operate or permit the
operation within this state of a vehicle subject to registration if the
owner IS a nonresident.

(M) Suspensions shall be made in respect to persons required by the
department to deposit security who fail to deposit such security, except
as otherwise provided under succeeding sections of this chapter.

HISTORY  (Sec. 11 ch 163 SLA 1959) CITATION

Sec. 28.20.100.
RELEASE FROM LIABILITY.

@ A person is relieved frcm the requirement for deposit of
security for the benefit or protection of another person injured or
damaged in the accident if he is released from liability by the other
person.

® A covenant not to sue relieves the parties to it as to each
other fron the security requirements of this chapter.

© If the department evaluates the iInjuries or damage to a minor
in an amount not more than $500, the department may accept, for the
purposes of this chapter only, evidence of a release from liability
executed by a natural or legal guardian on behalf of the minor without
court approval.

HISTORY (Sec. 12 ch 163 SIA 1959; an sec. 13 ch 144 SLA 1977)

Sec. 28.20.110.

ADJUDICATION OF NONLIABILITY.

A person is relieved frcm the requirement for deposit of security for a
claim for injury or damage arising out of the accident if the person is
finally adjudicated not to be liable for the claim. HISTORY  (Sec. 13 ch

163 SLA 1959)
HISTORY (Sec. 14 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 4 ch 78 SLA 1982)

Sec. 28.20.120.
AGREEMENTS FOR PAYMENT OF DAMAGES

@ Two or more persons involved in or affected by an accident as
described in AS 28.20.050 may at any time enter into a written agreement
for the payment of an agreed amount with respect to their claims because
.of bodily injury, death, or property damage arising from the accident.
The agreement may provide for payment in installments. The parties may
file a signed copy of the agreement with the department.

@ If proof of financial responsibility is provided and to
the extent provided by the written agreement filed with it, the
department shall not require the deposit of security and shall
terminate a previous order of suspension, or If security was
deposited, the department shall immediately return the security
to the depositor or his personal representative.

—4-



© IT there is a default In a payment under the agreement upon

notice of default the department shall take action suspending the license
of the person in default as is appropriate in case of failure of the
person to deposit security when required under this chapter, () The
suspension remains in effect: and the license may not be restored until

(@D security is deposited as required under this chapter in
the amount the department determines; or

@ when, following default and suspension, the person in
default pays the balance of the agreed amount; or

@ one year elapses following the effective date of the
suspension and evidence satisfactory to the department is filed with it
that during the period no action at law upon the agreement is pending.

Sec. 28.20.130.

PAYMENT UPON JUDGMENT .
The payment of a-judgment arising out of an accident, or the payment upon
jJjudgment of an amount equal to the max.Imum amount which could be required
for deposit under this chapter, for the purposes of this chapter,
releases the judgment debtor from the liability evidenced by the
Judgment. HISTORY (Sec. 15 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 12 ch 2 SLA 1964)

Sec. 28.20.140.

TERMINATION OF SECURITY AGREEMENT

If satisfied as to the existence of a fact which under secs. 100 - 130 of
this chapter entitles a person to be relieved from the security
requirements, the department shall not require the deposit of security
and shall terminate a previous order of suspension in respect to the
person, and shall immediately return the deposit to the person or his
personal representative. HISTORY  (Sec. 16 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.150.
DURATION OF SUSPENSION.

@ Unless a suspension is terminated under other provisions of
this chapter, an order of suspension by the department remains in effect
until terminated and no license may be renewed or issued to a person
whose license is suspended until proof of financial responsibility for
the future is provided and

(@ the person deposits or there is deposited on his behalf
the security required under this chapter; or
@ three years elapse following the date of suspension.

(9)] Repealed by sec. 9 ch 78 SLA 1982.

HISTORY (Sec. 17 ch 163 SLA 1959; am se 3. 5, 9 ch 78 SLA 1982)

Sec. .7S520.160.
APPLICATION TO NONRESIDENTS, UNLICENSED DRIVERS, UNREGISTERED VEHICLES
-AND ACCIDENTS IN OTHER STATES.
@ IT a driver or owner of a vehicle subject to registration under
the laws of this state involved in an accident in this state does not
have a license or registration in this state, then the driver may not be
licensed,nor may the owner register a vehicle inthis state until he
complies with the requirements of this chapter to the extent necessary
if, at the time of the accident, he had held a license or been the owner
of a vehicle registered iIn this state.



®) When a nonresident®s operating privilege iIs suspended
under sec. 90 of this chapter the department shall send a certified copy
of the record of the action to the official in charge of the issuance of
licenses and registration certificates in the state in which the
nonresident resides, if the law of the other state provides for action
similar to that provided for in (© of this section.

(© Upon receiving certification that the operating privilege of a
resident of this state has been suspended or revoked in another state
under a law providing for its suspension or revocation for failure to
deposit security for the payment of judgments arising out of an accident
under circumstances which would require the department to suspend a
nonresident™s operating privilege if the accident had occurred in this
state, the departrent shall suspend the license of the resident. The <
suspension continues until the resident furnishes evidence of his
compliance with the law of the other state relating to the deposit of
security.

HISTORY  (Sec. 18 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.170.

AUTHORITY OF DEPARTMENT TO DECREASE AMOUNT OF SECURITY.

The department may reduce the amount of security ordered within six
months after the date of the accident if in Its judgment the amount is
excessive. If the security originally ordered is on deposit, the excess
deposit over the reduced amount ordered shall be returned inmediately to
the depositor or his personal representative. HISTORY (Sec. 19 ch 163
SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.180.

CORRECTION OF ACTION OF DEPARTMENT. If the department takes action or
fails to take action under this chapter due to erroneous information or
no information, upon receiving correct information within one year after
the date of an accident the department shall take appropriate action to
carry out the purposes and effect of this chapter. However, this section
does not require the department to re-evaluate the amount of a deposit
required. HISTORY (Sec. 20 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.190.
CUSTODY OF SECURITY. The department shall place security deposited with
It in the custody of the Department rf Revenue. HISTORY (Sec. 21 ch 163

SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.200.
DISPOSITION OF SECURITY.
(@ The security deposited is available only for
(@ the payment of a settlement agreement covering a claim
...arising out of the accident upon instruction of the person -.lo made the
deposit, or
(@ the payment of a judgment given against the person
required to make the deposit for damages arising out of the accident in
an action at law begun not later than one year after the deposit of
security, or within one year after the date of deposit of security
following failure to make payments under an agreement to pay.
® Every distribution of funds frcm a security deposit is
subject to the limits of the department®s evaluation on behalf of a

claimant. HISTORY  (Sec. 22 ch 163 SLA 1959)
-6- —



Sec. 28.20.210.
RETURN OF DEPOSIT.

@ Upon the expiration of two years from the date of deposit of
security, the security remaining on deposit shall be returned to the
person who made the deposit or his personal representative if an
affidavit or other evidence satisfactory to the department is filed with
it showing that

(@D no action for damages arising out of the accident for
which deposit was made is pending against the person on whose behalf the
deposit was made, and

(@ there does not exist any unpaid judgment against the
person in an action.

® This section does not limit the return of a deposit of security
under any other provision of this chapter authorizing return. HISTORY
(Sec. 23 ch 163 SIA 1959; am sec. 6 ch 78 SLA 1982)

Sec. 28.20.220.

MATTERS NOT TO BE EVIDENCE IN CIVIL SUITS. The report required after an
accident, the action taken by the department under this chapter\ the
findings, if any, of the department upon which its action is based, and
the security filed shall not be referred to, and shall not be evidence of
the negligence or due care of either party, at the trial of an action to
recover damages. HISTORY  (Sec. 24 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.230 - ~
PROOF OF FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FUTURE.

@ The provisions of this chapter requiring the deposit of proof
of financial responsibility for the future apply to persons who are
convicted of or forfeit bail for certain offenses under motor vehicle
laws or who, by ownership or operation of a vehicle of a type subject to
registration under ch. 10 of this title, are involved iIn an accident in
this state which results in bodily injury or death of a person or damage
to the property of any one person exceeding $500.

® The term "proof of financial responsibility for the future' as
used iIn this chapter means proof of ability to respond In damages for
liability, on account of an accident occurring after the effective date
of proof, which arises out of the ownership, maintenance or use of a
vehicle subject to registration under the laws of this state, in the
amount of $25,000 because of bodily injury to or death of one person in
any one accident, and, subject to the same limit for one person, iIn the
amount of $50,000 because of bodily injury to or death of two or more
persons in any one accident, and in the amount of $10,000 becauseof
injury to or destruction of property of others 1In any one accident. As
used iIn this chapter the terms "proof of financial responsibility"” or
"proof* mean proof of financial responsibility for the future.

HISTORY (Sec. 25 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 59ch 69 SLA 1970; amsec. 2 ch
202 SLA 1975; am sec. 14 ch 144 SLA 1977)
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Sec. 28.20.240.
PROOF REQUIRED WIEN USE OF LICENSE IS RESTRICTED.

Whenever under a law of this state the license of a person is
suspended/ revoked, limited under AS 28.15.201, or canceled for
any reason, the department may not issue to that person a new or
renewal of license In his name until permitted to do so under the
motor vehicle laws of this state. A period of suspension,
revocation, limitation, or cancellation under this section
continues until proof of financial responsibility for the future
IS provided.

HISTORY  (Sec. 26 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 7 ch 78 SIA 1982)

Sec. 28.20.250.*
ACTION IN RESPECT TO UNLICENSED PERSON.

@ If a person does not have a license, but by final order or
judgment is convicted of, or forfeits bail or collateral deposited to
secure an appearance for trial for an offense requiring the suspension or
revocation of license, or for driving a motor vehicle upon the highways
without being licensed to do so, or for driving an unregistered vehicle
upon the highways, no license shall be issued bo the person unless he
gives and thereafter maintains proof of financial responsibility for the
future.

® Whenever the department suspends or revokes a nonresident®s
operating privilege for conviction or forfeiture of bail, the privilege
remains suspended or revoked unless the person has previously given or
iimediately gives proof of financial responsibility for the future.

HISTORY  (Sec. 27 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.260.
WHEN PROOF REQUIRED AFTER ACCIDENTS.

@ Upon receipt by the department of the report of an accident
resulting in bodily injury or death, or property damage to any one person
exceeding $500, the department shall suspend the license of the driver of
a motor vehicle involved in the accident unless the driver or owner

(@D has previously furnished or jurmediately furnishes security
required by this chapter, or is excepted frcm furnishing security under
sec. 60 of this chapter, and

(@ maintains proof of financial responsibility for three
years following the accident.

® This section does not apply bo an owner or operator with
respect to an accident in which a judgment in his favor is given on a
...care of action arising out of the accident whi.ch establishes his freedom
frcem fault.

HISTORY  (Sec. 28 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 15 ch 144 SIA 1977)
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Sec. 28.20.270.

SUSPENSION FOR NONPAYMENT OF JUDGMENTS. Upon receipt of a certified copy
of a judgment and a certificate of facts relative to the judgment, the
department shall immediately suspend the license or nonresident®s
operating privilege of a person against when the judgmeag IS given except
as otherwise provided in this chapter. HISTORY (Sec. ! ch 163 SLA
1959)

Sec. 28.20.280.

WHEN COURTS TO REPORT NONPAYMENT OF JUDGMENTS. If a person fails within
30 days to satisfy a judgment arising out of a motor vehicle accident,
the clerk of the court, or the judge if there is no clerk, in which the
Judgment is given, shall forward to the department a certified copy of-
the judgrent, and a certificate of facts relative to the judgment. HISTORY
(Sec. 30 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.290.

FURTHER ACTION WITH RESPECT TO NONRESIDENTS. If the defendant named in a
certified copy of a judgment reported to the department is a nonresident,
the department shall send a certified copy of the judgment to the
official in charge of the issuance of licenses and registrations of the
state of which the defendant is a resident. HISTORY  (Sec. 31 ch 163 SLA
1959)

Sec. 28.20.300.

EXCEPTION FOR GOVERNMENT VEHICLES. Sections 260 and .Z0 of this chapter
do not apply to an accident caused by the ownership or operation, with
permission, of a vehicle owned or leased to the United States, this
state, or a political subdivision or municipality of this state. HISTORY
(Sec. 32 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.310.

EXCEPTION V7HEN CONSENT GRANTED BY JUDGMENT CREDITOR. If the judgnent
creditor consents in writing in a form prescribed by the department to
the issuance of a license or nonresident”s operating privilege to the
Jjudgment debtor, the department may allow it for six months from the date
of such consent and thereafter until the consent is revoked in writing,
if the judgment debtor furnishes proof of financial responsibility
notwithstanding default in the payment of judgment, or of an installment
of the judgment prescribed in sec. 270 of this chapter. HISTORY (Sec.
33 ch 163 SLA 1959) -

Sec. 28.20.320.

EXCEPTIONS WHEN INSURER LIABLE. No license or nonresident®s operating
privilege shall be suspended under this chapter iIf the department finds
that an insurer is obligated to pay the judgment upon which suspension is
-based at least to the extent and for the amounts required in this
chapter, but has not paid the judgment for any reason. A finding by the
department that an insurer is obligated to pay a judgment is not binding
upon the insurer and has no legal effect except for the purpose of -
administering this section. If in a judicial proceeding it is determined
by a final judgment, decree or order that an insurer is not obligated to
pay a judgment, the department, notwithstanding any contrary finding made
by 1t, shall immediately suspend the license or nonresident®s operating
privilege of a person against whcm the judgment is given, as provided In
sec. 270 of this chapter. HISTORY  (Sec. 34 ch 163 SLA 1959)

-O-
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Sec, 28.20.325.

EXCEPTION FOR BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP. If the driver at the tine of an
accident was driving, iIn the course and scope of his employment, a
vehicle owned, operated or leased by his employer, the security deposit,
proof of future responsibility and suspension provisions of this chapter
apply to the employer and to the vehicles owned by him or registered
under his name and do not apply to the driver. HISTORY (Sec. 1ch 25
SI1A 1966)

Sec. 28.20.330.
SUSPENSION TO CONTINUE UNTIL JUDGMENTS PAID AND PROOF GIVEN.

@ If a person has an unsatisfied judgment against him requiring
suspension under sec. 27C of this chapter, his license or nonresident”s
operating privilege shall remain suspended and shall not be renewed, nor
shall a license or registration be issued in the name of the person,
including a person not previously licensed, until the judgment is stayed
or satisfied and until the person gives proof of financial responsibility
subject to the exceptions in secs. 310 - 320, and 370 of this chapter.

® The proof required by (@ of this section shall be maintained
during the period the person has a license or nonresident™s operating
privilege.

HISTORY  (Sec. 35 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec.28.20.340

LICENSE CANCELLED, SUSPENDED OR REVOKED.
Upon receiving a record of the conviction of a person for driving a
vehicle while his license was suspended, the department shall immediately
suspend the registration of every vehicle registered in his name until he
gives proof of financial responsibility for the future for each vehicle
registered in his name. HISTORY (Sec. 36 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.360.
PAYMENTS SUFFICIENT TO SATISFY REQUIREMENTS.
(@ For the purpose of this chapter, a judgment is satisfied when
@O $25,000 is credited upon a judgment given inexcess of
that amount because of bodily Injury to or death of one person as the
result of any one accident; or
(@ subject to the limit of $25,000 because of bodily injury
to or death of one person, the sum of $50,000 is credited upon a judgment
given in excess of that amount because of bodily injury to or death of
two or more persons as the result of any one accident; or
® $10,000 is credited upon a judgment given inexcess of
that amount because of iInjury to or destruction of propertyof others as
--aresult of any one accident.
® However, payments made in settlement of a claim because of
bodily injury, death or property damage arising from the accident shall
be credited in reduction of the amounts provided for in this section.
HISTORY (Sec. 38 ch 163 SLA 1959;1 am secs. 60, 61 ch 69 SLA 1970; am
sec. 3 ch 202 SLA 1975) - -

-10-



Sec. 28.20.370.
INSTALLMENT PAYMENT OF JUDGMENTS; DEFAULT.

(@ A judgment debtor upon due notice to the judgment creditor may
apply to the court in which such judgment was rendered for the privilege
of paying the judgment in installments and the court, without prejudice
at any other legal remedy, may order and fix the amount and time of
payment of the installments.

(b) The department shall not suspend a license or nonresident's
operating privilege, and shall restore a license or nonresident's
operating privilege suspended following nonpayment of a judgment, when
the judgment debtor gives proof of financial responsibility and obtains
an order permitting the payment of the judgment in installments, (¢) |If
the judgment debtor fails to pay an installment specified by the court-
order, upon notice of default, the department shall immediately suspend
the license or nonresident's operating privilege of the judgment debtor
until the judgment is satisfied as provided in this chapter.

HISTORY (Sec. 39 ch 163 SLA 1959) -

Sec. 28.20.380.
REGISTRATION AND OPERATOR'S RIGHTS LIMITED BY EXTENT OF PROOF.

(@) When a certificate is filed showing that a policy is issued
covering a motor vehicle owned by the insured, but not insuring the
person when operating a motor vehicle not owned by him, the restriction
may be removed upon the filing of a certificate shewing an operator's
policy issued to the person.

(b) If the department receives evidence of the violation of the
restriction on the license, it may suspend the license until a
certificate is filed shewing an operator's policy issued to the holder of
the license. HISTORY (Sec. 40 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.390.
ALTERNATE METHODS OF GIVING PROOF.
Proof of financial responsibility for a person who is not the
owner of a vehicle may be given by filin g

(1) a certificate of insurance as provided in secs. 410 or 420
of this chapter; =

(2) a bond as provided in sec. 470 of this chapter; .......

(3) a certificate of deposit of money or securities as
provided in sec. 490 of this chapter; or

(4) a certificate of self-insurance as provided in sec. 400 of
this chapter, supplemented by an agreement by the self-insurer that, for
accidents occurring while the certificate is in force, he w ill pay the
same amount that an insurer would be obligated to pay under an owner's
motor vehicle liability policy if it had issued a policy to the ™
...self-insurer.
HISTORY (Sec. 41 ch 163 SLA 1959)



Sec. 28.20.400,
SELF-INSURERS.

(& A person n whose name more than 25 vehicles are registered in
.this state may qualify as a self-insurer by obtaining a certificate of
self-insurance issued by the department as provided in (b) of this
section.

(b) The department may issue a certificate of self-insurance when
it is satisfied that the person has and w ill continue to have ability to
pay judgments obtained against him. The certificate may be issued
authorizing a person to act as a self-insurer for either property damage
or bodily injury, or both, or within the lim its the department
prescribes.

(c) Upon not less than 10 days* notice and a hearing pursuant to
the notice, the department may upon reasonable grounds cancel a
certificate of self-insurance. Failure to pay a judgment within 30 days
after judgment becomes final is a reasonable ground for the cancellation
of a certificate of self-insurance. HISTORY (Sec. 42 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.410.

CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE AS PROOF.

Proof of financial responsibility for the future may be furnished by
filin g with the department the written certificate of an insurance
carrier authorized to do business in this state certifying that there is
in effect a motor vehicle liab ility policy for the benefit of the person
required to furnish proof of financial responsibility. The certificate
shall give the effective date of the motor vehicle liability policy,
which shall be the same as the effecti/e date of the certificate, and
shall designate by description or appropriate reference all vehicles
covered by it, unless the policy' is issued to a person who is not the
owner of a motor vehicle.

HISTORY (Sec. 43 ch 163 SLA 1959)

Sec. 28.20.420. -
CERTIFICATE FURNISHED BY NONRESIDENT AS PROOF.

(& A nonresident may give proof of financial responsibility by
filin g with the department a written certificate of an insurance carrier
authorized to transact business in the state in which the vehicle
described in the certificate is registered, or if the nonresident does
not cwn a vehicle, then in the state in which the nonresident resides, if
the certificate otherwise conforms with this chapter; the department
shall accept it upon condition that the insurance carrier complies with
(b) and (c) of this section.

(b) The insurance carrier shall execute a power of attorney
authorizing the department of accept ser/ice on its behalf of notice or
process in an action arising out of a motor vehicle accident in this
.State.

(c) The insurance carrier shall agree in writing that the policy
shall conform with the laws of this state relating to the terms of motor
vehicle liability policies issued in this state.

HISTORY (Sec. 44 ch 163 SLA 1959; am sec. 44 ch 32 SLA 1971) -



