ALAbKA
1689

NETTTIST/TITTRE CnHPTTTTEE FITTTEY73
SJ S -SB 283-- SB 287

- 1yoz

8

b

1



jiPKIAJ (03 S A N

(Aj.roo" 5 .0MD flfpj? b Bc<w

Il kc™rtthb C"?wSilUc/dz&=

s oDbww 6600

% 000

CowvvmaT?"

Nf000 U&5 <?%i



PATRICK RODEV
ANCHORAGE

Alaska §?tatr “rnatr

February 9, 1981

Kenneth M. Rosenstein
Abbott, Lynch and Farney
601 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Rosenstein:

601 W 5TH AVC SUITE 820
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

DURING sLsr.IQN
JUNEAUF%H%@QQ 99811

Thank you for your letter concerning Offers of Judgement

(AS.09.30.055).

I agree that the law currently 1is a disincentive

to settle—

ment of cases in this area, and have submitted your suggested
amendments to the legal department for preparation of a

draft bill.

Your time spent to express your interest in, and ccrruments oi.

this legislation, 1is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Patrick M. Rodey
Senator

PMR/ds
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January 30, 1981 RECE'VED

FEB 02 1981

The Honorable Patrick M. Rodey
Alaska Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Rodey:

Brian Farney has asked that 1 write to you regarding the
introduction of u bill which would clarify the offer of
judgment interest adjustments contained in AS 09.30.055.

The section was enacted during the last legislative session
and was 1intended to act as an 1 f 0 r the settlement

of civil cases without trial. As presently drafted, however,
that section actually provides a disincentive to the settle—
ment of cases since it does not operate unless the judgment
is "more favorable to the offeree than the offer."” In order
to effectively operate as an incentive the statute should
come into play when the judgment is not more favorable to

the offeree than the offer. Enclosed 1is a copy of AS
09.30.055 with my suggested changes to make it effective for
its intended purpose.

Thank you for your assistance.
Very truly yours,

ABBOTT, LYNCH and FARNEY

Kenneth M. Rosenstein

KMR/mlc
Enclosure



Sec. 09.30.055. Offers of judgment. On or before the 60th day
following the filing ofan answer in a civil action, and on the fifth day
following the dai/ discovery closes as ordered by the court, either the
party making a claim or the party defending against a claim may serve
upon the adverse party an offer to allow judgment to be entered in
complete satisfaction of the claim for the money or property or to the
effect specified in his offer, with cost then accrued. If within 10 days
after the service of the offer the adverse Party serves written notice
that the offer is accepted, either partTy may then file the offer and notice
of acceptance together with proofofservice, and the clerk shall enter
judgment. An offer not accepted within 10 days is considered
withdrawn and evidence of that offer is not admissible except in a
proceeding to determine the form ofjudgment after verdict. If the
judgment finally entered on the clc'm as to which an offer has been
made under this section is"“more favorable to the offeree than the offer,
the interest awarded under AS 4545.010(a) and accrued up to the date
judgment is entered shall be adjusted as follows:

(1) ifthe offeree is the party making the claim, the interest rate shall
bej(increase<| bP/ two percenta year; , . .

(2 if the offeree is the party defending against the claim, the
Té&r))est rate shall b?tf/reducedj by two percent a year. (§ 3ch 107 SLA



Alaska State Legis

Senate
Official Business o . Pouch V
Judiciary Committee State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
AGENDA

Senate Judiciary Committee Hearing;

Friday, March 27, 1981
Butrovich Committee Room - 1:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER

LEGISLATION BEFORE COMMXTTEE:

SB 7 "An Act relating to accretion, reliction,
and erosion; and providing for an effective
date."

SB 283 "An Act relating to offers of judgment.™

SJR 25 Relating to the Klonkike Gold Rush
National Historical Park.

SCHEDULED TESTIMONY:

CB 7: Thomas Koester
Assistant Attorney General

Michael Holrc:;!

ADJOURN



Official Elusiness Pouch V

Judiciary Committee state Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUMMARY OF SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE HEARING
OF
MARCH 27, 1981

Butrovich Committee Room, State Capitol - Juneau, Alaska

Legislation Before Committee:

SB 7 "An Act relating to accretion, reliction, and
erosion; and providing for an effective date.”

SB 283 "An Act relating to offers of judgment.™

SJR 25 Relating to the Klondike Gold Rush National
Historical Park.

The meeting of the Senate Judiciary C~..imittee was called to order
by Chairman Rodey at 1:35 p.m. Committee members present were:
Senators Bennett, Hohman, Farr, Ray, and Rodey.

Testifying in favor of SB 7 was Mike Holmes, attorney representing
Theodore J. Smith and Fred S. Honsinger 1in a case involving
waterfront property in Juneau. Mr. Holmes gave an overview of
those events leading up to the promulgation of the proposed
resolution.

Thomas Koester, Assistant Attorney General, spoke before the

Committee as to the opinion of the Attorney General®s office. His
written comments are being made a part of the committee®s permanent
file.

Chairman Rodey deferred action on SB 7 at this hearing, pending
further research.

Chairman Rodey provided background information on SB 283, and
legislation passed last session which was intended to provide
that wmmparty making an offer of settlement would, 1if the offer
was .eejected and he prevailed, receive an interest rate of 270.
Chairman Rodey stated that the intent was to encourage an

offer of settlement, particularly if in good faith and a
reasonable one was rejected, that the party acting unreasonably
would bear a 270 loss, or the reasonable party would incur a 2%
benefit.
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ROBIN L. TAYLOR
P.0O. Box 869
Wrangell, AK 99929

March 18, 1981

Honorable Ernie Haugen
Representative

P.0. Box 1049
Petersburg, AK 99833

RE: Restitution sentencing and compensation
for injured probationers.

Dear Ernie:

As you are aware, | have extensively utilized community
work and restitution programs 1in sentencing Wrangell and
Petersburg misdemeanors for the last four years. 1 found that

these sentences work where traditional incarceration often fails
to rehabilitate the defendant and the community receives signifi—
cant benefit from these programs. At my urging and that of many
other people who had used this form of sentencing, the legisla—
ture in 1978 passed AS 12.55.055 and AS 12.55.045 to allow judges
to use community work and restitution 1in sentencing, thus making
legal that which some of us had been doing by stretching the
existing statutes.

The problem 1is that though 1 have not only continued to
utilize this form of sentencing and even expanded my applications
of this type of sanction, most of the other judges 1in the state
have been reluctant to move into this scheme. They have good
cause for ~hat reluctance.

1 aiso tmd that some city officials and agency personnel
are also reluctant to participate 1in these sentences as supervisors

The reason that the restitution and community work ccncepts
have not really gotten off the ground 1in this state is due to
the fear of those involved that they and their city or agency
might be liable should a probationer be injured while doir.g
community service or restitution work. I personally carry an
extra one million 1in personal Iliability insurance, and have not
had one 1incident during the last four years which would Ccuse
concern. The possibility of liability does exist and 1 fear
that unless the legislature acts to correct that situatior, that
there will be little or no community service sentencing going on
in the state.
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Pursuant to our discussion about this situation, 1 have
drafted in very rough form a sample piece of legislation which
might work to remedy the problem. It is tailored after a Minnesota
statute passed in May of 1979.

This legislation leaves it up to the lec"slature to hold
hearings and award compensation, which seems a bit awkward to me.
It might bo more workable if placed under the workmens compensation
progi-cii I e other agency which routinely deals with claims of
this nature. I will happily leave such refinement to year good
offices and hope that these meager efforts of mine will be of
assistance to you 1in this matter.

I heartily support the community service and restitution concepts
as they succeed where more traditional approaches often fail.

The City of Wrangell alone has received over $12,000 1in free
work over the last four years and the program 1is growing all the

time. These same offenders have a recidivism rate of less than
10%, compared to more traditional forms of punishment which nation—
ally were between 50 to 70% repeaters. In addition to all of that,

the cost of running the jail and transporting prisoners 1is greatly
reduced, thus saving the taxpayers a substantial sum each year.

Best of all, the victim always gets taken care of first under this
system instead of being forgotten as the judicial system often did.

In essence, Ernie, this works well for everyone concerned
and 1°ve convinced several other judges to take a hard Ic k at
using this approach, especially when they see the success 1"ve
had with this approach in Wrangell and Petersburg. It would be
a shame to let it die because everyone is afraid of being sued.

An additional matter which we discussed again last session
is that of judicial services for Wrangell and Petersburg. In
1979 the legislature created a superior court for Kotzebue. J
believe that political considerations wore probably the reason
tor the improved judicial services for that community.

On March 12, 1979, 1 wrote to you, Ernie, sending along a
statistical comparison Lotween the case loads of the Wrangell/
Petersburg courts and the case load 1in Kotzebue. 1”7 the first

nine months of 1979, Kotzebue had 368 cases filed; 1in the same
time period Wrangell had 567 and Petersburg had 368, for a total
of 953 cases for this district court location.

1980 and 19bl statistics only indicate that there has been
a further significant increase in the case 1load in Wrangell and

Petersburg, thus making the disparity between these towns and
Kotzebue even more obvious.

The cost of changing from a district court to a superi r/
district court for Wrangell/Petersburg 1is only the difference
between a superior court judges salary and that of a dis”ric
court judge, approximately $3,000 to $10,000. The 1improvei
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quality services to both of these towns and their surrounding
trade areas would certainly seem justified when compared with
Kotzebue.

As you are aware, | have filed for the superior court seat
in Juneau, vacated by Allan Compton®s appointment to the Supreme
Court. As 1 would ratiier live and raise my family in the Wrangell/
Petersburg area, | will withdraw my name from contention 1if you
and Dick believe there 1is a possibility either this year or next
of the Wrangell/Petersburg court becoming a superior/district
court. Because the selection process for Juneau 1is presently
moving forward, your prompt response would be appreciated.

Sincerely Yours,

Robin L. Taylor

P.S. For further 1indication of the need for superior court
jurisdiction 1in Wrangell and Petersburg, you might contact
Robert Hubby, Probation Office, and other state agency
personnel in both communities who are involved 1in the judicial
process. Of course the attorneys who practice 1in these
communities could also lend insight regarding this matter.

RLT/j1
onelosures
cc: Honorable Senator Richard Eli;, -on



Senate

Official Business Pouch V

Judiciary Committee State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

April 15, 1981

Judge Robin L. Taylor
District Court

State of Alaska

First Judicial District
P'. 0. Box 869

Wrangell, Alaska 99929

Dear Judge Taylor:
Thank >ou for your comments and information on Senate Bill 285.

I expect the Judiciary Committee to hear and pass the bill out
within a few weeks.

X will include your letter and enclosure in® each committee
member®s file so they may review your comments and proposal.

Sincerely,

Senator Patrick M. Rodey
Chairman

PMR/ods



RECEIVED

Arrt 13 1981

Atatc of Mlachn

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
P. 0. BOX 869
WRANGELL, ALASKA
ROBIN L. TAYLOR, Judgo 99929

April 6, 1981

Honorable Patrick Rodey

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 285
Dear Senator:

Over the last four years | have extensively utilized community
service as a sentencing tool and the results have been gratifying. The
recidivism is reduced to approximately 7%, the costs of prisoner transport
and jails is totally avoided and the ccmmunity receives free labcr. Best
of all, the victim always gets paid for any damage done by the defendant..

Presently there are only a few judges in the state utilizing this
form of sentencing. The reluctance of the judiciary is due to the fact that
the legislature has not yet addressed two questions; work related injuries
and liability for injuries or damages caused by these workers.

In 1978 the legislature passed AS 12.55.055 which allowed the
courts to use comnunity service sentenv \ng. | had b”en using this form of
sentencing extensively for two years at the time of cne bill"s passage. |
crossed the liability question over 3 1/2 years ago by purchasing a mi"lion
dollar floater on my personal policy. My response to the problem may not
be oropriate but at. least I could sleep nights and the program kept going.

The appropriate response is for the legislature to squarely ad—
dress the question of liability of all participants in the ccnmunity service
sentencing problem and provide a solution so that this form of sentencing
may truly become a reality. At the present time cities are unwilling to
accept free services for fear of liability if the person “oing the work gets



Page Two

injured or if that person injures someone else. Judges are unwilling to
sentence people to do ccmnunity service as the judge himself may bear seme
degree of responsibility to the parties.

Unless your committee is willing to solve the problem, there will
be no conmunity service sentencing in the near future. The concept is the
most successful form of sentencing that l1°ve seen - it works. It would be
a tragedy to lose this alternative.

I have enclosed legislation enacted in Minnesota to solve part of
the problem arjd have suggested in rough form similar legislation for this
State” jJASlstistkKsZ & gif

Sincerely yours,

/%

Robin L. Taylor



MINNESOTA STATUTES
ANNOTATED

Sections

1to9

3.739 Injury or death ot conditionally released Inmate

Subdivision 1. Legislative authority. Claims mid demands arising out of
the circumstances described In this riilmllvisloii shall Ih; presented to, hourd,
mid dulerinlaed hy the legislature:

¢« (1) An Injury to or dentil of nn Inmate who tins been conditionally relniHcd
from n stule correclloiiiil fnclllly mid ordered to jierform uncoinjiensHted work
for a ntnte agency, a political tuibdlvinlon or .public cor|toi sitlon of this atnte,
or a nonprofit educational, medical, or social service ngency, aa a condition
of Ids release,'while performing the work; E" 11" DV oe Vry Vv 1 !

(2) An Injury to’or death of ii person wiio hns lieeit placed on probation by
u court mid who Is jH'rfornilng work In reatltiitlon pursuant to court order; or

(3) An Injury to or!death of a person, Including a Juvenile, who has I>ocn
diverted from the court system mid who Is performing work In restitution pur-

suant' to u written agreement signed hy himself, and If a Juvenile, by llls
parent or guardian. ' . K *

Subd. 2. Evaluation ot clilmi. Claims arising out of this section shall l.e
paid pursuant to legislative appropriation following evaluation of each elnlm
hy the appropriate committees of the senate and house of representatives.
Coiliiamsathill will ant lie paid for pain and suffering. . s * 11

Subd. 3. Exclusive remedy. The procedure established hy this section la
exclusive of all other legal, eipdtahlo ami statutory remedies agnl ist the atatr,
Its political siilmllvinloiis, or any employees thereof.

Added hy l.uws 11)711, c. 2(10, 1 2, eff. Ms; 30, 1070.

I, R

C.J.S. State* || J77. 180.

BT. VAUX, KID K.
WEST PUBLISHING CO.
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SEC 12.55.045

Sit. 12.55.015. Restitution. t;i) Tin* court may order a defendant
convicted ill an offense IN make i®@litntinn as provided in this sectinn
nr as otherwise authorized hy law. In deleimining the amount and
method of payment of restitm ion, the court shall take into account the
financial resources of the defendant and the nature of the burden its
payment will impose.

<D1 An order of restitution under this section does not limit any civil
liability of the defendant arising from his conduct.

<l Ifa defendant issentenced to pay restitution, thilcourt may {'rant
permission for lhe payment to lie made within a specified period oftime

or in specified installments. i 12 ch Ifit* SLA |»7K; am S dH ch 102
S1.A 10HO)

Kffecl of iiiiii'ikli. Tin* 1'dSti ~ mil apply In hi jpiNeiii (In* rii] | Nir*iiiini n]

umeiidmeit]  <*ke(id ilu*  liMiiu-r Nisi and
sell!* 1™ «i siihsetiiuii ih). wliith read
*|li¥ari* - Tin* - *¢11% niav sy*nhwede 3
defendant to a |>io)titiu of iwlil'ilmu. ili**

vuinn - must I* >\¥i inom*  (hal
re'iitulinh mu) In*ordered ° .
Kditor's uolr,  Seriion 2d «k Ilift.

SLLA° 197H provides.in siihsertmn tin
"Kxcepl as |irivnli*il in ici nl IIns serlutn,
mu* 12 0f litis A% i;hv* ne* lin* pnnisliitu'nl
lor any ipHt*n>* tnimmtled nn m allei [In*
i*IVri'liNi( tinte ol tin* A*| " Snhseeiam no
relate** In llu* ;ifiJilic-illit \ til AS 12fifi [2fi
(In<*ii>:li 12 f» |.5fi

Settinn 21« tit Mil* n* eedisetlnni <h
pinvides: "Se*limit* i |. *Lilns Atl do

punishment for ani/ niTense commitled
before dih rllet L\i* Halt* id litis Art nr llu*
i.iM.irm limii m application of an\ defense
Ina piiiM'tiilmil Im llux ofTenst An iiHense
shall In*roiisl itii'd and punished aivordmj:
In ilit- law i-M'Ini): at (In" (inn* u] llu*
mmillissinh of Ilie offense ill tinx same
manner as it [Ins At had mil ht*ckiui:i* law "

Lt'i"islulivt* history report. For
reFmi mi th 1112 SLA IHO dII'S CSSt
f»Il1. *er  |MHO  Senate  .Ininnal
Supplement. No II. *May 2. I'lHlh m
1JIST) lint: tminiiiu.tt Snppleiiielil. Nn 72
iM.v 2IL 1isi1l

"Av<i

\%

Y-k %l 'n @«



Sec. 12.r>5.055. Community work, (a) The court may order a
defendant convicted of an offense to perform community work as a
condition of a suspended sentence or suspended imposition of sentence,
or in addition to any line or restitution ordered. Ifthe defendant is also
sentenced to imprisonment, the court may recommend to the
Department of Health and Social Services that the defendant perform
community work.

(h) Community work includes work on projects designv. !to reduce or
eliminate environmental damage, protect the public health, or improve
public lands, forests, parks, roads, highways, facilities, or education.
Community work may not confer a private benefit on a person except
as may be incidental to the public benefit. (1 2 ch 16(> SI.A 15)78)



Sec. 12.55.065. Injury or death of conditionally released
inmacus dfl: probationers. (@a AIll claims and demands arising
out ol the circumstances described herein shall be presented
to, heard and determined by the legislature:

€D An injury to or death of an inmate who has b--en condi —
tionally released from a state correctional facility
and ordered to perform uncompensated work for a state
agency, a political subdivision, or a public corpora—
tion of the state in a non profit ev~.ucational, medical,
or social service agency, as a condition of his release,
while performing the work;

(2) An injury toor death of aperson who has been placed
on probation by a court and who 1is performing work in
restitution pursuant to court order; or

(1) An injury toor death of a person, including a juvenile
who has been diverted from the court system and who 1is
performing work in restitution pursuant to a written
agreement signed by the juvenile and by his parent or
guardian.

(b) Evaluation of Claims. Claims arising out of this section

shall be paid pursuant to legislative appropriation of the
senate and house of representatives.

(c) Exclusive remedy. The procedure established by this section
is exclusive of all other legal, equitable and statutory
remedies against the state, its political subdivisions, or
any employees thereof, 1including gratuitous volunteers
providing supervisory assistance.



Superior (Court RECEiVED

APR 03 1981
jS>tatc of .Alaska
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
415 MAIN STREET
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA
Chambers of 99901
THOMAS E. SCHULZ, Judge
April 1, 1981
Senator Patrick M. Rodey
Chairman
Senate Judiciary Committee
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Re: SB No. 285
Dear Senator Rodey:
As | remember, there are now two bills pending which
relate to the alternatives to incarceration provisions in
the new presumptive sentencing code. One 1is Senate Bill No.

285, and the other 1is a bill, which I do not have readily at
hand, regarding the liability for injuries to the person
performing the community work (workmen®s compensation type
claims). I support that legislation and would urge that the
legislation be enacted.

Frankly, the Court 1in Ketchikan had better Iluck with
community service before the new code went into effect than
it does now, because the enactment of the new code caused
some people to think about possible exposure to both work—
men®s compensation type claims and liability claims from
third parties injured by either intentional or negligent
acts of persons performing community service under court
order. Those statutory provisions are extremely viable
alternatives to incarceration, particularly in the case of
first offenders, and this legislation is sorely needed in
order to fully implement the alternatives presently available.
Both the Borough and City governments and several State
agencies in Ketchikan have expressed concern in both of
these arehs, and I am hopeful that they can be cleared up
in this session of the legislature.

Verv trulv vours.

Thomas E. Schulz
Superior Court Judge



AHstrict (Emtri
<Stnte of JMnohii

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
P. 0. BOX 869
WRANGELL. ALASKA
ROBIN L. TAYLOR. Judge 99929

April 6, 1981

Honorable Patrick Rodey

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 19811

Re: Senate Bill 285

Dear Senator:

Over the last four years | have extensively utilized community
service as a sentencing tool and the results have been gratifying. The
recidivism is reduced to approximately 7%, the costs of prisoner transport
and jails is totally avoided and the ccmnunity receives tree labor. Best
of all, the victim always gets paid for any damage done by the defendant.

Presently there are only a few judges ir, the state utilizing this
form of sentencing. The reluctance of the judiciary is due to the fac®™ that
the legislature has not yet addressed two questions; work related inju ies
and ii.ibil; «/ ..or injuries -r damages caused by these workers.

In 1978 the legislature passed AS 12.55.055 which allowed the
courts to use conmmity service sentencing. | had been using this form of
sentencing extensively for two years at the time of the bill"s passage. |
crossed the liability question over 3 1/2 ye<irs ago by purchasing a million
dollar floater on my personal policy. My response to the problem may not
be appropriate but at least I could sleep nights and the program kept going.

The appropriate response is for the legislature to squarely ad—
dress the question of liability of all particijsants in the community service
sentencing problem and provide a solution so that this form of sentencing
may truly become a reality. At the present time cities are unwilling to
accept free services for fear of liability if the person doing the work gets



Honorable Patrick Rodey
April 6, 1981

Page Two

injured or if that person injures someone else. Judges are unwilling to
sentence people to do ccmnunity service as the judge himself may bear sons
degree of responsibility to the parties.

Unless your carmittee is willing to solve the problem, there will
be no community service sentencing in the near future. The concept is the
most successful form of sentencing that I"ve seen - it works. It would be
a tragedy to lose this alternative.

I have enclosed legislation enacted in Minnesota to solve part of
the problem arjd have sugqested in rough form similar legislation for this
state? J/ Jfa

Sincerely yours,

/, -
Robin L. Taylor



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

rnoM

01 oo1 A (It,.10/79)

A M /Diversion Personnel DATE: March 6. 1981
HIE NO
TELEPHONE NO.
) SUBJECT: . o
Wilson L. Condon Liability of State
Attorney General for community work
service referrals
Daniel W. Hickey f
Chie
By: ] JbWhJ%d% LA&

Attorney General
Program Director

The 1issue of liability for clients referred to
non-state agencies for community work service has finally
been resolved by John Haywood of the Risk Management Di —
vision in the Department of Administration. Both referrals
under Pretrial Intervention and under the Alternative
Sentencing provisions are activities for which the State
will assume liability, irrespective of accepting agency.

Agencies.which raise the liability issue.should be
informed of this policy, and program personnel are authorized
to state this 1in writing, 1if necessary.

psS

gre
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SB 287

Testimony by the Division of Insurance
Before the Senate Judiciary Committee
April 13, 1981

SB 287 would require mandatory automobile insurance for every automobile
registered in Alaska. The bill has a number of problems that tend to
make the specific proposal unpalatable. Some of these features can be
corrected and we will suggest amendments where possible.

Compulsory or mandatory automobile 1insurance laws have not generally

worked. The usual intent is to reduce or eliminate the uninsured
driving population. Unfortunately they tend to be administrative night—
mares with heavy burdens placed on law enforcement agencies. The original

compulsory law states are New York, North Carolina and Massachusetts and
those states are purported to have high uninsured motorist populations.

Compulsory automobile insurance laws have been viewed as a means to
reduce rates for automobile 1insurance but that has not been the ex-—
perience in those states adopting a compulsory law. In fact, typically,
the rate levels are higher in states with a compulsory law.

On page 2, lines 9-19, provide that on an owner®s policy, every person
using the insured vehicle with the express or implied permission of the
named insured 1is covered under this policy. This will result in situations
where persons with good driving records will have to bear rates applicable
to a person covered under the policy with a bad record, even 1in cases

where that person may have their own car. Presently such persons can be
excluded. An example would be where a licensed young driver with adverse
driving record cannot be excluded on his parents® policy, resulting 1in a
rate that reflects the young driver as a potential exposure. Another
example that frequently occurs is one where a married couple has separated,
and one partner has an adverse r.cord, the other partner with a good
record, even though living apart, 1is rated according to the record of

the adverse record because the policy automatically insures the spouse

even though only one name appears on the policy.

One possible answer to a situation like this would be to permit ex—
clusionary endorsements under certain conditions, such as the owning and
insuring of a vehicle by the excluded driver or the securing cf an
operator®s policy by the excluded driver. This could be done by adding
a new subsection on page 2, between lines 26 and 27 to read:

"Notwithstanding (b) of this section, an owner®"s policy of
liability insurance may exclude or void coverage for a named
operator provided that the named operator maintains an owner"s
or operator®s policy of liability insurance."”

On page 3, lines 15 and 19, provide that the insurance company has
absolute liability whenever injury or damage covered by the policy
occurs. We believe that the proposed bill 1is looking for a no-exclusion
liability coverage that must pay given a legal obligation of the covered



person to pay. Unfortunately for the concept, exclusions in an automobile
policy exist for valid reasons. Removal of the exclusions would result

in a product that must be priced substantially higher tnan it is now.
Under an automobile policy, coverage is not provided:

1. For any person who intentionally causes bodily injury or
property damage.

2. For any person for damage to property owned or being trans-—
ported by that person.

3. For any person for damage to property rented to, used by, or
in tne care cf that parson. This exclusion does not apply to
damage to a residence or private garage. It also does not
apply to damage tc any of the following type vehicles not
owned by or furnished or available for the regular use of you
or any family member.

a. private passenger autos;
b. trailers; or
C. pick-up, sedan delivery or panel trucks.
4. For any person for bodily injury to an employee of that person
during the course of employment. This exclusion does not

apply to bodily injury to a domestic employee unless workers”
or workmen®s compensation benefits are required or available

for that domestic employee.

5. For any person®s liability arising out of the ownership or
operation of a vehicle while i* 1is being used to carry persons
or property for a fee. This exclusion does not apply to a

share-the-expense car pool.

6. For any person while employed or otherwise engaged in the
business or occupatioi of selling, repairing, servicing,
storing or parking of vehicles designed for use mainly on
public highways, incljding read testing arid delivery. This
exclusion does not apply to the ownership, maintenance Ot use
of your covered auto by you, any family member, or any
partner, agent or employee of you or any family member.

7. For any person maintaining or using any vehicle while that
person is employed or otherwise engaged in any business or
occupation not described in Exclusion 6. This exclusion does
not apply to the maintenance or use of a private passenger
type auto. It also does not apply to the maintenance or
use of a pick-up, sedan delivery or panel truck that you own.

8. For the ownership, maintenance or use of a motorcyle or any
other self-propelled vehicle haviiv 7ess than four wheels.

9. For the ownership, maintenance or use of any vehicle, other
tlun your covered auto, which 1is owned by you or furnished

or available for your regular use.



10. For the ownership, maintenance or use of any vehicle, other
than your covered auto, which is owned by or furnished or
available for the regular use of any family member. However,
this exclusion does not apply to you.

11. For any person using a vehicle without a reasonar.ie belief
thaf. the person 1is entitled to do so.

12. For any person for bodily 1injury or property damage for
which that person is an insured under a nuclear energy
liability policy would be an insured but for its termination
upon exhaustion of its limit of liability. A nuclear energy
liability policy is a policy issued by Nuclear Energy
Liability Insurance Association, Mutual Atomic Energy
Liability Underwriters, Nuclear Insurance Association of
Canada, or any of their successors.

We suggest that lines 15 througn 19 on page 3 be deleted or restructured
to clearly define intent.

The language on page 3, line 27, adds the written application as part of
the contract, which 1is not now the case. This action in itself 1is not
particularly objectionable though not without its problems. It does
appear to conflict a bit with the intent apparent in Section(f)(l) which
appears to aim at a no-exclusion policy. The only reason to make the
application a part of the contract is to use it as evidence of a mis—
representation by the insured and potentially to void coverage. It just
seems to be ari inconsistency.

If our suggestion made concerning endorsements voiding coverage for
certain persons is adopted, then lines 13 and 14 on page 4 should be
modified by adding language to reflect that a policy 1is not proratable
with the policy of a person excluded from coverage. The section should
be reworded to read:

"Except with respect to a motor vehicle liability policy

issued to a person excluded from coverage pursuant to ( ) of
this section, a motor vehicle liability policy may provide

for proration of the insurance with other valid and collectible
insurance.”

Section 28.10.012(1) s silent as to the timing of a cancellation notice
to the Department of Public Safety. We would suggest that a »eeasonable
amount of time be allowed for the State to receive and act on the notice
before actual cancellation can take place.

The division annually prepares a statistical analysis of the private
passenger automobile insurance market which includes marketshare, results

and rating examoles by geographic area. Exhibit V of 1i;at document has
been recently updated with better information available. This 1is set

forth in Commissioner Webber®s March 26, 1981 letter to Representative
Buchholdt.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT j POUCH D
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
Phone: 465-2500
March 26, 1981

Honorable Thelma Buchholdt
Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Ms. Buchholdt:
Re: Motorists Insured in Alaska

Thank you for your request through the Division of Insurance for an
analysis of the number of persons carrying automobile insurance in Alaska.
This is a number that cannot be reached with a.iy precision. The Divi—
sion of Insurance does not maintain, require or request such statistics
and is not in a position to need such statistics.

The division®s statistical needs respond to rate-making and solvency
issues. Nevertheless, it has made an attempt to obtain some feeling

as to what portion of the driving public may be uninsured. Unfortunately,
a number of caveats must be placed on this information. The sources for
the data used in the calculation come from several areas and, in each
case, this data is untested ; .d has been subject to some adjustment or
assumption which may cast suspicion on its accuracy.

The following chart is the result of this compilation of Hata through
the latest year for which data 1is available:

INSURED PRIVATE PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE DATA

@) @ 13) &) )
YEAR REGISTERED AUTOS INSUREO CAR YEARS % INSURED % UNINSURED
1975 199,536 117,355 53.8 41.2
1976 221,386 120,964 54.6 45_4
1977 226,329 121,635 53.7 46.3
1978 232,425 123,581 53.2 46.8
1979 219,227 132,391 60.4 39.6

08-H2LH



(1) This column ir on a calendar year basis.

(2) The number of registered automobiles were obtained from the
Division of Planning and Research 1in the Department of Trans—
portation and Public Facilities. The number of auto registra—
tions derive from the following types of license plates:

- Regular

- Personalized

- Call Letter

- Other, 1including legislator, historic vehicle
- Pickups and vans

- Farm trucks.

The numbers have been adjusted to remove duplicate registra—
tions. They do not include unregistered vehicles, nor is
there a method to arrive at a reasonable "guesstimate"” of
that number. Prior to 1977, pickups and vans were included
in the freight-light trucks classification. We have made an
adjustment to separate the pickups and vans from that clas—
sification, based on the relationship during 1977-79 of the
pickups and vans classification to the freight-light trucks
classification. Official automobiles (State, federal and
municipal) a”a not included. Some fleets of automobiles
have been included but are not identifiable by name or
number. The chart relates only to private passenger reg—
istrations and insurance.

(3) These figures wereobtained from theAutomobile Insurance

Plans Service Office (AIPSO), alicensed rating organization
for this State. Included are voluntary and assigned risk non-—
fleet private passenger vehicles insured. An insured car

year 1is one automobile insurea for one year, so that, if a
car is insured for six months, that would be 1/2 car a year.

@ = G 4 O.

() = 100% - (4).
The foregoing data is useful for "guesstiinating™ the percentage of
insured motor vehicles in Alaska. It does not relate to insured persons
in Alaska. To our knowledge, there 1is currently no source for arriving
at a number of insured persons since a policy, when written, covers
some persons not name automatically. The units of exposure, as far as

the insurer is concerned, the number of vehicles not the number of
potential operators.

If we can be of further assistance, please let me or the Division of
Insurance know.

Very truly yours,

Charles R. Webber
Commi ssioner

CRW/saJl/26



State Farm Insurance Companies

One State Farm Plaza

March 31, 1981 Bloomington, Illinois 61701

John J. Gordon
Associate Counsel
Phone: 662-6027

Kenneth Moore

Director of Insurance

Pouch ™"0"

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Director Moors:

As you are aware, SB-287 and HB-346 have been introduced in the Alaska
legislature. Both bills are compulsory liability bills and similar in
subst ince.

Mr. Robert J. Rowan, Director of the Division of Motor Vehicles, in
Anchorage asked for information which was supplied by Robert H. Fitch,
Secretary to the Insurance Industry Committe on Motor Vehicle Adminis—
tration. With Bob Fitch"s permission, tcopy is enclosed, together

with two enclosures, one prepared by our company.

You can appreciate our opposition to this type of compulsory legislation,
and we are confident that you recognize the potential problems resulting
from compulsory liability legislation, and would testify accordingly if
asked on the wisdom of passing this type of legislation.

Any help that you could provide would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Associate ?qunsel

il :]J
end.

State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company State Farm Life Insurance Company State Farm Fire and Casualty Company

HOME OFFICES: BLOOMINGTON. ILLINOIS 61701



I'M INSURANCE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE ON MOTOR VEHICLE ADMINISTRATION
20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60606

Lﬁ] Roy L. Born, Chairman David R. Anderson, Vice Chairman Robert H. Fitch, Secretary

JJj (312)291-5918 (312)558-3759 (309)662-2539

Clayton P. Sturgeon, Consultant, P.O. Box 946, Bloomington, lllinois 61701 (309)662-1972

March 27, 1981

Mr. Robert J. Rowan, Director
Division of Motor Vehicles

P. 0. Box 960

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Rowan,

I have reviewed Senate Bill 287 and House Bill 346 and would
like to make the following observations.

Both bills are very similar in content, the principal difference
being that MB 346 provides for an ID card and further provides for
penaltiesfor violation of the Knv. Otherwise, my comments relate
to both bills equally.

First, automobile insurance is made compulsory. A car owner must
provide satisfactory evidence to the department of the existence

of a motor vehicle liability policy as defined in Section 28.10.012.
A very disturbing provision 1in that definition .is contained 1in
subsection (f):

) The liability of the insurance carrier becomes absolute
whenever injury or damage covered by the policy occurs.
The policy may not be cancelled or annulled as to this
liability after the occurrence of the injury or damage.
No statement made by the insureu or on his behalf and
no violation of the policy defeats or voids the policy.

This provision in effect causes a.ll auto liability policies to be
certified - everything but the SR 22 itself. Experience 1in states
that have adopted compulsory insurance shows that compulsory
usually results in increased insurance rates. Providing for
certified coverage croales even greater pressures on rales.
Generally, a certified policy wherein all normal policy defenses
ivirc voided can be expected to cost at least 10 per cent more than
an ordinary policy. When "no violation of the policy defeats or
voids the policy”™ it is possible a car owner might be responsible
through his insurance company for damage caused by his car while
it is in the possession of a car thief.

Aetna Insurance Company MFA Mutual Insurance Company Alluinca nl American Insurers

Allitato Insurance Company Nationwide Mutual Insui.mcu Company ~ American Insurance Association

The Home Insurance Company Royal-Glohe Insurnnca Company National Association nl Independent Insurers

J.C. Penney Casualty Insurnnca Company  Sentry Insurance Group Insurance Services Olfice _ o
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company State Farm Mutual Automobile American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators

Lumbermens Mutual Casualty Company Insurance Company



Mr. Robert J. Rowan -2- March 27, 1981

Subsection (1) says:

"The insurance carrier shall provide notice to the depart—
ment of the termination of a policy issued under (a) of
this section.”

I am sure you are fully aware of the flood of termination notices
your department will receive, particularly if "termination™ is
interpreted to include expirations. The inclusion of all types of
terminations not only causes a heavy labor burden for the depart-—
ment but also needlessly harasses the vast majority of car owners
who voluntarily carry insurance. It is not uncommon for people

to be late in paying premiums or to change insurance companies.
Handling a high volume of termination notices through the necessary
contacts with car owners and the resulting activities required of
the department will be extremely expensive for the state and will
result in a lot of hard feeling on the part of law abiding citizens.

Section 2AS2810.011 requires a registrant to provide evidence
satisfactory to the department of the existence of an insurance
policy. Detai."s are not spelled out. Therefore, it appears the
department could establish the procedure. IT compulsory insurance
is inevitable, experience in other states has shown that simple
self-certification is the most cost-effective means of providing
evidence.

In terms of cancellation notices, again, experience lias indicated
that reporting only cancellations occurring within the first six
months (not including expirations), 1is the most effective procedure
at the least cost to the department. This goes a long way toward
picking up those people who buy insurance only long enough to
register a car and then promptly cancel the coverage.

HI3 340 provides for an ID card. This is no problem for the
companies, almost allprovide cards routinely as part of their
service. The problem lies in the belief that an ID card establishes
that insurance is in force. The person who cancels his coverage
still has an 1D card. The only thing an ID card does 1is to
demonstrate that on the day the card was 1issued a policywas 1in
effect. It does nothing more.

This is the whole problem with compulsory and is indicative as to
why compulsory insurance simply does not work. Generally, more
than 80 per cent of the people in a state voluntarily carry insurance.
The hard core remainder will never continuously maintain coverage 1in
force no matter what the law says. We believe a far more effective
approach at much less expense and trouble for the average citizen is
a well-administered financial responsibility law which includes
provision for uninsured motorists coverage available w .Lit excess
limits. In every state starting with Massachusetts, New York, and
North Carolina, more than 20 years ago, compulsory insurance has
failed to solve the uninsured driver problem.



Mr. Robert J. Rowan -3- March 27, 1981

Attached is a set of the "Guidelines for the Enforcement of
Compulsory Automobile Insurance by State Regulatory Authorities”
published by the Insurance Industry Committee on Motor Vehicle
Administration. IfT compulsory 1is inevitable, the Guidelines con—
tain so:ie ideas of what a law should contain.

You may also find of interest the attached brochure prepared by
State Farm.

Very truly yours

t it. i jrbLIl

RHF:If
Encs.



INSURANCE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE ON MOTOR VEHICLE ADMINISTRATION

20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, lllinois 60606

Clayton ?. Sturgeon, Chairman Roy L. Born, Vice Chairman Everett T. Bartlebaugh, Secretary
(309)662-2913 (312)291-5918 (312)558-3700

Guidelines for ttie Enforcement of Compulsory
Automobile Insurance by Jtate'Regulatory Authorities

The Insurance Industry Committee on Motor Vehicle Administration (1ICMVA) recognizes
from past experience that no system of enforcement can achieve total compliance at all
times by every motor vehicle registrant with the requirements of a compulsory automobile
insurance law. Past attempts by the state regulatory authorities toenforce such all-
inclusive compliance have proven to be exercisesin futility.

Just as it is impossible at any point in time to guarantee that every motorist on the
road is properly licensed, or that every motor vehicle is legally registered, so is it
impossible to guarantee that every motor vehicle subject to a compulsory law is properly
insured. Any system attempting to accomplish such all-inclusive compliance must be
reckoned with in light of the law of diminishing returns. Such a system invariably
attempts to track down the uninsured minority by keeping tabs on the insured majority,
the returns of which do not justify the attendant administrative difficulties and
expenses involved. An inevitable side effect of such a system is that the insured
public becomes unneccssa "ily harassed.

The burden of compliance w.th the insurance requirements of a motor vehicle law should

be directed at the uninsured registrant, backed up with an effective program of enforce—
ment that does not harass the law-abiding citizens or otherwise involve the state
regulatory authorities and insurance industry in administratively expensive, ineffective,
and time-consuming reams of paper work.

The I1ICMVA furtner believes that in the securitysection of acompulsory law a general
provision should be included by which the state regulatory authorities are empowered

to promulgate whatever rules and regulations or administrative guidelines are necessary
to enforce the intent ot the law. This would permit flexibility in revising a system of
enforcement, as experience dictates, without resorting to amendatory legislation.

As encountered in several states, specific enforcement procedures embodied in statutory
provisions have not properly taken into account either the administrative difficulties
involved or whetner the regulatory authorities were equipped or even given sufficient
funds to carry them out. As experience nas proven, these difficuties can be avoided
under a general enforcement provision which will enable the regulatory authorities to
work out approp-iate initial enforcement proc<dures, including any changes subsequently
needed to fit changing circumstances, with the assistance made available by the IICMVA.

It has become apparent to th - IICMVA that the Financial Responsibility Law is a beneficial
part of tnc enforcement procedure. Many states have continued thene FR Laws when
compulsory or no-fault laws were passed, but some have net. The committee s views
regarding the FR Laws are set forth ahead of the guidelines because these laws are

the basis of an effective, reasonable enforcement program.
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With the foregoing understood as the II1CMVAls position in general regarding the
enforcement of insurance requirements under motor vehicle laws, below is a list of
recommended guidelines deemed desirable. These guidelines involve enforcement
procedures relating to Evidence of Insurance, Verification of Insurance, and
Termination of Insurance. As an additional matter that may be affected by whatever
enforcement procedures are eventually adopted, a general guideline concerning Evidence
of Mailing is also set out.

Regarding basic priorities in terms of the need for enforcement and its economical
implementation, it is recommended that the $elf-certification described under
Evidence of Insurance be established as a minimum requirement for the enforcement
procedures of a compulsory law. Should additional enforcement procedures be
considered, it is recommended that Self-certification be combined with the Random
Verification described under Verification of Insurance.

Following each of the guidelines are certain procedures which, deemed especially
undesirable, should be discouraged. Experience has proven them to be generative
in one or more respects of unnecessary public harassment, regulatory difficulties,,
and administrative expense. In the process, enforcement efforts and funds are
dissipated on the insured majority of registrants who are in compliance with the
law, rather than being concentrated more effectively on identifying the uninsured
minority of registrants _".tempting to circumvent the law.

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS

Upon the enactmrnt of a compulsory automobile insurance law, the existing provisions
of a Financial Responsibility Law regarding both security and financial responsibility
for the future should be continued in effect. The procedures already established

to enforce the requirements of these provisions will then serve to supplement

whatever procedures— if any- are promulgated to enforce the compulsory law.

It should be noted that the number and types of motorists affected are not the same
under both types of laws. Whereas a compulsory law is indiscriminate in application
to motorists in general, the Financial Responsibility Law is selective in that it
affects only certain motorists— those who have been involved in reportable accidents
or convicted of traffic violations. Consequently, with the Financial Responsibility
Law remaining in effect, the burden of compliance with the compulsory law can and
should be more stringently imposed and enforced upon at least the motorists involved
in accidents or otherwise convicted for violations.

Such motorists may not even be subject to the compulsory law. It then becomes of
even greater importance for the Financial Responsibility Law to continue in effect.
This 1is so that the traffic victims can be better protected from the financial

loss caused by drivers, vehicle owners and nonowner3 alike, who are not only
careless but also financially irresponsible.



EVIDENCE OF INSURANCE

Desirable - The registrant of a motor vehicle subject to the requirements of a
compulsory automobile insurance law can be ordered to indicate compliance upon
registration of the vehicle.

1. Self-Certification. A statement of self-certification by the registrant
for an initial or renewal registration, indicating that he has and will
maintain the insurance required by law throughout the period of registration,
the violation of which will subject him to specified penalties. Also to be
shown are the name of insurance company and policy number involved.

It is recommended that effective penalties be imposed for false certification.

It is also recommended that self-certification be established as a minimum
requirement for the enforcement of a compulsory law, with such self-
certification to serve as the foundation upon which to build any additional
enforcement procedures that may be contemplated.

2. ID Cards. A requirement that insurance companies provide policyholders a
nonprescribed insurance identification card as an aid for the insured in
completing his statement of self-certification upon registration.

If ID cards are to be prescribed in format and specifications, they should
be issued on a permanent noncertified basis, valid so long as the policy
remains in effect and the required data remains the same.

Undesirable - Certificates of Insurance, prescribed ID cards and insurance stickers
should be discouraged as having no bearing on whether or not the insurance indicated
is in effect, or otherwise has been and will be maintained throughout the period

of registration. Routine cancellations by the registrant and submissions of
fraudulent certificates and ID cards can be expected.

1. Certificates of Insurance. To be issued by the insurance company for
submission by the insured upon registration. This inevitably generates
a multiplicity of other certificates involving further communication
between the public, the industry, and tlv. regulatory authorities in a
futile attempt to identify the uuinsurej registrant.

2. Prescribed ID Cards. To be provided upon the initial issuance of a policy
and every renewal thereof. Because of the frequency in which payments of
renewal premiums are delayed, requiring the Issuance of prescribed 1D
cards 1is especially conducive to public harassment.

3. Insurance Stickers. To be provided by mass mailing to all existing
policyholders, on all newly issued policies, and annually thereafter.

Presence of a sticker on a vehicle supposedly means that the vehicle was
insured at the time the sticker was issued. However, the sticker may have
been fraudulently issued, may be a duplicate of a legitimate sticker or may
have been placed on the wrong vehicle. Replacement of the sticker on an
annual basis is a nuisance to all of the honest, law-abiding citizens, and
is costly to the companies. Once a sticker is placed on a vheicle, the
owner can get by without keeping his insurance in force.



VERIFICATION OF INSURANCE

Desirable - Should additional enforcement procedures be considered with self-
certification established as a prerequisite to the registration of a motor vehicle,
it is recommended that priority be given to a procedure for random verification of
the insurance certified by registrants.

Random Verification - Negative Basis. Statement of self-certification
selected at random by the regulatory authorities for verification on a
negative basis by the insurance companies involved. The negative basis of
verification requires a response from the company regarding only the
self-certifications which, based on the company name and policy number
provided, indicates falsification. On this basis, enforcement efforts

and attendant administrative expenses are further concentrated on the
uninsured minority of registrants who are in violation of the law.

Additional verification may be conducted in connection with accidents,
moving traffic violations, and road spot checks. [In such instances,
however, the name of the insurance company and policy number involved
must be provided as required for the random verifications pursuant to
registration.

Undesirable - Verification procedures entailing correspondence that also involves the
insured majority of registrants should be avoided to the extent possible. They are
wasteful of the attendant administrative expenses that otherwise could be more
efficiently applied in identifying the uninsured registrant.

Positive Verifier,tion. A procedure which dissipates enforcement efforts
by requiring the handling of responsive correspondence not only in
negation of the uninsured minority of registrants, but also in positive
verification of the majority of insured registrants.

TERMINATION OF INSURANCE

Desirable - If the regulatory authorities are to require insurance companies to notify
them whenever an automobile policy is terminated, it is recommended that this re—
quirement be qualified by making it apply only to bona fide terminations involving
registrants newly insured by a company. Regulatory authorities will thereby avoid

the futility of expending enforcement efforts on the many registrants who, although
apparently terminated, have continued to maintain the required insurance in effect.
Such registrants are frequently found either to have delayed their payment of premium
or, in the case of reliable insureds, changed insurance companies.

Limited Notice of Termination. Any requirement of companies to file a

notice of termination with the regulatory authorities should be qualified to
effect only those cancellations or terminations that are firmed up and take
place within a limited period of time following issuance of the original policy.
"Firmed up" means when the policy will not be reinstated to maintain coverage
continuously in force.



Undesirable - To be discouraged is any unqualified requirement of companies to file
with the authorities a notice of termination in disregard of commonly encountered
circumstances that render the notice unnecessary. Such unrestricted notice should
not be required when an insured is possibly dilatory in the payment of premium.
Neither should it be required when an insured can be sufficiently relied upon to
continue in effect the insurance he is required to have.

Unqualified Notice of Termination. A notice which is required to be

filed on an unqualified basis, irrespective of whether or not the insured
apparently being terminated is or will in fact be terminated. Affected

by this type of notice are numerous embryonic situations which do not
develop into effective terminations. Frequently involved are reliable
insureds who, having kept their policies in effect with the company beyond
a certain period of time, continue to remain insured without lapse of
coverage. This 1is accomplished with either a delayed payment of premium
or a change of insurance companies.

Prematurity is the most undesirable aspect of an unqualified notice which
is not firmed up, but instead is required to be filed in advance of or
immediately upon the indicated date of cancellation or termination.

Such notices are very frequently invalidated by a belated payment of
premium, as a result of which the policy in question is continued in force
rather than terminated according to the prematcre notice.

Invariably involved with the filing of unqualified notices of termination
is not only a waste of administrative expense but also, more significantly,
the subsequent enforcement efforts which result in needless harassment

of the public who are insured in compliance with tho law.

FVIDENCIi OF MAILING

Desirable - Should the insurance companies or regulatory autlorities be required to
r.how evidence of having mailed any documents required for the administration of a
compulsory insurance law, it is recommended that the procedural currently established
by them be recognized on the basis of their own merits.

Certificate of Mailing. If some uniform evidence of mailing is to be re—
quired, it is recommended that this be the U. S. Postal Service Certificate
of Mailing, PS Form 3817.

Undesirable - Any required change in currently established mailing procedures should
be discouraged as disruptive of procedures having been tested in court and continuing
to be used successfully for the purposes intended.

Certified or Registered Mail. To be especially avoided because of the
administrative expenses entailed is any requirement that mail be processed
by certified or registered mail.

The above guidelines are not intended to be descriptive of all the ramifications that
may be involved with the enforcement of a particular compulsory law. Feasible



enforcement procedures depend on a variety of factors, some of which may be unique

to a particular state. To be considered in any event, however, are not only the
resources and facilities available to the regulatory authorities, but also the
capability of insurance companies to comply with whatever procedures are contemplated.

Consequently, it is recommended that appropriate procedures and details involved be
worked out in consultation with the IICMVA. To be of assistance in this regard, a
mutually convenient meeting with representatives of the I1ICMVA can be arranged upon
request.

Guidelines originally issued February 20, 1974.
Additions to the Guidelines on March 27, 1979 indicated by asterisk (*).



Background information on insurance topicsfor ,he news media __
Published by the Public Relations Department o f the State Farm Insurance Companies
One State Farm Plaza, Bloomington, Illinois 61701... Phone (3091662-2625

Should Auto Liability insurance |
Be Required By Law?

n
It's become part of the folklore of our motorized society: A responsible citizen is driving
down the street when an aging clunker roars past a stop sign and slams into Mr. Citizen’s car, send-

>

ing it to the junkyard and itc owner to the hospital. The driver of the clunker has no assets, little e’

. s e > *r,\V>
income, and-ofcourse-no liability insurance, .. s = . .

Stories about uninsured drivers usually bring expressions of outrage fiom listeners, along
with comments like: ‘There oughta be alaw!” In several states there are laws that make it a crime
to drive without liability insurance. This type of law has been on the books more than 50 years
in Massachusetts and more than 20 years in New York and North Carolina. Whether these laws are
in the best interest of the public, however, isasubject of great controversy.

No one doubts that uninsured drivers arc a widespread problem in the United States. The
actual number of these drivers is not known, however, and estimates vary considerably. Man'il'
observers would agree that somewhere around 20 percent of the automobiles on the road are not
covered by liability insurance, with the percentage differing sharply from one state to another.
There are indications that the number has been growing recently, perhaps because inflation is put-
ting a squeeze on the pocketbooks of more car owners, who gamble on not having an accident
rather than pay the price of insurance.

Historical Background

Uninsured motorists weren’t a serious problem during the first decades of the automobile.
The new motor cars were playthings of the affluent, who had the assets to pay for any harm caused
by their negligence. By 1920, car ownership had spread to many low-incomc families with little

property that could be seized to pay for damages they caused in accidents. Liability insurance
seemed to offer the only solution to this problem.
As early as 1919, proposals were made in Massachusetts for a law requiring all drivers to
carry liability insurance. By 1925 compulsory insurance bills were introduced in half of the
Massachusetts enacted a compulsory bodily injury liability insurance law

Material In thlipublicotion was updated October 8, 1980. Since eventa move rapidly, you may want to ™ cck to aoe If the information
m (s still current —particularly if you're using this as a reference some lime after'the date of rovisiun. Call the number above. '
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2- Should Auto Liability Insurance Be Required by Law?

mm Most states, however, took a different approach to the problem. A proposal for a financial
responsibility law had been included in the Uniform Vehicle Code adopted in 1924 by the National
Conference on Street and Highway Safety. Instead of requiring all drivers to carry liability insur-
ance, this proposal would require motorists who were in an accident to show that they had the

Wthancial means to compensate their fHut”rf yictims. In practice, most drivers could demonstrate

;i the required financial means only by carrying a liability insurance policy. In 1928 the American

Automob|le Assomat|on issued amodel f|nan0|a| responsibility bill, wh|ch was endorsed by many

i msuranoe companies and other groups. Instead of taking the compulsory insurance route, the other
states enacted financial respons|b|||ty laws.

Three decades passed Jbefore another state foIIowed Massachusetts' lead. In 1956 a compul-
sory insurance system was established in New York and in 1957 North Carolina hecame the third
state with a compulsory system.

_ Today 24itateslhave compulsory liability insurance laws and one state, Florida, requwes
personal injury protection (no-fault) coverage without requiring liability coverage. Most of tin. s
laws were passed in the 1970s as part of some type of no-fault package; many icgai authorities
believed no-fault laws would have astronger constitutional footing if they compelled motorists to
buy auto insurance.

Lo pwg L HOW Are Compulsory Insurance Laws Designed to Operate? ... = ., s |
- Compulsory insurance laws provide that dr|V|ng a car without the requwed amount of ||a-
bility insurance is a criminal offcnse-a misdemeanor, like battery or driving wh||e intoxicated.
theory, conviction of violating the law can result in a fine or even ajail sentence in many states,
although in reality jail sentences arc extremely rare.

1 1 Somecompulsory insurance laws require motorists to show evidence of insurance to public
authorities at least once a year hefore their vehicles can he registered and license tags issued. Usual-
ly the proofofinsurance isin the form of an identification card or sticker from the insurance com-
pany. Most compulsory states use a self-certification procedure in which motorists are required to
sign affidavits attesting that they have, anJ will maintain, liability insurance coverage. The stale
may verify a random sample of these affidavits with the insurance companies that issued the
policies. ' !

But cither system causes problems. Even though a. torist has liability insurance when he
gets his license plates, he can still drop the ccverage later. In an attempt to prevent this, some com-
pulsory laws require insurance companies to send a notice to state regulatory authorities when a
policy is cancelled ornot renewed. The state then sends a notice to the motorist asking for an ex-
planation of the cancellation. If the motorist doesn’t respond within the required time, the state

iv1s’
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i - - _ . ; JK: : om
sends a notice suspending his license after a certain date. Failure of the motorist to respond by the — _.. gy
ffectlve date causes his license tags to be subject to seizure by any police of |cer In theory, a 3

state. pollce officer will be sent to pick up the tags. In practice, because of i
tags are seized in most states only when the motorist commits other traffic m
to the attention of the police.
Compulsory insurance laws usually provide harsher penalties for uninsured motorists found
to be at fault in an acmdent and for motorists who drive after their licenses are suspended

----- ! . B -_4’)’-- w
‘Arguments For Compulsory Insurance Laws .

Advocates of compulsory liability laws base their case on the concepts of fairness and jus-
tice. Their attitude is rooted in traditional tort liability legal doctrine, which holds a person finan-
cially responsible for any harm that his negligence may cause to othe.'s. Since liability insurance ,
offers the oniy practical way for most drivers to pay compensation, advocates of compuisury ir.sur-
ance believe the state should force motorists to buy liability coverage by making it a criminal of- -
fense to drive without it.

Proponents of compulsory insurance argue that it is unfair to expect people to pay for un-
insured motorist coverage to protect themseives from wreswnsmle drivers who are at fault in acci-
dents. They also point out that a portion of the collision coverage on automobiles goes to pay lor
vehicle damage caused by uninsured drivers. On a national average, each insured driver may be pay-
ing somewhere around $20a year to protect himself from uninsured motorists. If these uninsured
motorists are compelled to buy liability coverage, proponents say, responsible drivers won't have to
pay that extra money. |

Arguments Against Compulsory Insurance Laws

Those who oppose compulsory liahility insurance laws tend to base their opposition on
pragmatic grounds, although they may also use ethical or philosophical arguments.

Opponents’ main arguments are that compulsory insurance laws: (1) can’t be enforced well
enough to remove uninsured drivers from the roads, (?) are costly to administer, and (3) increase
insurance premiums for responsible drivers. Many opponents of compulsory insurance also argue
that the state has no right to force low-income motorists, who have no assets iO protect, to buy
liahility insurance merely for the benefit of more affluent drivers.

Compulsory Laws Don't Work

The core of the case against compulsory insurance laws is the argument that they simply
don’t work, that they don’t compel motorists to buy insurance. These laws are hard to enforce
because of the nature of liability insurance itself. Liability coverage is designed to protect the
policyholder from losing his assets and income if he causes an accident that harms someone. Drivers

Ve no
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£ e . ] u .
s ‘They perceive the liability insurance policy as taking care of other people,” Dr. John W.
wur * Hall, chainman of the insurance department at Georgia Scate University, reported to the South

m

5< Cardfina Joft Legislative Automobile Liability Insurafice Study Committee in 1979, ‘“The compul-

1 sory liahility insurance system forces these people to pay high premiums relative to their ownin- "

to enforce the Jaws As proof, they point to t]he experiences of the three states that have had com-
- 1

[ pulsorylawsthelongestand have made the strongest efforts tc enforce them. S

.l:"" FLN

rp.

\-

r

t

, Massachusetts, the first state to enact.i compulsory insurance law, watched its auto insur-

‘ance ratesclrmb unti they became the highest in the, nation. n 1968, Gov. John Volpe told the
Massachusetts legrslature that “the people of lhe commonwealth have lost confidence in our com-
pulsory automobile insurance system.” After 53 years of compulsory insurance, the number of
uninsured vehicles in Massachusetts still presents a serious problem.
| | Nev. Ycrk adopted a compulsory liability insurance law in 1956. In 1963 astudy by the |
* University of Michigan found that there were twice as many uninsured drrvers in New York as there
"Were before the compulsory la,w Was passed \ 1978study found that 65 percent of 3 sample of
9345 cars were uninsured. ‘oo | .. m
v Tlre New York Daily News studied tin: statescompulsory insurance system in 1963 and i
reported The compulsory insurance law . ' (has) farled mrserably to achieve its aims. Insurance
'™ companies despise it, tlie Motor Vehicles Department is suffering witli it, the district attorneys
won't prosecute on it and polrce departments don't enforce it...as far as News Teporters could
"] age e has caused.
Even in North Carolina, the state regarded by many observers to have done the most effec-
fivejob of enforcing compulsory liability insi ranee, many vehicles are still uninsured after 23 years
of well financed and highly sophisticated enforcement efforts NS

'Comre 1. *i- M
The most damning proofthat compulsory lrabilrty laws don t work, opponents maintain,
is the fact that all the compulsory states require insurers to offer uninsured motorist coverage and
that most drivers buy it. Drivers in compulse ry states arc carrying a double burden: paying the
;premiums for uninsured motorist coverage ard also bearing the cost of trying to enforce the com-

| pulsory insurance law. ' < s 1 o fyl > (HITHI!

S\ Drivers who don t want to buy lrabrl' y Msurance find it ca¥” to evade compulsory insurance

..................... o
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Should Auto Liability Insurance Be Required By Law? -5
Pijobably the most cqmmon technigue of evading compulsory laws is ealled insutanee " . & o
dodgrng The motorist goes to an insurance agent and applres for liability coverage norderts”
get an insurance identification card. The motorist uses the card to get his license tag, but then V.
either cancels the coverage or fails to pay the balance of the premium. Although in some states
the insurance company must sen anotice to the proper state agency that the driver’s coverage |
has lapsed, much time goes by before the overworked state bureaucracy gets around to taking any Yo e
action. Even then the police, who must give priority to more serious crimes, don’t have enough
manpower to send officers out to confiscate the license tags
Evenif theyarc prosecutedand convicted of viola trngthecompulsory Iaw insurance
dodgers have little to fe3r. Judges, who deal with an endless stream of more serious offenders, are
verylenient with iomeonc who -»0es nothing worse than refuse tobuy insurance.In short, insur- WV
ance dodgers face little risk.
Compulsory Laws Are Costly
The second major argument made by opponents of compuls y laws is that they are too
costly to administer. Proper enforcement of these laws would require a large state bureaucracy,
an extensive data processing system, and enough state police officers to go out and confiscate the
license tags of uninsured drivers. No state has been willing or able to spend the vast amount of
money that would be required for this kind of enforcement program. i
Of all the states with compulsory laws, North Carolina has carried out the most extensive
and effective enforcement program. The program is supervised by the Department ol Motor Vehi-
cles at a cost of about $13 million ayear. All of the record-keeping and forms preparation is don”
by a sophisticated computer system provided by the state Department of Transportation at an
annual cost of about $16million. The Department of Public Safety employs 50 state police officers
to confiscate about 19,000 sets of license plates a year at an annual cost of more than half a million
dollars. .
" 'after New York passed its compulsory law, the cost of enforcement rose to more than
$7 million ayear. In an effort to cut these high costs, New York went to a self-certification pro-

gram in 1974. This simplified procedure shaved about $' million off the cost.

South Carolina, with a much smaller population than New York, reported that it spent
$1.3 million in the fiscal year ending April 30, 1979, to enforce its compulsory law.

The magazine National Underwriter reported in 1979 that enforcement of Pennsylvania’s
compulsory insurance law was “bogged down in a bureaucratic morass” in the Department of
Transportation because of “poverty and lack of staff tc administer the program.” A department
official said 40,000 notices of cancellation or lapses poured into th? department every month and

o *kgo
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The California Department of Motor Vehicles,-afterstudying Calif ornla *com puisury nsr

ance law in 1976, reported that “if all social costs associated with thi* program are considered, this '’ /e e
nrnoram ic almnct rprtainlv a srvrial liahilitv fram thfs rnst.npnpfit stnnrinnint ™ Thi» ftpnnrtmpnt

Opponents of compuLory insurance laws argue that these laws cause insurance premiumsto i, ;
go up for responsible drivers. ~ m 7 mmne e e if Y e i N
Part of this increase comes from the higher operating costs of insurance companies, which
must issue identification cards or stickers to all their policyholders and may have to notify the state

every time a customer Tils to.renew, or cancels, a policy or doesn't pay the balance of his premium.  <jf'v

u M ~ Butmostofthe mcrease opponents maintain, results from theh|gherac0|dent rates among

jiy

many ofthe formerly uninsured drivers who are forced to buy Insurance.

'insurers that prowde insurance to the overwhelmmg majouty "of safe and’ responsmle
drive s,” said Dr. Hall, “are forced to include high-risk drivers among their insured'~ As these high-
risk drivers incur losses, the rating structure will be affected and the overall rater must rise.”  mh: m

Massachusetts adopted compulsory insurance in 1927. By 1938, its claim frequency per i ° Wi
thousand insured vehicles had increased 33 pcrecnt-while the countrywide frequency declined 21 ‘i
_  percent. . m M <A7 | WS @
A study by the University of Michigan found that the number of claims jumped 23 percent
in New York and 35 percent in North Carolina in die first years after their compulsory insurance 1.'%
systems went into effect. These increases were well above the estimated rise in the number of 1. %
insured drivers. I Co ,
kyt-

.w  Massachusetts Gov. Volpe attributed much of his state’s high insurance cost to its compul-
sorylawin 1968 when he reported: ‘The personal injury claims frequency in the commonwealth
is 18 times that of the next highest state (which also happens to be a compulsory state), and twice A%
the national average. This claims frequency may be directly related to our high insurance costs and E/-n\]H
also supportstlie conclusion that under our compulsory system,Massachusetts motorists have be-
come more claims conscious than those in other states." \
Alternatives to Compulsorylnsurance N
Those who oppose compulsory liability insurance laws offer two alternatives: (1) stroné'
financial responsibility laws and (2) insurance coverages that motorists can buy to protect them-

selves from losses caused by uninsured drivers. It . mh:
UVive nwnv arn
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- Financial respuon>s'i.bilit§/' laws have been in use since the 1920s. These laws do not requ?r.e__VI
insurance before cars can be licensed and they do not make it a criminal offense to drive without
insurance. When motorists are involved in an accident (generally one resulting in bodily injury or
in more than a specified amount of property damage), financial responsibility laws require them to
show proofthat they will be able to pay damages that might be awarded to other accident victims.
: Generally, they can do this with a liability insurance policy providing minimum required benefit
limits, by posting a bond for the same amount, or by depositing cash or securities in that amount.
Failure to do one of these leads to suspension of licenses of at-fault drivers for a certain length of
time. /

Opponents of compulsory insurance see several advantages in financial responsibility laws.

’ They are aimed only at drivers who cause accidents, not at every driver in the state. As a result,
the cost of enforcement is greatly reduced, insurance company operating costs are cut, and the
great majority of responsible motorists are not subjected to the state’s efforts to enforce compul-
sory insurance. The pressure is removed from those who can’t afford to buy insurance and those
who have no need for liahility ¢ verage.

Opponents maintain that a well-administered financial responsibility law isjust as effective
as a compulsory law-at a fraction of the cost. Virginia, generally regarded as having one of the
most effective financial responsibility systems, is estimated to have about the same percentage of
its cars insured as neighboring North Carolina, with the nation’s best-enforced compulsory law.

Sii'ce neither compulsory laws nor financial responsibility laws can remove . ZLuninsured
drivers from the road, those who oppose compulsory laws recommend that motoris s buy their
Own insurance coverage to protect themselves from irresponsible drivers.

Uninsured motorist coverage has long been available in every state. Often it can be pur-1
chased with limits as high as the liability limits carried by the driver. When the driver is in an acci-
dent with an uninsured motorist, his own insurance company will pay him damages that the unin-m
sured driver is legally obligated to pay.

Underinsured motorist coverage is now becoming available in most states. This new cover-
age comes into play if the policyholder is injured by an at-fault driver who is insured, but has limits
of liahility coverage that are inadequate.

Uninsured motorist coverage in many r'ates does not provide protection for damage to
property. In those states, of course, motorists can still protect their vehicles by buying collision
coverage.
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i In states with no-lault laws, personal injury protection coverage IS provided to all insured

drivers. This coverage reim burses policyholders for their own medical expenses and lost wages
without regard to fault. In states without no-fault laws, medical payments coverage is available
with limits up to $25,000. A loss-of- income coverage is also available from auto insurers. -Mi_
ap * Opponents ofcon;pulsgry laws argue tjratrt S better{o let afngent drivers provide therk
own insurance protectron rather than try to force drivers without assets to buy liability coverage
they don't need and can’t afford. This approach, they believe, is less costiy than the financial
burden of trying to enforce acompulsory law, plus paying the higher premiums that result from
compulsory laws
'l ' Conclusion

i> V. roi " u

fvm '-1 1fit seems clear that no state has been able to solve the problemlr\'ofunlnsured drrverls with a

m

“compulsory rnsurance law. Even the best-enforced compulsory laws have been no more success-
ful at removing uninsured drivers than good financirlresponsibility laws. In a free society, it is
;impossible to force large numbers of people to buy something they don’t need andfcan t afford
No state government is willing or able to take the steps that Would be necessary to fully enforce a
,compulsory ||a?|||ty insurance law. .. oA ’

. i i 1») . . . - I * o F e x
Since compulsory laws are no more effective than financial responsibility laws, there seems

to be no pointin spending vast amounts of money and harassing millions of motorists in futile

attempts to enforce them,

J Forresponsible motorists, the more practrcal route is to look after their own protection,
(ol 1 i »L " 0.

mther than relying on unenforceable laws. Protectron IS readrly available at moderate cost in the
form of uninsured and underinsurcd motorist coverage, medrcal payments coverage, and loss-of-

ihcome “Coverage. In no-fault states, personal injury protectron coverage offers even greater
protection.

suit

Should Auto Liability Insurance Be Required By Law?

-m 'r\

. e

r> ww



A STUDY OF UNINSURED
MOTORISTS INVOLVED IN
REPORTED AUTOMOBILE ACCIDENTS

AUGUST 1980

Ann Durand

Insurance Industry Studies
by THE

-lndustry Research Advisory Council

Research Report A80—5



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research report was carried out under the auspices of the Personal
Lines Committee of the All-Industry Research Advisory Council. Additional
copies of the study may be made or it may be quoted with proper attribution
to the author and Personal Lines Committee of the Council. Correspondence
regarding the study should be directed to the All-Industry Research Advisory
Council, 7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 231-W, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.

Airac Personal Lines Committee

JOHN S. TREES, CHAIRMAN
Allstate Insurance Company

MARTIN ALBAUM
Prudential Property & Casualty Insurance Company

JOHN B. CONNERS
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company

MICHAEL FUSCO
Insurance Services Office

F. DEAN HILDEBRANDT, JR.
American Insurance Association

BARRY JORVE
The Travelers Insurance Company

DONALD W. SEGRAVES
Alliance of American Insurers

WAYNE W. SORENSON, PH.D.
State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company

TERRIE E. TROXEL, PH.D.
National Association of Independent Insurers

RICHARD WOLL
Hartford Insurance Group

LORNE R. WORTHINGTON
Preferred Risk Mutual Insurance Company

HERMAN BRANDAU, COUNSEL
State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company



A Study of Uninsured Motorists
Involved in Reported Automobile 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 (AIRAC). This study was based on
data obtained from official accident report forms filed with motor vehi-
cle departments in seven states—California, Florida, Louisiana, North
Carolina, Oregon, Virginia, and West Virginia. 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 findings from this study of wuninsured drivers involved in
reported accidents were as follows:

1. About 70% of the uninsured motorists in the study were males.
In all accidents (including both insured and uninsured), al-
most 70% of the drivers were males, also. Thus, there does
not' appear to be any significant difference by sex in the in-
sured population and the uninsured population. It is inter-
esting to note that males, who make up53% ofall licensed
drivers, were involved in a d"sproportionate share of acci-
dents .

2. Uninsured motorists tended to be younger drivers. Some 46% of
the uninsured motorists in the study were under age 25 compar-
ed with 38% of all drivers involved inaccidents and 22% of

all licensed drivers in the seven survey states.
3. About 30% of the wuninsured motorists were not owners of the
vehicles driven in the reported accidents. Younger drivers

were less likely than older drivers to be owners (pose* ly a
reflection of young people driving parents' cars).



A large proportion -of the uninsured vehicles were older
models. Some 46% of the uninsured vehicles in the study were
1971 models or older compared with 36% of all cars in 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 nave auto insurance was not
restricted to a limited segment of the population (i.e., the
uninsured motorists were not concentrated in 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 is diffi-
cult to measure, it has been alleged that the number of uninsured drivers
is increasing and that a major reason for car owners driving without
insurance is the high cost of such auto insurance. In 1978, the Personal
Lines Committee of the All-Industry Research Advisory Council (AIRAC)
charged a subcommittee with exploring changes in consumer behavior re-
sulting from increases in auto insurance premium. One project initiated
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 Ilimitations 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 examine 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 in seven states from the reportr of accidents
that occurred during a one-month period or from reportu 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 filed 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.



Information was obtained from the states of California, Florida,
Louisiana, North Carolina, Oregon, Virginia, and West Virginia using sur-
vey forms similar to that shown in Appendix A. The following items were
collected for each uninsured driver: accident date, accident location
(county), residence ZIP code, birthdate, sex, vehicle ownership, vehicle
model year, vehicle make, and types 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 in Appendix B for each participating state.

It should be note™ that this method did not provide information
about uninsured motorists in general, but about uninsured motorirts who
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 in accidents are
more meaningful than comparisons with all licensed driv-r? (which are
also provided). Becc < J! cributions of all drivers involved in acci-
dents were not avai ..Lie it. the seven survey states individually, data
for 24 states combined were used for comparison purposes. Unfortunately,
appropriate distributions of all vehicles involved in accidents by make

and by model year were not available.

Summary of Results

Descriptive information was collected for n total of 6,159 uninsured
motorists 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, .69) and California (1,035). The particularly small number of
uninsured motorists in North Carolina (51) was probubly 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



Table 1

Number of Uninsured Motorists and Number of
Accident Reports Reviewed by State

State

California
Florida
Louisiana
North Carolina
Oregon
Virginia

West Virginia

Number of Uninsured
Motorists Involved
In Reported Accidents

1,035
2,169
778
51
446
773
907

Number of Accident
Reports Reviewed

47,494
6,539
24,762
Not Available
10,535
38,297
4,950



uninsured 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 in 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 involved in 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 in the seven survey states. Almost 70%
of all wuninsured drivers in 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 for 20% of the uninsured
motorists in the study compared with 18% of all drivers involved in acci-
dents and 8o 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 in 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 in this age group. Some
18% of the uninsured motorists and 37% of all licensed drivers in the



Percentage of Drivers*

Ftercentqge of

State 7 States ftrivers if)
C_4 FL LA NC OR VA wv Combined e Accidents
Sac n=i,024 n=2,165 n=r78 n=51 n=440 n=772 n=906 n=6,136 n=31,500,000
(rf=15,020,183)  (n=6,868,333) (n=2,258,857) (0=3,599,341) (n=1,827,036) (rf=3,259,131) (rfl,422,975) (n=34,255,856)

Male 66.6% 69.8% 63.4% 80.4% 73.4% 73.7% T4.3% 69.5% 68.9%
(53.2) (54.1) (53.6) (52.4) (54.0) (50.9) (57.2) (53.3)

Female 33.4 30.2 36.6 19.6 26.6 26.3 25.7 30.5 311
(46.8) (45.9) (46.4) (47.6) (46.0) (49.1) (42.8) (46.7)

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

~The first percentage shown is the percentage of uninsured motorists in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments durirfc a one-nnnth period
The second (in parentheses) is the percentage of ali licensed drivers as of 1978 (Source: Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40.)

2Source: Accident Facts-1979 Edition, p. 54 (based on reports from 24 state traffic authorities).



DISTRIBUTION OF DRIVERS BY SEX

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
IBB

UNINSUREDS
IN ACCIDENTS1

ALL DRIVERS
IN ACCIDENTS2

ALL LICENSED

HALE FEMALE
SEX
‘uninsured motorists in accidents reported to seven state motor vehicle departments during a one-month period.

2 . - . L
Source. Accidents Facts-1974 Edition, p. 54 (based on reports from 24 state traffic authorities).

3Source: Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40 (seven states combined).



Table 3

Distribution of Drivers by Age

Percentage of Drivers” Percentage of
State 7 States Drivers in
CA FL NO OR VA W Combined Accidents0
Age n=1,009 n=2,121 n=769 n=49 n=409 n=761 n=861 n=5,979 0=31,500,000

(15,020,183)  (n=6,868,333)  (n=2,258,857)  (n=3,599,341)  (n=1,827,036) (n=3,259,111) (0=1,422,975) (n=34,255,856)

Under 20 14.7% 23.N 19.2% 16.3% 21.5% 20.6% 17.8% 20.1% 17.8%
( 7.3) ( 7.6) '™ .2) ( 9.5) ( 7.6) ( 8.5) ( 8.6) ( 8.0)

20 - 24 26.6 22.6 1.5 16.3 33.5 32.7 26.9 25.5 20.0
(13.9) (12.3) (15.0) (14.3) (13.8) (14.1) (13.3) (13.7)

25-44 40.5 32.6 371 44.9 37.2 35.2 39.1 36.2 38.4
(43.1) (38.5) (40.2) (42.2) (42.0) (43.3) (41.2) (41.8)

45-64 15.2 15.6 19.2 22.4 5.9 10.1 13.6 14.4 17.8
(26.5) (26.7) (25.4) (25.8) (25.4) (26.0) (27.1) (26.3)

65 & over 3.1 5.4 4.9 ' 2.0 1.3 2.6 3.8 6.0
( 9.1) (14.8) ( 8.2) ( 8.2) (11.2) ( 8.1) ( 9.7) (10.1)

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Irlhe first percentage shown is tlie percentage of iniasured motorists in nccivats reported to state motor vehicle cfepnrtnvnt:” durir« .. one-ronth period
TIx? second (in parentheses) is the percentage of all licensed drivers as of 10/8 (Source: Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40.)

2 . . . L
Source: Accident Facts-1979 Edition, p. 54 (based on reports from 24 state traffic authorities).



Figure 2

DISTRIBUTION OF DRIVERS BY AGE

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL

UNINSUREDS
IN ACCIDENTS1

ALL DRIVERS
IN ACCIDENTS2

ALL LICENSED
DRIVERS3

W4

AGE
‘'uninsured motorists in accidents reported to seven state motor vehicle departments during a one-month period.

Source: Accidents Facts-1979 Edition, p. 54 (based on reports from 24 state traffic authorities)*

Source: Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40 (seven states combined).



Table 4

Distribution of Drivers by Sex and Age

Percentage of Drivers?

State 7 States
CA FL LA NC OR VA W/ Combined
n=998 n=2,118 n=769 n=49 n=408 n=769 n=861 n=5,693

Sex and Age  (15,020,183)  (n=6,868,333)  (n=2,258,857)  (n=3,599,341)  (n=1,827,036) (n=3,259,1ll) (n=1,422,975) (rr=34,255,856)

Male
Under 20 10.0% 17.3% 11.8% 14.3% 16.2% 14.2% 13.5% 14.3%
( 4.0) (4.1) (6.1) ( 5.1) (4.2) (4.4) ( 4.8) ( 4.3)
20 - 24 18.7 16.7 14.2 14.3 24.3 24.9 20.3 18.8
(7.5) (6.7) (7.9 (7.4) (7.0) ( 7.0) ( 7.3) (7.3)
25-44 25.2 21.7 22.6 34.7 27.5 25.3 27.5 24.2
(22.8) (21.0) (21.3) (21.5) (22.5) (21.0) (22.9) (22.0)
45-64 10.3 10.2 11.6 16.3 4.2 8.0 10.7 9.8
(13.9) (14.0) (13.6) (13.6) (13.5) (13.7) (15.8) (13.9)
65 anti over 2.1 3.7 3.1 - 1.5 1.3 2.2 2.7
( 5.0) ( 8.4) (4.9) ( 4.8) ( 6.4) ( 4.8) ( 6.4) ( 5.8)
Total Males 66.3 69.6 63.3 79.6 73.5 73.7 74.2 69.8

(Continued-)

AThe first percentage shown is the percentage of uninsured motorists in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments durirg a one-

month period. The second (in parentheses) is tie percentage of all licensed drivers as of '978 (Source: Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40.)



Sex and Age

Fonale

Under 20

65 and over

Total Females

Total

*The first percentage shown is the percentage of ininsured motorists
lhe second (in parentheses)

month period.

cA
n=998
(15,020,183)

4.8%
( 3.4)

8.1
(6.4)

15.1
(20.3)

4.8
(12.6)

0.8
(4.1)

33.7

100.0%

FL
n=2,118
(n=6,868,333)

6.4%
( 3.5)

5.9
(5.6)

10.9
(17.6)

5.4
(12.8)

1.8
( 6.4)

30.4

100.0%

Table 4 (Continued-)

Distribution of Drivers by Sex and Age

LA
n=769
(n=2,258,857)

7.4%
(5.1)

5.3
(7.1)

14.4
(18.9)

7.7
(11.8)

1.8
( 3.4)

36.7

100.0%

is tlie percentage of all

Percentage of Drivers”

State
NC
n=49
(n=3,599,341)

2.0%
(4.4)

2.0
(6.8)

10.2
(20.7)

6.1
(12.2)

( 3.4)
20.4

100.0%

OR
n=408
(rrl1,827,036)

5.4%
(3.4)

9.1
( 6.4)

9.8
(19.5)

1.7
(11.9)

0.5
i 4.8)

26.5

100.0%

licensed drivers as of 1978 (Source:

VA
n=769
(n=3,259,111)

6.3%
( 4.1)

7.9
(7.2)

10.0
(22.3)

2.1
(12.2)

(3.3)
26.3

100.0%

W
n=861

(n=1,422,975)  (n=

4.3%
( 3.8)

6.6
(6.1)

11.6
(18.3)

2.9
(11.4)

0.3
(3.3)

25.8

100.0%

7 States
Combined
n-5,693
34,255,856)

5.8%
(3.7)

6.7
(6.4)

12.0
(19.8)

4.6
(12.4)

1.1
(4.4)

30.2

100.0%

in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments durir*; a one-

Highway Statistics, 1978, pp. 35-40.).



seven survey states were females aged 25 or older. Similar observations
regarding tice age and sex of uninsured motorists could be made for each

of the seven purticipating 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 in the study did not own tie vehicles
driven, and the percentages of nonownership ranged from a low of 20% in
California to a high of 44% in Louisiana. The strong relationship be-
tween vehicle ownership and driver age (possibly a reflection of young
people driving parents' cars) is apparent io 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 increasing age for the other age groups shown in
this table.

Distributions of wuninsured 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 in operation (see Table 7
and Figure 3). About 46% of the uninsured vehicles in the study and 36%
of all cars in 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 in Table 8, the
distribution of uninsured vehicles in the study by make was similar to

the distribution of all cars in operation.

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 in a report-
ed accident) wrs restricted to a limited segment of the population.



Owner of Veliicle
Involved In the
Accident

Yes
No

Total

CA
(n=1,029)

79.7%
20.3

100.0%

Table 5

Distribution of Uilnsured Motorists by Ownership

Of the Vehicle Involved In tlie Accident

Percentage of Uninsured Motorists in Reported Accidents*

FL
(rp2,149)

771.2%
22.8

100.0%

LA
(n=778)

56. K
44.0

100.0%

NC
(rr=51)

66.7%
33.3

100.0%

State
OR
(n=400)

63.0%
37.0

100.0%

VA
(n=769)

58.3%
41.7

100.0%

W
CrF905)

63.6%
36.4

100.0%

7 States
Combined
(n=6,081)

69. K
30.5

100.0%

motorists in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments during a one-i.onth period.



Table 6

Ftercentage of Uninsured Motorists in Reported Accidents Who Did Not Oan
Tlie Vehicle Involved in tlie Accident by Age

Number of Uninsttred Motorists and Percentage of Uninsured Motorists Voo Were Nonowners”

State 7 States

Age CA FL 1A NC OR VA W Combined

[ % n % [ % % 0 % [ % It % [ %
Under 20 148 44.6% 499 38.3% 148 71.6% 8 75.0% 8l 51.9% 14 63.6% 153 56.9% 1191 50.0%
20-24 267 18.7 471 251 150 44.0 8 50.0 132 28.8 249 36.5 232 34.9 1509 29.7
25-44 407 15.0 686 17.6 285 43.2 2 18.2 190 374 268 36.6 336 33.6 2143 26.7
45-64 151 13.9 328 134 148 29.7 n 27.3 19 26.3 76 30.2 117 27.4 850 20.2
65 and over 3 6.5 118 10.2 3B 7.9 . 7 143 10 50.0 22 13.6 226 115
Total Iory* 19.9% 2102 23.1% 769 44 _.5% 49 34.7% 3718 36.5% 757 41.6% 860 36.7% 5919 30.6%

*Uninsured motorists in accidents reported to state motor whlcle departments during a one-month period.



Table 7

Distribution of Uninsured Vehicles by Model Year

Qjnulative Percentage of Uninsured Vehicles in Reported Accidents™ Cunulative % of Cars
State 7 States In Operation as of
CA FL LA NC OR VA WV Combined Decarber 1978"

Model Year (n=936) (n=2,165) (n=778) (=50) (n=410) (n=756) (n=897) (n=5,992) (n=108,386,000)

1965 and Prior 14.4% 4. 7% 3. 1% 16.0% 24 4% 7.1% 5.9 7. %% 6.9
1966 20.7 7.3 5.0 18.0 30.0 10.7 9.7 11.5 9.7
1967 26.0 10.8 8.0 20.0 35.1 15.2 13.9 15.6 13.0
1968 33.7 17.5 11.8 32.0 41.5 21.4 19.0 21.8 17.6
1969 42.6 27.0 16.5 46.0 50.2 29.9 26.9 30.2 23.2
1970 50.2 35.2 21.7 56.0 56.1 38.1 36.2 37.9 29.4
1971 59.3 43.2 27.5 68.0 63.9 49.2 45.7 46.4 36.2
1972 68.8 5.0 34.3 76.0 72.2 58.9 56.2 5%6.1 44.6
1973 77.0 64.9 44.5 84.0 79.5 69.0 67.3 66.2 54.4
1974 83.2 73.2 .1 94.0 83.9 77.6 73.6 73.8 63.1
1975 86.5 77.3 62.5 96.0 88.5 82.4 78.5 78.6 69.8
1976 9.1 83.4 73.8 9.0 93.4 86.2 85.6 84.9 78.5
1977 95.2 90.3 85.3 98.0 9.9 92.6 92.9 91.5 88.1

1978 - 19719 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*I*iinsured vehicles in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments during a one-month period.

n
Source: MWA Motor Vehicle Facts and Figures 179, p. 22 40) estimated countrywide figures).



UNINSURED
VEHICLES1

ALL CARS IN
OPERATION2

Source:

Source:

UNI

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE

states during a one-month period.
MVMA Motor Vehicle Facts and Figures

"79,

p.

BY MODEL YEAR

MODEL YEAR
Uninsured vehicles 1in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments 1in seven

22,

40 (estimated countrywide Tfigures).



CA

Hake (n=936)
Anerican Motors 1.1%
Buick 3.6
Cadillac 2.6
Chevrolet 20.?
Chrysler 1.4
Etodge 5.5
Ford 20.3
Lincoln 0.5
Mercury 3.2
Oldsmobile 3.4
Plymouth 5.3
Pontiac 5.2
Miscellaneous3 26.8
Total 100.0%

AUninsured vehicles

0
Source:

Automotive News,

3 .
Includes imports.

Distribution of Uninsured Vehicles by Make

Table 8

Percentage of Uninsured Vehicles in Reported Accidents”

FL
(n=2,165)

2.3%
5.0
3.1
22.4
2.1

6.5

1.3
3.9
6.7
4.8
8.4

14.5

100.0%

in Accidents reported

1979 Market Data Book Issue, Ib. 4753, p.

LA
(n=778)

0.6%
4.8
1.5
24.4
2.2
6.6
25.5
0.6
4.5
7.3
3.1
6.2

12.7

100.0%

State
NC
(n=50)

3.9%
13.7
3.9
21.6
3.9
3.9
15.7

2.0

5.9
5.9
7.8
11.8

100.0%

OR
(n=410)

1.4%

3.9
1.2
19.3
1.2
5.1
23.4
0.5
2.9
4.3
8.7
5.3

22.7

100.0%

VA
(n=756)

1.8%
3.8
1.3
24.3
2.2
7.3
24.2
0.4
3.5
3.0
6.0
5.3

17.0

100.0%

W
(n=897)

2.9%
3.0
1.4
25.5
1.4
6.7
25.4
0.3
2.1
5.7
6.9
5.5

13.1

100.0%

7 States
Combined

(n=5,992)

1.9%
4.3
2.2

1.9
6.3
22.0
0.8
3.4
5.5
5.4
6.6
16.9

100.0%

la state motor vehicle departments during a one-month period,

18, 20 (estimated countrywide figures).

% Cars in Operation/
Registered as of
Deeaiber 19787
(rF108,386,000)

2.8%
6.5
2.7
22.0
2.3
5.3
18.8
1.0
3.9
7.1
6.1
7.0

14.6

100.0%



Tables 9 and 10 contain distributions of income 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 in either the income
distributions or in the mobility distributions' that was present for each
of the four states. This suggested that wuninsured motorists were not

concentrated in any particular types of areas.

Further analyses of accident locations ana 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 involving wuninsured motorists occurred in
Dade County (Miami) while 15% of all vehicles in Florida were registered
in that county. Similarly, 3% of the accidents reported in California
occurred in Los Angeles County compared to 31% of all registered vehicles
(see Table 12). A substantially higher percentage of the wuninsured
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 in urban areas. However, accident frequen-
cies are higher in urban areas than in nonurban areas. Thus, since this
study was based on uninsured motorists who were involved in reported
accidents, these comparisons may reflect, in part, a higher accident
frequency in urban areas rather than a characterization of wuninsured

motorists.
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Table 9

Comparison of Residence ZIP Code Characteristics
For Uninsured Driver51Versus Thtal Population2

- Median 1977 Household Inccme -

Cumulative Percentage of Total

California Louisiana Virginia West Virginia
Median Inccme  Uhinsured Uninsured Uninsured Uhinsured
Of Residence Motorists Population Mstorists Population Motorists Population Motorists Population
ZIP Code (n=961)  (mr=21,541,189) (0=776)  (0=3,774,806) (n=686) (rt=5,079,961) (n=817) (n=1,831,421)
$ 1-10,000 7.7% 5.2% 10.2% 14.8% 9.6% 7.6% 12.9% 12.6%
10,001-11,000 15.0 10.2 26.3 28.0 18.2 16.1 35.4 33.4
11,001-12,000 21.1 15.2 50.5 48.3 31.2. 34.0 75.4 67.8
12,001-13,000 29.4 22.1 65.8 63.4 49.4 55.4 89.8 87.9
13,001-14,000 44.8 35.7 80.1 76.4 60.5 68.4 95.4 94.5
14,001-15,000 59.4 52.1 88.0 86.9 67.6 73.6 98.1 97.1
15,001-20,000 92.6 88.3 97.9 96.4 87.4 90.6 99.9 100.0
20,001 r>r more 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

AUninsured motorists in accidents reported to state motor vehicle departments during a one-month period.

Source: Reuben Dnnnel ley Oorporntiun and Motional” Technical Information Service.



Table 10

Canpari9on of Residence ZIP Code Characteristics
For Uninsured Drivers L Versus Thtal Populati'on2

- Percentage of Households in 1977 With Length of Residence Less Than IVio Years -

%of Households Percentage of Total

In ZIP Code California Louisiana Virginia West Virginia
With Length of Uninsured Uninsured Uninsured Uhinsured
Residence Less ~ Motorists  Population Motorists ~ Population Motorists  Population Motorists  Population

Than TVo Years  (r=956) (i=21,461,226)  (n=774) (1=3767,298)  (m=68) (n=5,056,214)  (r=816) (rFl, 828,617

o~ = 7.0% 8.0% 11.5% 8.2% 14.0% 4.9% 6.7%
16- 20 7.4 8.1 13.6 13.. 9.2 13.8 10.3 13.1
2A-25 15.0 16.1 22.5 20.9 18.2 18.0 20.3 18.9
26-30 21.7 22.1 26.4 20.1 18.9 17.7 38.9 35.6
3- 35 20.3 19.9 11.2 11.4 17.0 13.9 10.4 10.4
36-40 13.2 11.9 8.8 8.3 13.9 10.6 6.1 7.1
41 or more 15.5 14.0 6.1 6.5 145 121 9.1 8.1

Uninsured motorists in accidents reported to state motor ’elude departments during a one-month period.

2.Source: Rniben Donnelley Corporation and National Technical Information Service.



Table 11

Accidents Involving Uninsured Motorists
Versus Vehicles Registered in Dade County, Florida

% of Total Uninsured Motorists 32.1%
In Florida Whose Accidents (n=2,169)
Occurred in Dade County*

% of Total Vehicles in Flgrida 14.5%
Registered in Dade County (n=5,190,000)

AUninsured motorists in accidents reported to the
stat™ motor vehicle department during a one-month period.

2Source: R.L. Polk Company (projected to December 1

Table 12

Accidents Involving Uninsured Motorists
Versus Vehicles Registered in Los Angeles County, California

% of Total Uninsured Motorists 39.4%
In California Whose Accidents (n=1,020)
Occurred in Los Angeles County*

% of Total Vehicles in 31.2%
California Registered in (n-14,469,000)
Los Angeles County”

AUninsured motorists in accidents reported to the
state motor vehicle department during a one-month period.

Source: R.L. Polk Company (projected to December 1978)



Table 13

Uninsured Motorists Versus Tota.”. Population
Residing in Los Angeles, California

% of Total Uninsured Motorists 13.0%
In California Residing in the (n=961)
City of Los Angeles*

% of Total Population in 7.9%
California Residing in the (n=21,541,474)
City of Los Angeles™*

*Uninsured motorists in accidents reported to the
state motor vehicle department during a one-month period.

2Source: National Technical Information
Service (as of 1976).



Appendix A

-Survey Form-
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DATE OF ACCIDENT

LocaTioN Or A<C,ncNT  ADOREIS OF DRIVER

County

Appendix A

SURVLY RELATING TO UNINSURED DKIMKS INVOLVED IN A(LIDLNTS

Zip Code Only

BIRTHDATE OF DRIVER
Monlli Djv Year

SEX OF DRIVER

Mole

Frmjlc

WAS DRIVER
THF OWNER

Yet

® No

DRIVER S VEHICLE

Y fjr

Make

PageNo..

TYPE OF DAMAGE
Bodily Injury PmpcMy
Damage



Appendix B

Survey Periods/Methods for the Seven States
Participating in the Study of Uninsured Motorists



Appendix B

Survey Periods/Methods for the Seven States
That Participated in the Study of Uninsured Motorists

State Survey Period/Method
California Accidents that occurred during November 1978
Florida Reports processed during March 1979
Louisiana Accidents that occurred during November 1978
North Carolina Reports for which it was determined during

January 1979 that the driver was uninsured
Oregon Accidents that occurred during May 1979
Virginia Accidents that occurred during October 1978

West Virginia Reports processed during November 1978



LIST OF PUBLICATIONS

Automobile Insurance

Automobile Injury Compensation

Examines the comper~ation systems used in the United States.
Includes a survey of 42,204 injury-producing accidents involving
53,164 paid claims; a survey of 420 claims of serious injuries
valued at $100,000 or more each; and a consumer panel survey of
auto injuries for 60,000 U.S. households.

Volume 1: Automobile Injuries and their Compensation in the
United States. A79-1, March 1979; xii, 254 pages.

Volume Il: Automobile Injuries and their Compensation in the
United States, Statistical tables supportive of the three
surveys covered in Volume I. A79-1, March 1979, vi, 409 pages.

Both volumes are available at a cost of $15.00 per set from the
Research Department of the Alliance of American Insurers,

20 North Wacker Drive, Chicago, Illinois 60606, which a~:eed to
distribute it on behalf of AIRAC. Please make checks payable
to All-Industry Research Advisory Council.

Magnetic data tapes containing the data from the insurer study
of closed claims and the consumer survey may be purchased by
writing to the Research Department of the Alliance.

The following research reports are available at no cost from

the All-Industry Research Advisory Council, 7315 Wisconsin
Avenue, Suite 231-W, Bethesda, Maryland 20014. Each research
report is an extension of findings from the two volume study
Automobile Injuries and their Compensation in the United States.

Subrogation of PIP Claims by Ann Durand. A80-1, July 1980; ii,
12 pages. Free.

Attorney Representation by Lawrence W. Soular. A80-2, June 1980;
ii, 8 pages. Free.

Extent of Auto and Health Insurance by Ann Durand. A80-3, July
1980; 11, 7 pages. Free.

An Analysis of Accident Location in Relation to Area of Residence
by Ann Durand. A80-4, July 1980; 1ii, 5 pages. Free.



Characteristics of Uninsured Motorists

The research report examines the characteristics of uninsured
motorists and the vehicles they drive. Based on data from
official accident reports filed with motor vehicle departments
in seven states.

A Study of Uninsured Motorists Involved in Reported Automobile
Accidents by Ann Durand. A80-5, August 1980; 1ii, 27 pages.
Free.

Liability Insurance

Municipal Liability

Two questionnaire surveys were carried out to identify and
measure trends in liability of municipalities as to the
availability of coverage, the cost of coverage, and actions
needed to control rising liability. Survey responses were
received from 83 insurance companies and 853 municipalities.

Municipal Liability Insurance; Survey of Municipalities and
Insurance Companies. L80-1, May 1980; xi, 71 pages plus

284 pages of tables in appendices. J11.50 postpaid.
Municipal Liability Insurance;  Survey of Municipalities and
Insurance Companies. Summary. L80-2, May 1980; vi, 9 pages
plus 8 pages of tables. $1.50 postpaid.

The foregoing reports are available from the All-Industry
Research Advisory Council, 7315 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 231-W,
Bethesda, Maryland 20014
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OFFICE OF THECOMUISSWHER JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
Phone: 465-2500
March 26, 1981

Honorable Thelma Buchholdt
Alaska House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Ms. Buchholdt:
Re: Motorists .nsured in Alaska

Thank you for your request through the Division of Insurance for an
analysis of the number of persons carrying automobile insurance in Alaska.
This is a number that cannot be reached with any precision. The Divi—
sion of Insurance does not maintain, require or request such statistics
and is not in a position to need such statistics.

The division®s statistical needs respond to rate-making and solvency
issues. Nevertheless, it has made an attempt to obtain some feeling

as to what portion of the driving public may be uninsured. Unfortunately,
a number of caveats must be placed on this information. The sources for
the data used in the calculation come from several areas ar.d, in each
case, this data is untested and has been subject to some adjustmentor
assumption which may cast suspicion on its accuracy.

The following chart 1is the result of this compilation of datathrough
the latest year for which data 1is available:

INSURED PRIVATE PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE DATA

(1) @) 3) 4) (5)
YEAR REGISTERED AUTOS INSURED CAR YEARS % INSURED % UNINSURED
1975 199,636 117,355 58.8 41.2
1976 221,386 120,964 54.6 45.4
1977 226,329 121,635 53.7 46.3
1978 232,425 123,581 53.2 46.8
1979 219,227 132,391 60.4 39.6



Honorable Thelma Buchholdt -2- March 26, 1981

(1) This column is on a calendar year basis.

(2) The number of registered automobiles were obtained from the
Division of Planning and Research in the Department of Trans—
portation and Public Facilities. The number of auto registra—
tions derive from the following types of license plates:

- Regular

- Personalized

- Call Letter

- Other, including legislator, hi_ ic vehicle
e - Pickups and vans

- Farm trucks.

The numbers have been adjusted to remove duplicate registra—

tions. They do not include unregistered vehicles, nor is
there a method to «..ive at a reasonable "guesstimate™ of
that number. Prior to 1977, pickups and vans were included
in the freight-light trucks classification. We have made an

adjustment to separate the pickups and vans from that clas—
sification, based on the relationship during 1977-79 of the
pickups and vans classification to the freight-light trucks
classification. Official automobiles (State, federal and
municipal) are not included. Some fleets of automobiles
have been included but are not identifiable by name or
number . The chart relates only to private passenger reg—
istrations and insurance.

(3) These figures wereobtained from theAutomobile Insurance
Plans Service Office (AIPSO), alicensed rating organization
for this State. Included are voluntary and assigned risk non-—
fleet private passenger vehicles insured. An insured car
year is one automobile insured for one year, so that, if a
car is insured for six months, that would be 1/2 car a year.

@ = 0 * .

() = 100% - (4).

The foregoing data is useful for "guesstimating"™ the percentage of
insured motor vehicles in Alaska. It does not relate to insured persons
in Alaska. To our knowledge, there 1is currently no source for arriving
at a number of insured persons since a policy, when written, covers

some persons not namedantomatically. Tlie units of exposure, as far as
the insurer is concerned)$the number of vehicles not the number of
potential operators.

If we can be of further assistance, please let me or the Division of
Insurance know.

Very truly yours,

Charles R. Webber
Commi ssioner

CRW/saJd/26



impoRTant MESSAGE: 1 |

Alaska Statutes

Title 28. Motor Vehicles.

Stated in Buckalew v. Holloway, Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1988 (File No. 4058), 604 P.2d
240 (1979).

Chapter 10 Vehicle Registration and Title.

Article
6. Registration and Title Violations (28.10.451 — 28.10.493)

Article 1. Registration.

Section
11.  Vehicles subject to registration vehicles and vehicles used for
181. Registration of unique and special Bpecial purposes

Sec. 2810011 Vehicles subject to registration. Every vehicle
driven, moved, or parked upon a highway or other public parking place
in the state shall be registered under this chopper except when the
vehicle iu

(1) driven ormoved ona highway only forthe pu.yoee ofcrossing the
highway from one private property to another, including an implement
of husbandry as defined by regulation;

(2) driven or moved on a highway under a dealer’s plate or
temporary permit as provided for in AS 28.10.031 and 28.10.181());

(3) special mobile equipment as defined by regulation;

(4) o- ned by the United States;

(5) moved by human or animal power;

(6) exempt under the Soldier’s and Sailor's Civil Relief Act (50
U.S.C. App. 501 et seq.);

(7) driver, or parked only on private property;

(8) the vehicle of a nonresident as provided under AS 28.10.121;
(9) a commercial interstate vehicle under AS 28.10.141;

(10) transported under a special permit under AS 28.10.151;

(11) driven or moved on a highway orvehicular way not connected
to the 6tate highway system established under AS 19.10.020. (§ 7 ch
178 SLA 1978 am § 1ch 54 SLA 1979



