/-\L/-\Ii'\/-\ LlUIUL/—\IUI'\l uilw rrrr LI:U
2688 SLC HB 7 JFILE © FILE 7)



-2-
ADD NEW SECTION WHERE APPROPRIATE

Sec. 28.15.081 is amended to read:

Sec. 28.15.081. Examination of applicants, (a) The
department shall examine every applicant for a driver's license.
The examination shall include a test of the applicant's (1)
eyesight, (2; ability to read and understand official traffic

devices, (3) knowledge of safe driving practices,
of the effects of alcohol and drugs on drivers

of driving under the influence of alcohol or

knowledge of the laws relating to driving while

drugs,

knowledge of the laws relating to financial responsibility,

the traffic laws and regulations of this state.
may include a demonstration of ability to exercise

reasonable control in driving e motor vehicle of the type and
general class of vehicles for which the applicant seeks a s
license. However, an applicant who has not been previousl'y

issued a driver's license by this or another
demonstrate ability, and must present medical

the department reasonably requires to determine

safely drive a moLoi vehicle of the type and general cias”of
motor vehicles for which the applicant seeks a license. 2
ADD NEW SECTION WHERE APPROPRIATE to read

Prior to the effective date of all other sections of this ict,

the Department of Public Safety will conduct
information campaign designed to educate the
changes in the tirrancxa] responsibility 'laws
penalties for failure to comply with the law.

(Note) The above section should have an effective

10/1/84
ADD NEW SECTION WHERE APPROPRIATE to read

At the time of application for registration,

renewal of registration or license, the department shall
the applicant, in writing, information detailing

Q)

(4) knowledge
and the dangers
[AND]
intoxicated, (6)
and
The examination

ordinary and

jurisdiction jjmst
information Jbhat

a public

fitness tg»_

*

public about £
and potential”®

-nor )dWJ- Il.o
date of
licensure or
provide

the state's

financial responS|b|I|ty—Iaws andv\fena tiej for failure to

comply with the law.

ADD NEW SECTIONS WHERE APPROPRIATE to read

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY VERIFICATION. (a) The Department of
Public Safety shall annually select for financial

verification, on a random sample basis, at least 10%
are required to

motor vehicles registered in the state which
maintain motor vehicle liability insurance.

emphasize verification of the financial responsibility of
individuals who have been previously convicted of violating
28.22.030 (a) or whose certifications of financial

responsibility
of the

The department may

AS

t



responsibility have previously been found to be incorrect.

(b) When a motor vehicle is selected for financial
responsibility verification under (a) of this section, the
department shall mail a letter and certification form to the
registered owner of the tor vehicle notifying the owner that
the owner's vehicle has been selected for financial
responsibility verification and requiring that person to respond
within 15 days and to certify the existence of a motor vehicle
liability insurance policy which covers the vehicle in
compliance with this chapter or the existence of some other
means of satisfying the financial responsibility requirements of
this chapter for the vehicle.

(c) The certification of financial responsibility required
under this section shall be on a form prescribed bv the
department and shall require an applicant to provide such
information as may be required by the department.

(d) The Department shall investigate all certifications
returned to the department under this section. If he owner
certifies the existence of a motor vehicle liability insurance

policy covering the vehicle, the department shall forward the
certification to the listed insurer to determine whether the
certification 1is correct. An insurer shall notify the
department within 15 days if the certification is incorrect.
The department may also determine the correctness of
certifications of other means of satisfying th” financial
responsibility requirements of this chapter for the vehicle.

(e) Failure of an owner to return the certification of
financial responsibility to the Department within 15 days after
mailing by the Department or a determination by the Department
that a certification is not accurate constitutes reasonable
grounds to believe that a person is operating a motor vehicle in
violation of AS 28.22.030 (a) or has falsely certified the
existence of means of satisfying the financial responsibility
requirements of this chapter.

(" When the department has resonable grounds to believe that a
person is operating a motor vehicle in violation of AS
28.22.030(a) or has falsely certified the existence of a motor

vehicle liability insurance policy or the existence of some
other means of satisfying the financial responsibilty
requirements of this chapter, the Department shall issue a

certified letter to the owner demanding satisfactory proof from
the person that the person meets the requirements of this
chapter for financial responsibility. If a person does not
provide such proof within 30 days after the date of mailing of
the department's demand therefor, the person must, within 45
days after the date of such mailing, file with the department
and thereafter maintain for a period of three years proof of
financial responsibility required under AS 28.20. Failure to
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provide such proof shall result in a penalty as provided by AS
28.22.030 (d) and (e).

() A denial of coverage, signed by an officer or agent of an
insurer, returned to the department after inquiry from the
department as to the accuracy of a certification of the
existence of liability insurance or some other means of adequate
financial responsibility as required by this chapter is prima
facie evidence of false certification.

(h) No civil liability shall accrue to the insurer or any of
its employees for reports made to the department under this
section when the reports are made in good faith based on the
most recent information available to the insurer.

(i An insurer or any of its employees who knowingly fails to
inform the” department that a certification required under this
chapter isfincorrect or invalid or who knowingly provides false
information regarding a certification commits a class B
misdemeanog.

(j) The d(||3artment shall provide the legislature with an annual
report no ajLater than February 1 beginning in 1986 detailing the
number of -verifications initiated and subsequent actions on
verifications found to be invalid.



Official Business

Alaska State Legislature

Poicii. V
State C.s&alaz
Juneau, Ahsikn 99811

To: Conference Committee Member
From: Senator Frank R. Ferguso
Date: April 27, 1984

Re: House Bill 7

Attached 1s the 4-24-84 draft of CCS HB 7. Also, 1 have
attached two changes to the bill which Rep. Hayes and Sen.
Eliason find agreeable for inclusion in the conference
committee Dbill.

The changes would be: reduce from one year to 90 days the
time period for revocation of a driver®s licence for the
first offense; sunset the mandatory insurance provisions of
the bill, four years after the effective date of the Act.

«
In addition, 1included is a letter of intent to provide that
the Department of Public Safety shall report back to the
legislature on any change.s or recommendations on the law
within two years from the effective date of the Act.

If you have any questions, please contact my office



TO: Conference Committee Members DATE: 27 April 198A

FROM:  Frank R. Ferguson SUBJ: Proposed Amend—
Alaska State Senator ment on License
Suspension --
HB 7

Attached is a proposed substitute regarding the section on
license suspension which has been drafted by the Department
of Law.

Under the current House proposal, licenses would be
suspended for one year for not being able to demonstrate
proof of insurance. Limited driving privileges could be
granted at any time.

The proposed amendment would change that in the following
way :

First offense would have license suspension of 90 days.

Second offense would have a minimum of one year if the
second offense occurs within ten years of the first offense.

Limited license privileges may be granted at any time if the
person first files proof of financial responsibility and has
not had the license suspended more than twice for 1ailure to
have insurance. Limited privileges would not be available
to a person who has had a license suspended three times in
ten years for failure to carry insurance.

The length of suspension generally follows the concepts used
in the drunk driving laws passed last session.



PROPOSED CS FOR SECTION 13,
SEC. 28.22. 240, AND SEC. 28.22.260
OF 4/24/84 DRAFT OF CONFERENCE CS FOR HB 7

Sec. 28.22.240. ADMINISTRATIVE SUSPENSION OF DRIVERS®
LICENSES. (@ If a person fails to provide proof that
motor vehicle liability insurance or a certificate of
{i1elf-insurnace was in effect at the time of an accident or
when the person was charged with a violation of a traffic
lav; described in AS 28.22.210, the department shall suspend
the driver®s license of that person for the following
periods:

(1) not less than 90 days if, within the
preceding 10 years, the person has not previously had their
license suspended for violation of AS 28.22.200;

(2) not less than one year 1if, within the
preceding 10 years, the person has previously had their
license suspended one or more times for violation of AS
28.22.200.

(b) The suspension shall be consecutive to any other
suspension required by law or imposed by a court.

(c) The department may grant limited license
privileges for work purposed only to a person whose license
has been suspended under AS 28.22.240, if

(1) that person has filed proof of financial
responsibility for the future as required by AS 28.22.260;

(2) that person has not had their license
suspended two or more times under AS 28.22.250 1in the
preceding 10 years;

(3) the department determines that the person®s
ability to earn a livelihood would be severely impaired if a

limited license privilege 1is not granted; and



(@) the department determines that a limitation
can be placed on the license that will enable the person to
earn a livelihood without excessive danger to the public.

(d) The department imposing a limitation under this
section shall

(1) require the surrender of the driver®s
license; and

(?) issue to the licensee a certificate valid for
the duration of the limitation.

(e) After the termination of a limitation as shown in
the certificate 1issued under (d) of this section, the
license of a person on whom a limitation was 1imposed 1is
suspended until the person receives a new license in
accordance with AS 28.15.211(c).

() The department shall notify the licensee that the
suspension becomes effective 30 days from the date of the
notice and that the licensee has the right, within the
30-day period, to make an oral or written answer
controverting any point or issue, or to present evidence and
arguments for the consideration of the department.

(g) Upon receipt of an oral or written answer for the
licensee, the department shall make findings on the matter
under consideration writing by certified or registered mail.
If the department®s decision 1s to sustain an action against
the licensee™s driver®s license, the department shall notify
the licensee of the opportunity ft a hearing under AS
28.05.121- 28.U5.141. Suspension of a person®s license 1is
stayed until final disposition of the hearing under this

section.



Sec. 28.22.260. PROOF FOR THE FUTURE. (& A person

iIs suspended under AS 28.22.240 must file
proof of financial

whose license

responsibility for the future under AS

28.20 before full driving privileges may be restored or

limited license privileges are granted under AS

28.22.240(c).

(b) A filing of proof of financial

responsibility
under AS 28.20 shall

be required for a period of three years
following expiration of the suspension of

license under AS
28.22.240.



To: Conference Committee members

From: Senator Frank R.Ferguson
Date: April 27, 1984
Re; House Bill 7

The following section should be added to sunset the mandatory
aspects of this bill 1f that is desired.

ADD new section 19

Sec. 19. Sections 4, 5, 6, 13 and 16 of this Act are
repealed January 1, 1989.



PROPOSED CONFERENCE COMMITTEE LETTER OF INTENT FOR HB 7

The Legislature directs the Department of Public Safety
and the Department of Transportation to coordinate efforts
toward the goal of implementing a procedure to more
precisely determine how many Alaskan motorists drive
uninsured.

The Department of Public Safety is also directed to
compile statistics regarding the compensation of persons
involved in traffic accidents toward the goal of determining
what percentage of persons involved in accidents are
adequately compensated for personal injury or property
damage via insurance or other means available under the
financial responsibility law.

Within 15 days of the convening of the first session of
15th Alaska State Legislature, the Departments of Public
Safety and Law will report to the Legislature on the number
of persons checked for insurance under the law and the
disposition of those citations, the effect of the law in
reducing the number of uninsured drivers and suggestions for

changes in the mandatory law.
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INTRODUCTION

It seems incongruous and illogical for the insurance industry to oppose a
law forcing consumers to purchase an insurance product. One would assume that
insurers would only be too willing to support legislation which could generate
more sales and result in higher premiums for each policy sold.

Why, then, does a united insurance industry refuse to support state
compulsory automobile insurance laws? Wy do insurers oppose legislation
requiring each person who owns and operates a motor vehicle to purchase
liability insurance?

In truth, the economic self-interests of the insurance industry are not
well-ser\>T by compulsory auto liability insurance. Nor are the economic
self-interests of motor vehicle owners, taxpayers, or state legislators served
by compulsory insurance laws.

Every interest group but one, the plaintiff's bar, faces economic risks
with compulsory auto liability insurance. It costs everyone else money.

This joint industry statement explains why most insurers oppose enactment
of compulsory insurance laws, and relates how these err.otionally-appealing laws
fail to meet the well-meaning intentions of legislators and constituents.

Cost-efficient, proven alternatives that overrome the deficiencies cf
compulsory automobile liability insurance do exist. A discussion of these
alternatives--stricter Financial Responsibility Laws, Uninsured Motorist
Protection and No-Fault Insurance--is included at the end of this statement.

THE ISSUE
The issue is: Should a person who owns and operates a motor vehicle be
required by state law to purchase liability insurance?
Voluntary auto liability insurance is already available to interested
drivers. It enables those who purchase it to protect their personal assets



against loss d:e to their negligent use of a motor vehicle. Auto liability
coverage does not pay money to the driver who purchases it. It makes payments
on hehalf of the purchaser to any one he or she has negligently injured while
driving.

The purpose of voluntary auto liability insurance is to provide financial
security by protecting the assets of the purchaser. By contrast, compulsory
auto liability insurance is intended, but fails to pay the damages sustained by
those who might otherwise be involved in accidents with uninsured drivers.
Compulsory insurance laws aim toward reducing the numbers of uninsured
motorists. ~ They require the purchase of automobile liability insurance
coverage and make It a criminal offense to drive a motor vehicle without such
coverage.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Compulsory automobile liability insurance is not a rew issue. It's heen a
topic of discussion for over 50 years. In 1927, Massachusetts became the first
state to adopt compulsory auto liability insurance, but the approach proved
unpopular with hoth legislators and insurers. It wasn't until 1956 and 1957
that two other states, New York and North Carolina, established compulsory
liability insurance syterns.

Other states refused to enact compulsory insurance measures primarily
because of cost comparisons with Massachusetts, New York and North Carolina.
The compulsory states were experiencing significant increases in the number and
frequency of insurance claims, primarily resulting from the higher accident
rates among the small percentage of formerly uninsured drivers who were abiding
by the law and buying insurance. In the ten years following Mas. .chusett's
enactment of compulsory insurance, its claim frequency per thousand insured
vehicles had increased 33 percent, while the countrywide frequency declined 2



percent. A university of Michigan study found that the number of claims jumped
23 percent in New York and 35 percent in North Carolina in the first years
after their compulsory systems went into effect. These increases were well
above the estimated rise in the number of insured drivers. And, the increases
were forcing safe and responsible drivers to pay higher insurance premiums.

The financial responsibility law wes another principal  reason for the
failure of the early compulsory movement. During the nearly 30 years that
elapsed between the first two state compulsory insurance laws, other states had
turned to this more limited form of compulsion. Financial responsibility laws
require certain individuals to prove—by posting a bond for a certain amount,
by depositing cash or securities in that amount, or by another method stated in
the law—that they will be able to pay damages that might be awarded to other
accident victims. I they fail to do so, they face the possible suspension or
revocation of their driving license for a certain length oftime. Insurers
nurtured and supported the financial responsibility law concept because they
considered 1. to be a favorable alternative to compulsory liability insurance,
and because it focused on those drivers actually involved in accidents, not ¢
all drives.

No new compulsory liability insurance laws were enacted until the 1970s.
Twenty-seven states have turned to compulsory systems in the past- decade.
These states were not attempting to imitate existing successful compulsory
insurance  systems. There were none. In fact, Massachusetts, New York, and
North Carolina each were facing massive paper blizzards in trying to keep track
of uninsured motorists. Yet, they had little, if any, progress toward reducing
tne number of uninsured drivers.

For example, when New York enacted its mandatory rule in 1957, an
estimated six percent of car owners didn't carry insurance. Py 19'9, the
number of uninsuredmotorists had risen to 12 percent of all drivers in the

-3-



state. During the first ten years h'cv York®"s iaw was in effect, it cost
law-abiding drivers more than $100 million and authorities were unable to point
out any progress in enforcing compliance with the law. Regulatory authorities
in Massachusetts and North Carolina were reporting similar horror stories.

The movement toward compulsory insurance 1in the 1970"s instead can be
attributed to the growth 1in popularity of "no-fault" laws. Most of the states
implementing a compulsory liability insurance system in the past decade made
ths system part of an automobile no-fault insurance package. A majority of the
automobile 1insurance industry supported automobile no-fault laws and it wEs
generally accepted that -eliminating certain tort rights required the
substitution of a guaranteed benefit package. Little thought was given to the
residual liability component of that package, but, as we now know it Iis
possible to have guaranteed first party benefits without compulsory liability
insurance.

Florida was among the states which made [liability insurance compulsory
when enacting a no-fault insurance plan in the early 1970°s. In 1979 Florida
repealed 1its compulsory automobile [liability insurance requirement and now
requires only the purchase of PIP (personal injury protection) coverage.
Liability insurance 1is now purely voluntary coverage. Florida state
legislators took this action to elinrr'ate a growing number of unn cessary
lawsuits and to lessen the financial burden for low-income citizens, who were
being forced to purchase both liability insurance and no-fault insurance.
Fully supported by the insurance industry, the Florida no-fault law is the only
one of its kind in the United States.

Whether or not the compulsory systems were part of a no-fault system, they
simply did not work. In 1980 and 1981, fourteen states introduced legislation
to repair the enforcement procedures of their compulsory automobile insurance

laws.



The 14 states are California, Connecticut, Florida, Kansas, Louisiana,
Maryland, Michigan, Montana, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, West Virginia

and Wyoming. Additional states are considering the same action this year.

REASONS VOR OPPOSITION
Today, the insurance industry 1is largely opposed to compulsory automobile
liability insurance. Its opposition is based on five major adverse effects of

compulsory insurance.

Compulsory automobile liability insurance laws:

Do not protect consumers against uninsured motorists because the laws
are not enforceable.

Are very costly to state government, motor vehicle owners and
insurers.

Force individuals to buy a product for which they have no need.

Lead to ,unneces?ar haraSﬁmgnt of respcins.ible drivers, who comprise a
vast majority of the total driver population.

Are more expensive and have more deficiencies than the cost
effective, viable alternatives which are available.
Compulsory automobile liability insurance laws do not protect consumers against
uninsured motorists because the laws are not enforceable.

Requiring every motorist to carry auto liability insurance sounds like a
good idea. But in practice, it doesn"t work. In state after state, compulsory
automobile liability insura ce systems have failed to meet their goals.
Compulsory laws do not guarantee that innocent victims of accidents caused by
uninsured motorists will be compensated for their injuries and financial
losses; and they do not reduce the number of uninsured motorists on the road.

As a general rule, compulsory automobile liability insurance laws require

chat evidence of insurance be submitted to public authorities at least once a



year. Some compulsory insurance laws require motorists to produce evidence of
insurance to register and license their automobiles.  Others require a
self-certification procedure under which motorists attest they have purchased
and will maintain the required coverage.

Certificates of insurance or copies of policies in the state
administrator's office or in the car mean nothing when there is a notice of
cancellation for non-payment of premium at home. Irresponsible drivers can
register their cars by purchasing insurance on an installment plan and refusing
to meke premium payments. Or a person can falsify evidence of insurance,
register the vehicle out-of-state, or transfer ownership of the vehicle to
avoid enforcement efforts.

Compulsory insurance laws require drivers to have insurance; t'.ey do not
attempt to define hazardous drivers. They do not provide government with the
means to remove high hazard drivers from the road. Even if a state somehow
Were to achieve the impossible, and every resident motor vehicle was insured,
responsible motorists would still lack protection against the following types
of irresponsible drivers: operators of stolen cars, uninsured out-of-state
drivers,  hit-and-run  drivers, uninsured motorists whose licenses or
registrations have been suspended, or newly arrived residents whose cars are
still registered in another state.

Enforcing compulsory automobile liability insurance is a costly, largely
inefficient exercise in futility in most states. Compulsory insurance laws
will not have a long-term impact on the number of uninsured drivers unless a
state's law enforcement, motor vehicle and insurance regulatory agencies are
well-financed, well-staffed and highly efficient. A compulsory insurance
system requires a state to maintain and police millions of pieces of paper a
year. It must conduct random file checks and spot checks for hoth insured and



uninsured drivers.  Such operations are wasteful and inefficient.  They
squander time and money on the overwhelming percentage of motorists who are
already insured.

Compulsory states can expect to be inundated with a blizzard of forms the
very first imnth of operation under a compulsory insurance system. Moreover,
the paper-trac.dng problem grows worse each year. When New York initiated its
compulsory insurance system in 1956, the Department of Motor Vehicles
immediately found itself buried under six million forms sent to it as evidence
of insurance. In no time, the Department was further swamped with changes from
new registrations, cancellations and terminations of insurance, changes of
vehicles, changes in insurance companies, and name changes. At one point, it
was estimated that 80 percent of the 25,000 registration revocation notices
sent out by the New York Department each month were incorrect or obsolete by
the time they had been mailed.

In no compulsory state have there been any significant post-registration
law enforcement efforts simply for insurance purposes.  States are
understandably reluctant to a" ...ate already scarce crime-fighting resources to
track down uninsured motorists.  Highway patrolmen are not eager to divert
their attention from monitoring the toll of highway injuries, deaths and
property damage in order to pull uninsured motorists off the road. Regulatory
authorities do not have the financial resources to follow-up, identify, and
punish the insurance-avoider after receiving notice of termination,

Pennsylvania and New York are just two of the compulsory states facing
monumental difficulties trying to enforce their compulsory systems. The
Insurance Federation of Pennsylvania estimates that because of loopholes in
enforcf?ment, from 800,000 to 2,000,000 motorists are able to obtain their
license plates without having insurance or are able to cancel coverage once the



registration is issued. The director of Pennsylvania's Traffic Safety Bureau
has admitted that the AO,000 notices coming in from insurance companies each
month on cancellation or lapses are just too much for his staff to handle.

New York faces similar enforcement problems, even though it switched to a
self-certification system in 1974 to cut the $7-million-a-year cost of
enforcing its compulsory law. According to recent figures, self-certification
is still costing New Yorkers about $ million a year and is proving to be as
ineffective as the original enforcement procedures. A study by the University
of Michigan, made seven years after New York passed its compulsory law, found
that there were twice as many uninsured drivers on the roads as there were
before the law was passed. Today, it is estimated that New York's uninsured
motorist population Is at least 15 to 20 percent.

The courts are also reluctant to rigidly enforce automobile liability
insurance systems.  Most drivers charged with driving without insurance can
bargain their way out of a conviction. A majority of state laws provide for a
fine and/or prison term for convicted uninsured motorists; but fAw, if any,
uninsured motorists are ever jailed for their crime, no matter what human or
property damage they have caused.

Some states have sought to avoid additional costs by omitting any
provisions for enforcement from their compulsory laws. Tney simply declare it
unlawful to drive without insurance. However, the press and public soon
discover how many irresponsible drivers are still without insurance and they
demand stricter enforcement. People justly believe that once a law is o the
books, it should he enforced.

The unfortunate thing about a compulsory insurance law is that
enforcement, no matter how strict, does little to reduce the number of
uninsured drivers on the roa\ The irresponsible driver is not going to carry



insurance no matter how many certificates he's required to furnish. The driver
with very few significant assets to protect is not going to carry insurance
because he has no real need for it. Toughening enforcement of a compulsory
automobile liability system simply increases insurance costs and adds another
layer of expensive government bureaucracy.

Compulsory automobile liability insurance laws are very costly to state
government, motor vehicle owners, and insurers.

Why are insurers opposed to a law that forces consumers to buy their
product? A major reason is cost. Compulsory insurance means higher costs to
.,tate government, motor vehicle owners, taxpayers, and the insurance industry
and its policyholders.

Coupled with these higher costs is the problem that very few people
benefit from compulsory insurance.  Compulsory systems do not guarantee that
all drivers on the road are insured. They therefore cannot protect the
innocent responsible driver from loss of property or injuries suffered in
accidents caused by uninsured motorists. To pay higher costs for a system that
does not achieve its goals makes little economic sense.

The cost to consumers of compulsory insurance can be demonstrated by
comparing insurance rate levels in states with compulsory systems to rate
levels in comparable states without compulsory insurance. Six states that have
adopted compulsory insurance in the last ten years were selected for the
comparison,

The states and the dates they adopted compulsory liability insurance are
California, Jan. 1, 1975 Louisiana, July 1, 1978; Maryland, July 1, 1973
Oklahoma, Dec. 11, 1976; Oregon, Jan. 1, 1976; and South Carolina, Oct. 1,
1974,



Each of the six compulsory insurance states was compared with three
similar states which had not adopted compulsory insurance during the specified
time period. The analagous states were chosen for their similarity to a
compulsory state in demographic characteristics, geographic characteristics and
the number of insured vehicles. The results of the comparison survey are shown
in the Appendix.

In evfry instance, the increase in the insurance rate level in the
compulsory state was higher than the rate level increases in any of the three
comparison states. A reason for the significant increases in the compulsory
states is the fact that everyone, including the highest risk drivers, are
required to purchase insurance. Although the compulsory systems do not achieve
their goal of insuring every motorist, the small percentage of bad-risk,
previously-uninsured motorists brought into the system does affect insurance
rates.

These few high-riLK drivers raise insurance rates for both good and bad
drivers.  The responsible, insured driver, who already comprises a vast
majority of the total driver population, finds himself paying more for his
insurance because a few high-risk motorists have been forced to purchase
Insurance.

Compulsory insurance not only raises insurance costs for responsible
drivers, but it also increases government costs. The state of New York has
spent over $9 million in one year in order to enforce its compulsory insurance
law. Despite the high expenditure, a significant portion of the population of
New York is still uninsured. In fact, a New York Department of Motor Vehicles
survey estimated that in 1979, close to a half million registered vehicles in
the state were uninsured.

States with compulsory insurance systems pay a high price to obtain a very
small percentage increase in the number of insured motorists. California's



state government spent over $2.3 million to increase the percentage of insured
drivers by five percent. Maryland taxpayers had to provide $1.5 million to
achieve the same, unimpressive five percent gain to insured motorists. The
people of South Carolina paid $1.3 million to increase the number of insured
drivers in their state by eight percent.

If a state Is serious about a compulsory insurance law, it should be
prepared to py the costs of administering and enforcing it. North Carolina is
one of the few states that has made an effort to allocate enough money to
enforce its compulsory law. Two years ago, North Carolina's compulsory
program, supervised by the Department of Motor Vehicles, was totaling
approximately $1.3 million a year. In addition, the record-keeping was done by
a computer system at a cost close to $1.6 million a year, and the stwte
employed 50 state policemen to pick up about 19,000 license plates a year at a
cost of $500,000. States larger than North Carolina can expect to face an even
heftier tab to enforce and administer a compulsory system.

Insurance companies aijo suffer higher costs under compulsory insurance.
If a compulsory system is to be effective, regulatory authorities must be
informed when people terminate their insurance coverage orwhen an insurer
cancels or non-rsnews. The notice of temination procedure can prove to be
extremely burdensome and costly to insurers.  Compulsory systems require
increased man-hours and more computer time. Claim frequency, average claim
cost and claim fraud all tend to increase under compulsory insurance systems.
The industry prefers to allow drivers to insure themselves voluntarily. When
irresponsible high-risk dr vers are legally coerced into covering themselves,
they take only minimum coverage; they pay as slowly as possible, and they add
greatly to clerical procedures.

In these times of rising inflation and uncertain economic conditions,
imposing the higher costs of compulsory insurance on the public only increases



the burden the responsible driver must carry. In return for this burden the
responsible, already-insured motorist receives virtually nothing in the way of
benefits.  He could receive real benefit.? and genuine protection against
uninsured motorists from any of the less-costly, more efficient alternatives to
compulsory insurance.

Compulsory automobile liability insurance laws force individuals to buy a
product for whici. they have no need.

Automobile liability insurance is designed to be voluntary in nature. The
vast majority of drivers need liability insurance and recognize the wisdom of
purchasing it to protect their personal wealth and assets. Most people buy
liability insurance for the same reason they purchase auto theft and collision
coverage -- to protect themselves against insurable losses.

Certain drivers, however, would rather not purchase liability insurance.
The reasons people give for not insuring their automobiles vary. A 1981 study
by the All-Industry Research Advisory Council asked households with one or more
uninsured vehicles why the vehicles happened not to be insured. Forty percent
of the people surveyed mentioned cost considerations as the reason for the
vehicles not being insured. Sixteen percent said the car is not currently in
use, 14 percent said the car is not operable and five percent replied that they
had just bought the car. Other reasons, cited by less than one percent of the
households each, included: not interested in insurance; car is not worth it;
expect to sell car soon; policy cancelled by company; no need for insurance,
and car is too old.

Obviously, there are drivers who cannot realistically afford liability
insurance in view of their personal financial situation. As a practical
matter, the economically disadvantaged have less real need for liability
insurance because they have fewer assets to protect and tend to be
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judgment-proof.  For these persons, even low hazard drivers, low limits on
liability insurance are considered expensive. In addition, such persons
understandably are reluctant to pay high premiums relative to their income for
a policy designed for the protection of strangers.

Requiring economically disadvantaged persons to purchase auto liability
insurance will not conpel them to do so. A study of the uninsured motorist
problem in California, which has a compulsory liability system, found that
those who are violating the law were predominately the economically
disadvantaged.  Entitled Profile of Uninsured Motorists in California, the
report disclosed that zip code zones with high rates of uninsureds had
significantly lower median incomes and more poverty level persons than zip code
zones with a low rate of uninsured drivers.

The insurance industry strongly supports the competitive marketplace. An
important characteristic of the competitive marketplace is the buyer's right to
reject a product. *Compelling an individual to purchdse a produvt for which he
has no real need weakens the competitive marketplace.

Compulsory automobile liability insurance laws lead to unnecessary harassment
of responsible drivers, who comprise a vast majority of the total driver
population.

Citizens have complained in recent years that government is interfering
more and more in their everyday lives. The 1% election results have commonly
been interpreted as a clear message to nil elected officials that their
constituents want less, rather than more, government.  Compulsory auto
liability insurance laws violate this mandate. Compulsory insurance cannot be
properly implemented and enforced without reating additional layers of
government bureaucracy at an immense cost.
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Compulsory insurance laws prove to be unworkable and burdensome when state
agencies attempt to apply the enforcement and administrative procedures on a
practical basis. Regulatory authorities often are not properly equipped or
given sufficient funds to process the large volume of necessary forms and
inquiries generated by the law. The majority of responsible drivers become
unnecessarily harassed due to bureaucratic inefficiencies and foul-ups.  This
IS an inevitable side-effect of the compulsory auto liability insurance system.

A November, 1987 report by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
found that the state received 185547 cancellation or termination notices from
insurers in 1980. But only 4.8 percent of those responding to inquiries
concerning their insurance status by the Bureau of Traffic Safety Operations
were found to be uninsured. That means that thousands of responsible, insured
motorists were unduly harassed by a state authority in its efforts to enforce
the state's compulsory insurance law.

Nowhere is this harassment problem more clearly evident than in West
Virginia, where a particularly burdensome compulsory liability insurance law
wes enacted in late 1981. Fr'j October 1, 1981 through January 1982, the
Department of Motor Vehicles had mailed out 196,000 notices of driver license
cancellations. It is estimated that 95 percent of those notices went to
persons who had never let their insurance policies lapse.

West Virginia insurers are required under the new law to notify the
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) when policies are about to expire. The DW,
In turn, must mail those persons notices of license cancellation. Problems are
occurring because DW cancellation notices and owners' premium payments are
crossing in the mail. The insured car owner who has paid his premium often
simply disregards the cancellation notice. He fails to realize that he is
still required to submit a new certificate of insurance to DW. Then the DW
doesn't receive the notice, it issues a license pick-up to the state police,
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To date, more than 2,500 orders have been issued. The DW admits that most of
the pick-up orders were mistakes and imposed on responsible individuals who had
insurance on their cars but simply disregarded the notice.

According to officials in the West Virginia DW, the law has resulted in a
mountain  of paperwork and has created unnecessary hassles for many
premium-paying citizens. The Department had to ask the legislature to revise
the law to correct the administrative debacle. Remedial legislation wes
enacted in 1982 and the legislature will have to continue making improvements
in the compulsory law in 1983, Other states also have had to amend their
compulsory laws over the last couple of years, including Colorado, Kansas,
Louisiana, Montana, New York and Oklahoma.

One prominent West Virginia legislator, William Carmichael, was quoted as
saying, "l don't remember anything this legislature has ever passed that has
upset the citizens of this state as much as the compulsory law has." The
legislator further observed that “support for compulsory insurance has dropped
among ny constituents."

Provisions in compulsory insurance laws requiring evidence of insurance
also result in public harassment. Many compulsory states require the motor
vehicle owner to provide evidence of insurance upon registration of the
vehicle.  Proof-of-insurance forms, such as certificates of insurance or
prescribed identification cards, are a constant nuisance for responsible
drivers and easily circumvented by insurance dodgers.

Certificates of insurance are is&ued by the insurance company for the
insured to submit when registering his vehicle. Such certificates inevitably
generate even mere certificates.  Communications between the public, the
insurance industry and the regulatory authorities snowball in a futile attempt
to identify the uninsured registrant. With each additional transaction, the
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likelihood that a form will be issued by mistake or lost intensifies., It's the
responsible motorist who often falls prey to these administrative blunders.

Prescribed identification cards, which are provided upon the issuance and
renewal of a policy, have also proven to be a problem. Payments or renewal
premiums are frequently delayed, so the responsible insured motorist is
harassed unnecessarily.

West Virginia isn't the only state in which responsible insured drivers
are harassed and frustrated by an unwieldly and burdensome compulsory law.
During the first 15 years of New York's compulsory liability law, insurers were
required to notify the New York Bureau of Motor Vehicles whenever coverage had
been cancelled. Every time a policyholder was late sending in his payment,
every time the premium was delayed by the mail, or even when the policyholder
decided to change companies, the insurance company was required to notify the
DW. The DW then sent a notice to the insured threatening to pick up his
plates. This naturally angered a lot of responsible insureds, who would fire
off irate letters to their insurance companies asking why they had wrongly
informed the DW that they lacked coverage. In 1973, these notice requirements
were dropped, but were ill-advisedly reinstated in 1981.

In sumnt™y, efforts by state regulatory authorities to achieve total
compliance with the compulsory law results in the unnecessary harassment of the
majority of drivers who are financially responsible.

Compulsory automobilc liability insurance laws are more expensive and have more
deficiencies than the cost-effective, viable alternatives which are available.

Anong the cost-effective alternatives to compulsory insurance are
improvement of Financial Responsibility laws, Uninsured Motorist Protection,
and No-Fault Auto Insurance.



IMPROVED FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS

Financial Responsibility laws require certain individuals to prove they
will be able to pay damages that might be awarded to other accident victims.
Generally, they can show proof 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. |If they fail to do so, they face
the possible suspension or revocation of their driving license for a certain
length of time.

Today, Financial Responsibility laws requiring security for past accidents
and proof of financial responsibility for future accidents are in effect in all
of the noncompulsory insurance law states. This cost-effective, viable
alternative to compulsory insurance 1is already in place; there"s no need to
consider or enact new legislation. By making improvements in their state’s
current Financial Responsibility Law, legislators can develop a workable plan
that would protect insured motorists more effectively, cost less, and involve
fewer administrative and enforcement ha~~les than would a compulsory liability
insurance system.

Financial Responsibility (FR) Laws have other distinct advantages over
compulsory liability insurance laws. A compulsory auto liability law is
directed at all motorists vregardless of traffic convictions or accident
involvement. By comparison, FR laws only apply to a limited group of
motorists: those who are serious traffic law offenders, those who cause major
automobile accidents, and those who are financially irresponsible due to their
inability o reimburse others for damages they have caused. FR laws do not
affect motorists indiscriminately. They focus only on drivers who deserve
close surveillance because of their past driving irregularities.

Because F.R laws do not apply to all drivers, the cost of enforcement is

greatly reduced, 1insurance company operating costs are cut, and the great
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majority of responsible motorists are not harassed by state efforts to enforce
compulsory insurance.  Under FR laws, state pressure is not automatically
exerted on motorists who cannot afford to buy insurance and those who have no
need for liability coverage.

A compulsory insurance law may, and generally does, affect only drivers
registering their motor vehicles. Even then it may apply on a limited basis to
only the in-state registrants of certain types of motor vehicles, such as
private passenger cars. A Financial Responsibility Law, on the other hand, can
apply to any motorist regardless of whether his vehicle is registered in-state
or <Jt-of-state, and regardless of the type of vehicle involved, private
passenger or commercial.

In comparison to a compulsory insurance law, a well-enforced Financial
Responsibility Law is far less costly to administer and just as effective in
dealing with irresponsible drivers in the state. However, an FR law cannot be
effective if the state agency responsible for administering the law is not
receiving the information necessary for proper enforcement. The monetary
threshold for those property damage accidents which the driver are required to
report to the state should be no higher than $200 or $250. Increasing the
monetary accident reporting threshold will reduce the number of accident
reports processed and allow many irresponsible drivers to escape early
detection, surveillance and state penalties.

In addition to preserving the value of accident reporting data, the state
should make certain it is receiving data on all traffic violations, police
reports, and court judgments required by law. Measures must be adopted to
compel law enforcement and court officials to submit any required
accident/violation and judgment/conviction data to the appropriate state driver
control agency.



Greater attention should be focused on processing the Financial
Responsibility filings and traffic record/court record data in 4 more timely
fashion. A state should be certain the equipment and manpower available to its
Motor Vehicle Department is being used effectively and efficiently. The
enforcement of the Financial Responsibility law should not be second priority
to the compilation of traffic and accident statistics or ether mmcord-keeping
responsibilities.

UNINSURED MOTORIST PROTECTION

Individuals should be concerned about their liability for damages to
others, but many motorists either have no assets to protect or are unwilling to
purchase liability insurance and therefore go uninsured. To protect the
innocent, responsible person against a loss covered by an uninsured motorist,
insurance companies provide Uninsured Motorist Coverage (UM). This coverage is
designed to pay for bodily injury damages to ti.e policyholder caused hy an
uninsured motorist.  If the policyholder's car is struck by an uninsured
vehicle, the in.ured's loss Is covered under the Uninsured Motorist portion of
the policy. Reasonable premiums are charged for this coverage.

Every state with a compulsory liability insurance law also requires
insurers to offer coverage. The fact that legislators feel compelled to make
this protection available to drivers demonstrates that they do not trust the
effectiveness of a compulsory liability insurance system.  They are
acknowledging that a compulsory system does not protect responsible, insured
drivers from losses suffered in accidents with uninsured motorists.

Most drivers in compulsory states do indeed buy the UM coverage for added
low-cost protection against loss. These responsible drivers therefore carry a
double economic burden by paying premiums for UM coverage, and by bearing the
cost of enforcing a compulsory insurance law.
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By purchasing Uninsured Motorist coverage, a motorist is guaranteeing that
all future drivers and passengers in the insured auto will be protected from
losses caused by an irresponsible, uninsured motorist or a hit-and-run driver.
Compulsory liability insurance cannot make such guarantees.

NO-FAULT  INSURANCE

No-Fault insurance is a system which enables auto accident victims to
recover benefits regardless of fault. This is not possible through compulsory
automobile liability plans which fail to adequately address the problem
inherent in the tort system and fail to guarantee recovery of losses. The U.S.
Department of Transportation reports that almost 55 percent of those seriously
injured in auto accidents get absolutely nothing from automobile liability
insurance. ~ No-Fault insurance relieves the financial suffering of those
drivers involved in accidents with uninsured motorists.

No-Fault also eliminates lawsuits arising from smaller, relatively trivial
claims and provides prompt payment for injuries to those needing the money
most. By contrast, the compulsory auto liability system would continue
indefinitely one of the common complaints of the present tort system, providing
extra-ordinarily large claim awards for relatively minor injuries.  Under
no-fault, the recovery benefits are spread more evenly, making certain that all
claimants receive adequate compensation,

It is little wonder that the no-fault method of compensating victims of
uninsured motorists has enjoyed a lot of pcpular appeal over the past ten
years. Virtually every segment of the insurance industry and representatives
of major consumer groups support state no-fault plans, praising no-fault's
advantages. These advantages include:
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A reduction in the volume of lawsuits.
An end to the incentive toward exaggerating injuries.

6ICunn|1Ck and efficient method of payment directly to the accident

aCCIgnd to the need for determining the negligence in any given

A better distribution of the insurance premium dollar.
Coordination of benefits, with provision for prompt rehabilitation.
Stabilization of auto insurance costs.

Although this particular battle may be over for now, the trial lawyers who
so often support compulsory liability insurance ought to be aware that the
promotion of compulsory liability insurance is also an invitation to consumers
and the public to re-open the no-fault insurance issue.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the insurance industry's opposition to compulsory automobile
insurance systems s based on sound logic.  Compulsory insurance laws are
expensive, ineffective, and do not fulfull the well-intentioned goals set hy
the lawmakers who create them. State legislators concerned with protecting
innocent drivers from financial blows suffered in accidents caused by uninsured
motorists should consider exploring and implementing alternatives to compulsory
systems, such as, stricter Financial Responsibility Laws, Uninsured Motorist
Protection and No-Fault Insurance. The alternatives can and do provide more
certain compensation to a greater numoer of responsible drivers, without trying
to force everyone to buy a product which they may or may not want.
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APPENDIX

INSURANCE RATE LEVELS IN STATES WITH COMPULSORY SYSTEMS VERSUS INSURANCE
RATE LEVELS IN COMPARABLE STATES WITHOUT COMPULSORY SYSTEMS

Overall Average Annual
Compulsory Comparable Pure Premium Pure Premium
States (a) States (b) Percentage Change (c) Percent Change (c)
CALIFORNIA (1/1/75) 43.0% 8.2%
Illinois 24.2 5.5
Ohio 17.7 3.4
Texas 34.0 6.0
LOUISIANA (7/1/78) inU 11.2%
Alabama 0.1 0.9
Mississippi -1.2 1.4
Tennessee 1.6 -1.3
MARYLAND (7/1/73) 43.3% 7.9%
Indiana 21.3 5.0
Virginia 32.0 6.2
D.C. 23.9 4.4
OKALHOMA (12/11/76) 11.6% 3.7%
Arkansas 10.9 3.5
lowa 7.0 2.8
Missouri 3.7 1.0
OREGON (1/1/76) 35.0% 8 -4l
Maine 19.6 3.9
West Virginia 18.8 6.8
Wisconsin 12.8 3.7
SOUTH CAROLINA (10/1/74) 27.0% 5.6%
Alabama 22.5 5.5
Arkansas 21.1 4.1
Tennessee 14.9 2.9
(@) - The figures in the parentheses by the compulsory states are the

effective dates of their compulsory laws.

b - The comparison states were chosen for their similarity to a compulsory
state in demographic characteristics, geographic characteristics and
the number of insured vehicles.

(c) - The liability pure premium ratio was used as a basis for comparison
because it representsthe average amount of loss per insured vehicle.
An increase in pure premium suggests that the average claim per
insured vehicle has risen as a result of the inclusion of those
motorists who did not carry auto liability insurance prior to the
adoption of the compulsory law.

SOURCE OF DATA: Fast Track Monitoring System, comprising loss experience of
companies reporting to the National Association of Independent Insurers and
the Insurance Services Office. The Fast Track Monitoring System loss
experience begins with data for the year ending fourth quarter 1976.

TIME PERIOD: The time period selected for comparison purposes is that period
after which each compulsory law has become effective (and limited to when the
Fast Track Monitoring System loss experience begins) through the year ending
second quarter 19S1.
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I Basic Types of Liability Laws

Five basic types or liability laws are now in force throughout the
United States. The first is the Financial Responsibility law of which there
are two types. Minimum requirements of financial responsibility are shown
in termr of amount applicable to death or injury of one person, death or
injury of more than one person, and property damage. Arkansas Statutes
74-1444 provides for limits of $10,000 for death or injury of one person,
$20,000 for death or injury of more than one person, and $5,000 for property
damage. The Securitv-type laws require that, following report of an acci—
dent, each driver or owner of the vehicles involved show his ability to pay
any damages which may be charged to him in subsequent litigation or negotia—
tion arising out of the accident. Arkansas Statute 75-1418 requires the
driver of a vehicle involved in an accident causing damage in excess of
two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00) to report the accident to the
Department of Revenue within thirty (30) days following the accident.
Security must be posted at that time. Evidence of security can be provided
in any of the following ways:

1. Showing that there was, at the time of the accident, an auto—
mobile liability policy in effect in at _least the amounts pre—
scribed by statute;

2. Posting a bond for those amounts;

3. Depositing with State authorities money or securities
equalling the stipulated amounts;

4. Proving the person is self-insured.

The "Future-Proof Type"™ law requires a similar showing of financial
responsibility be made by persons who have been convicted of certain serious
traffic offenses or who have failed to pay a judgment against them for
damages arising out of an accident. It should be noted that financial
responsibility laws are not compulsory insurance. They provide that
following certain occurrences, proof must be given of the ability to respond
in damages. One of the ways to show proof is through evidence of an auto—
mobile liability insurance policy. Financial responsibility laws are
invoked or become effective in any one of three situations.

1. Following an automobile accident involving bodily injury, or

involving property damage to the property of any one person

exceeding a stipulated amount. ($250.00 or more in Arkansas)



2. As a result of conviction for certain offenses (reckless driving)

or for an excessive number of convictions.

3. Failure to pay final judgment arising from an accident.

For accidents, requirements usually call either for "security for the
current accident™ or for "security for the current accident plus proof of
future financial responsibility".

A detailed summary of the financial responsibility laws of other states
is contained in Table I.

A second type of liability law has been enacted in twenty-four (24)
states. This 1is the so-called "No-Fault"™ type of automobile insurance
statute. Under no-fault plans the owner of the vehicle looks to his own
insurance company for reimbursement for damages which is sustained in an
accident rather than having to go to court and prove that the other party
caused the accident. Most plans cover only bodily injury, and not vehicle
damage. Most plans specify a minimum amount or "threshold" below which
tort suits for general damages are barred. Once the "threshold” amount is
reached in terms of the damages suffered, the motorist is permitted to
institute a suit to recover general damages. The no-fault insurance is
usually compulsory. The no-fault plan in Arkansas is provided by attaching
the Personal Injury Protection Endorsement (P.1.P.) to the policy. The
Arkansas plan is optional, or "add-on" plan because an accident victim still
retains the right to f.ue a negligent driver regardless of the amounts of
benefits collected under the no-fault coverage. A summary of the basic
provisions of tha various no-fault laws in effect are contained in Table Il.-

A number of states have experimented with a third type of liability law,
the so-called "Unsatisfied Judgment Funds". The state operated funds are
commonly financed with fees from motorists who are unable to provide evidence
of insurance when they register their vehicles, or from assessments levied on
automobile insurance companies. New Jersey, New Mexico and North Dakota have
this type of liability law.

A fourth type of liability law, "Uninsured Motorist Law", has been
enacted in many states. These laws general require insurance companies to
offer, as a part of their basic policy, coverage against potential damages
by motorists who are not insured. A majority of states provide that un—
insured motorist coverage is at the option of the insured. Arkansas is one

of the "optional" states. Table 111 contains additional detail.



Il COMPULSORY INSURANCE

A fifth type of liability law, "Compulsory lInsurance", requires that
motorists file proof of financial responsibility prior to annual vehicle
registration as a condition of vehicle registration. Twenty-three (23)
states have presently enacted statutes requiring liability insurance.
Similar legislation was proposed in Arkansas at the Seventy-First General
Assembly in 1977. House Bill 17 would have required compulsory liability
insurance to the amount of at least ten thousand dollars ($10,000.00) on
account of injury or death to any one person, twenty thousand dollars
($20,000.00) for more than one person, and five thousand dollars ($5,000.00)
for property damage. The bill proposed that a certification of insurance
be issued by the insurance company which was to be submitted to the Com—
missioner of Revenues at the time of registering a motor vehicle. Table 1V
contains detailed information on enforcement and certification procedures

concerning compulsory liability insurance in the various states.

Comparative rate data in terms of comparing Arkansas with other states is
a difficult task. States do not have the same liability limits and every state
is unique in loss ratios and exposure. The rates for automobile insurance con—

tained in Table V should therefore be looked at as representative rates in
the various states.
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*\/» v» (M oo oKHIIuy mVI tlon gvmu“%oj*ﬁ o Iof%ld | yyw wUi-oui «\ Bvﬂg\é\{ Eﬂnglr%l B"ﬁo'o joroilonorv. Io\&g&nan d 00000 "0l oniron (Qodwet<c m  ttyd
oct nlm pun no iw 1o»t \b| |n| um loculll




Stitt

MAINE

MARYLAND

MASSACHU-
SETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

Missoum

MONTANA

Compul-

tory
L|ab| tg
[niurinci

No

Yii
Yii
Yti
Yii

No

No

No

*V«*y d* *t «nlkl »
g

It
Uit

20/40/10

30/40/5

§/10/5

70/40/10
28/50/10

10/20/5

1072077
26/60/5121

At

up10+ 100.

TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS
ACCIDENTS INVOKING LAWS

INSURANCE IN EFFECT?

EVIDENCE REQUIRED

- Prool ol hrtrrri riipomibliit
Stc - Slcu tY P / T%Hm
Sit - S||||Itc lon ol (ud%mtnt Nonet lo
Flguni = Numbil ol y tIti rtqulrid toirt-
Altar Alur Allr tnt
Accldtnt Conviction Judgmmt
|
S4PI1) P3 Sit.A P3 10
Sit.
Sit. (P.0)
P3 Sit. AP-3 to
SAP-3 PJ Sit. AP 5
8 P-7 Sit AP-J 10
P3 Sit.A P3 to

i Appllcibli ; Virlllcitlon

Minimum S'C%{} ﬁSL Rlgird Informilon rtqui om
il I I G
O||*°<ID liuw . C -On

Omnir (0f litil? Cr?(l)%n%t poth/ ngt

S200 SAP-DAO No Yii Yu Viilllcitlon*

1100 SAP-DAO Yii Yii Yu Virlllcitlon*

SI00 S-DAO No Yn Yii Virlllcitlon*

11155%?f reqoltman| My U raxg 3 YoMy s «cl 13) IIIOmSIylbtﬁ 1Sl é)%lv% IEnlknyﬂufrllth limit* o<



Slitt

NEBRASKA

NEVADA
|

NEW
HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

ma #am rO(Yf

action an

Compul-
IorY
Liability
Imunnct

No

Y.

Y.

m I faa

Ol||E)t
nOV\D

L|ab|||t
Limit. y

15/30/6

16/30/5

20/40/6

16/30/6

15/30/6

10/20/6(d)

i

i

M|n|mum
rop rly

%
$260

$250

1300

$200

la| thx

thulrt|
S.culll F“’
Proo( |

DIrOme
rivsf (D).
Own.r%
S&P-D

S-D&Olil

S4P-D60

$ - D&OL)

S-0ao0

proo nrrl]lufl it P<9/ara1f or

TABLE 1

(CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS

ACCIOENTI INVOKING LAWS

R.gwd-

U

No

Y.

No

Y.

Y.i

&a}% arof | yaar wHthowt

INSURANCE IN EFFECT?

Apptlk.bl. Inloim.tlon
tecident itqulr.d
In oth.r
It ttl? °ecd nl
|.port?
Y.i Y
I
Y.i Yl.i
Y. Y.i
) i
Y.i Y.
1
1
Y.i 1
Y.i Y.i

V.rlllc. Ilon
r.qulr.d Irom
Iniyrir?
l-OnIytIi
olicy not In

P t¥ct|

V.rillc.llon*

V.rlllc.llon*

V.rillc.llon*

V.illkillon*

No

EVIDENCE REQUIRED
P - Pigol ol lutui. r.iponilbllll f

rtou rtd

[All.r
Judgmwil

S., &P—3

Sat AP-3

Sit &P-3

. 8P3

Set - S« t){
SI-§. |||Itc ion. ol tudfpn.nl
Flgutl Numbfi ol yt.
Allr All.r
Accld.nl Comrkllon
S&P-3 P-3
SI.) P3
8P-3 P3|b]
Sid P-3
P-3

|tr)i) gwﬂm %nllt?llgtla% (l)n"%%,”grﬂ 8grr1¥mlulonar.

|d) MIp»*i for aomvt vAM(ht for hirt,

Sit &P3

Sit

Hi)



Sum

NORTH
CAROLINA

NORTH

DAKOTA

OHIO

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

IR T poe

Compul-

u2,

Inturtnc*

Ym

Ym

No

Ym

No

Liahilit
L|m|tsy

16/30/5

126/25/76

5/10/5

16/30/5

t|b|m loll &t

m up 100

Minimum
Proparty
Damtg.

$200

$200

$150

$100

$200

Rtqulrn

Steurll S
Proo P

DrIvr 101
Ownir 100

e »

S-0&0

tn
cr
¢

S-0&0

S&P - 0&0

P-D&oli)

Sus#lcmn ong to* |

utoimlon md co mymm I

|Iu||

TABLE

ol
liult?

No

Nolb)

Y.

Ym

Y.i

ff (c oill
cou

I (CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS
ACCIOENTS INVOKING LAWS

L

Applk.bl.

-ceﬁtnu

Inolh
M|’>

Y.

Y.

No

Ym

tcvr}f of
mUkH liy]
otorl noiit

INSURANCE IN EFFECT?

Information . V.rllic.llon
raqulr.d [rom
e
acgdant poth ngt In
A V.rlllc.llon
Y. V.rlllc.llon
Y V.rllic.llon
Yl V.rlllc.llon*
Y V.rllk tlon*

ply Ml

EVIDENCE REQUIREO

ProoIoI Ktlur. r.iponiibllity T tmina-

Sat Sal IIK lon ol (udgmanl Nol>» 1o
Flguitl - Numbtr ol yaar rtqultrd Otn.rl-
Altar AlLY nl

Accid.nl ConvkQon Judgm.nl
1

SII S.l. 20
S|b) P-3 Sal &P-3 10
Sid P3 Sat. & P-3 10
S&P3|d| P3 S.1. &P-3d 10
P6 P-6 Sat. &P5 0

MRS R oD R

i mp?oyg{l Bk Wt r«oomtofmnmptoyM



Coerg ul-
Suit Liabilt
[niurence
PENN- Ym
SYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO No
RHOOE Noli)
ISLAND
SOUTH Ym
CAROLINA
SOUTH No
0AKOTA
TENNESSEE Ne
TEXAS No

*R»%/.If*f i<<*r¥ d; tf aftd dwmal

f o
(o proot o el moom

bl

upto

i

15/00/5

16/30/8

10/20/5

10/20/8

100.

r victo
(¥|olaql|0n

Minimum
Property
Oimagé

$200]

1250

Rtqulril
Secunﬁ 1S).
Proo YP

[rom
Qrhrer (0
QOwner ?CJI"

«)
S-DAO

S-DAO

SAP - 040

SAP-040

TABLE

i

0
fault?

Ym

Ym

Ym

Na

(CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS
ACCIDENTIINVOKINQ LAWS

Appliceble
PPtO

eccidenti
In other
itatii?

\V e

Ym

Ym

Ym

Yti

H M}Horr% mm 0fnrnolt* vthkkl mull turnifh proof U-

el

INSURANCE IN EFFECT?

Inlormitlon
required

acmaent
report?

Yat

Ym

Yai

Yii

Verification
reuluwed [rom
nurar?
Cl_-OnIytlll
olicy not In

P anKtl

Verification*

Verification*

Verlflcallon*

Verification*

njmum[g88r{t)let)\lllrl|§>§mogl H 1900,

nimum

EVIDENCE REOUIREO
g - Prgol ol luture leipom bllity
£ - Securit

Set - Setlilecllon ol judgment
Ngurei - Number ol'yeert required

Alter
Accident

Elc| ap-3

S|d|APB

Alter

Conviction

P-3

Pl

PB

PB

Alter
Judgment

Set. AP-3

set e g

Set. APB

Set. A P-3

Set.AP3

Set.API

|d |MinimumU fQ M<velry.

Tetmlne-

Notice to
Oeperl-
ment



TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS

ACCIDENTS INVOKINO LAWS EVIDENCE REQUIRED
2 .
. Compul- Liabilit Mi StRcarIltJIrII l Rgid-  APplk.DL I!]T()Srlrjn:ﬁ(!\lnCE ' \EF'TliC'ﬁon ' :at i)rsor)l:rol:é?/llounrolnl(F:Jd«Irlwblrllltlry Tlllrrgrlln.
Sliti Hﬁﬁrm il Plrrg|m 3 roo ﬁo‘lt techinti rqlrd raguirtd Jyom Flguni - Numbarolyar% raqulrtd Ntk 1o
' D.mig. oot &m L e A 1|4>nly|li All Alt, al
Ownir (01 rtpon? po 'EP/ B Accldim Conviction -hidyntm
*.71 % * C *>e ¥
UTAH Y. E/305)  *200 5-0(b) No Y. Y. No 5 P3  SalAP3 10
VERMONT No 10/20/5 *100 SAP -0 Na Yl Y.l V flllc.tlon* SAP-3 P-3 Sal. AP-3 10
VIRQINIA No 25/%0/5 *250 »-0 Yu No Y.l V.rllic.llon’ P3 P-3 Sat. AP3 20
VIRGIN Yii 10/20/10
ISLANOS te| *
WASHINGTON No 15/30/5 *200 SAP _0t0 Y.i Y.i Y. V.rllic.llon* SAP 3 P-3 S.I.AP3 10
WEST No 10/20/5 *100 S-0A0 No No Y. V.illkillon® G P3 Sal. AP3 10 +
VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN No 16/30/6 *200 S-DAO No Y. Y. V.rllkatlon* S P3 Sat. AP-3 10
Id)

*n» uIr 4*K*r a el o mol cU 1 (¢l For. proo jal rainonilbllify, 1l may ba Its) 0*-nai autyar] lo la nyar — dri*r, In (MI lor t*ma.vahifl t|
Pactﬁ)n h lpulrllﬂ n&FgEmBmIWI |0n b |In|| ,Io %] it ««onf1 TJW lon I«YVI-M/IgHR ) ﬂ%yr%yvm né’ah”(]l »>))/) act(t)érrnrca{cm ori



TABLE I (CONTINUED)

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY LAWS

ACCIDENTS INVOKING LAV/S EVIDENCE REQUIRED
. INSURANCE IN EFFECT? P- ProoloIMtun ritponiiblilt -
Com ul- - Rigulrt i Applicibli Virllicitlon 2k - Sic ﬂ i p ! T||r|r(r)1;]n|
S'tll Uiblilty Minimurm S'CUHW 13} Hlﬂlﬁd_ Informitlon 0 ying Jrom 21t = Sithiktlon ot ludgmnt Notict to
U|b|| ty. Umlti Property ProoflP] I -ccldmt| rtqulrid q|n|ur|r’7 Figuru = Numbii ol yuri rtqulrid Ditpirt-
Iniuringi Dimig] 0 0l N othir In * o0y I nt
Qrlvir %81 fiuitr |t||t|7 Keldint 0||c not in Attar Altir Altir
Qwnir nport? e ke Aodlamt Contreon Judgmmt
> im, [
WYOMING No 10/20/6 $250 5-06.0 V| Yii Yii Virllicitlon S S Sit. 10
1
|
1
1
1 »
a

RiquUtl ¢ rtOf olo
e ot gt §

Source: American Insurance Association, New York



aiikamsas

(Ark. Slot.
506-4014)

(rr}tAHn
(Coin. Rev
S10-A-701)

Ann.

S5tat.

nmiirr.nciiT
(Conn. Ren Sint.
S111-319)

Rev.

0n AWARE
. (He 1. Code Ann
21, 521 11)

tit.

rtofl DA

(Da. Sint. 5627.n0)

r.Eimr.iA

(lin. C.mlu Ann.
$56-3041b)

HAWAII

(I.iw.ill Rev
5294-1)

Sint.

Source: Nationnl

Effective
Date

duly 1, 1974

April 1, 1974

January 1, 1973

January 1, 1972

January 1, .72
for orlginal
law. Present
law effective
October 1, 1976

March 1, 1975

September 1, 1974

Purchase of
rirst Party

Rencflts

Opt Innal

Mandatory

Maiidalbry

Mandatory

Mandatory

Mandatory

Mandatory

Minimum
furl Llab1l Ity
Jbreslinld*__

None

$noo

1400

Hone, but amt

of no-fault bene-

fits received
can't be used as
evidence In sui ts
for general dam-
ages.

tin dollar thres-

hold 1

$501)

I'loaling thres-
hold setannually
by Insurance com
rilssloner

Conference of St;jif:e Legislatures.

Medical

$2,000 If
red wilb In two
years.

Incur-

Mi x (jiuim J-Jrst Parly
Income Loss

707 of, lost Incnmi
up lo \140/Wk”
bey Inning n days
arier accident,
far up lo 52 wks

Up lo $125/wk. fnr
up lo 52 wks

$25,000 if In-
curred within 3
years (addition-

al $25,000 for
rehab 1l itatlon)

Lbulled only by
total benefit
limit.

1157 of actual loss

(No-JauJ t) lleimfits

Replacement
Services

Op to $/0/wk. he-
yinning 0 days
aller accident,
for up to 52 wks

Up to $15/day foi
up lo 52 wks

for income loss

and replacement scrvices up lo

(200/wk.

purvlvnrs/funoﬂil
lleuc fits

$5,001)

$1,000

0570f actual Ir-»s
for Income loss A
replacement ser-
vices up lo $200/wk
lunera 1 belief It:
$2,000.

$5,000 overall maxbmmi on first-party benefils

Limited only by
total benefit
limit, bul must
be Incurred wit
in two years.

$10,000 per persen, $20,000 per acr ldent overal

party benefits.

Limited only by

100Z of loss; no
weekly maximum,

h-

051 of loss; no

Limited only by
total hbhenefits
limit.

maxi

Limited only by
Lolal benefits
limit,

luneral benefit:

$2,000.

mum on first

runoral benefit:

$1,000.

$5,000 overall maximum (n firsl-party benr fils

total benefits weekly maximum.
Limll.
$2,500 1157. of lost in-
come up lo $200/
wk,

$5,iini

$21)/day

Limited only by HmeHw§ﬁ6ﬁyﬁﬁﬁlh lor Incujic loss
and replacement siivires.*

lulal benefits
limit.2

$15,001

Maxbmmi wage loss
and replacement
services amniiiils.
funeral benefit:
$1,000.

overall maximum in (irsl party benelits

lip" lo iilflo/mnu".h
for income loss
and replacement
services, luneral
henelll: $1.r00.

overall maximum mn 1list party bunt fils

Property

Damage

Under tort sys-

tem

Under
tem.

Under
tem

Under
tem.

Under
tnil.

Under
tem.

Under
Lem

lorl

tort

lorl

lorl

Inrt

lorl

sys-



KANSAS
(Kan. Stat.
§<10-.1101)

Anil.

KLMTIICKY
(Ky. Dev. Slat.
5301.39-010)

Ann.

MAIIYLAMI)
(fid. Code Ann.
10A, 55.111)

art.

HAsSAr.iiusnis

(Mass. Ann. Laws ch.
90, 5531A, JAM &
ch. 231, 550)

MICHIGAN
(Mirb. fnimi. iaws
Ann. 5500..111111

Millin'sor A

(Minn. Slal. 55511.11)

Effective
Oate
January 1, 1971

duly I, 1975

January 1, 1973
January 1, 1971
October 1, 197!
January 1, 1975

Purchase of Minimum

First Party Tori tlability
Ocneflts Threshold*
Mandatory $500

3 $1,000

Mandatory None
Mandatory $500
Mandatory Ho dollar thres-

hold. »

Mandatory $2,000

[oilic.il

Limited only liy
lol.il liencfits
limit.

$10,001)

Limited only by

total benefits
limlt, but must
be incurred

within 3 years.

$2,500 overall maximum on first party benefits for expenses
three ygars of accident.

within
l.imiled only by
total benefits
[imit, If Incur-
red within 2 yrs.
$2,000

Ur.1Imi ted

$20,000

$10,000 max imum for

Income Loss

057 of lost in-
come up to $550/
moilHi for | yr.

1157 of lost in-
come (more if
lax advantage Is
less than 157)
up lo $200/wk.

Ilcplaccmeni
Services

112/tla  for one

year.

Up to $200/wk.

lip to $650/monlli
for lost income
and $12/day fur

replacement ser-
vices, 10ss ais-

alii l'ity payments
received, for up
to 1 year, funer-

51,000

Up to $260/wt.
each for survi-
vors' economic
loss and survi-
vors' replace-
ment services
loss. Funeral
benefit: $1,000.

overall maximum on first party benefits

1007 oT loss; no
weekly maximum.

lip lo 757. of ac- LImiled only by to-
tal bencflls limit;

tual loss.

Limited only by

loLal benefits
limit; only for

services usually

performed by

non-income-earn-

ers.

payments made to

non-fanil ly members

funeral benefit:
limited only by
Idial benefits
limi t.

Incurred

funeral benefit:
limited only by
total beliefils

limit.

overall maximum on first party benefits

1157 nr lost in-
come up lo $1205/
30 day period foi
up In 3 years;
maximum amount
ad|ur,led annual-
ly fnr cost of
11 v In«i.

I'57. ol losL lu-
rume up lo $700/
week.

[T parly

$20/ilay fnr 3
years.

$15/day, begln-
nini| 1l days
mill.er accident.

benefits Oilier

Up to $1,000/30
day period for

lost income end
$20/day for re-
placement servi-

ces, fnr up lo |
years, funeial
benefit: $1,000.

Up to 1200/wk.
each fnr Income
loss and replace
menl. services,
luneral benefil:
I'l1,250.

[lian medlral

Under tort sys-
tem.

L{nder toi | sys-

[Inder tort sys-
tem after dan.

I, 1077; prior
In then, nn tort
liability fur

vehicle damage.

Nu tort 1lallfill
fnr vehicle

damage.

Under tort sys-
tem.



Max Iniiiin First Party (Nn-Faull) llcncflts

First Party Tort | lot)lll ty Replacement Siirvivn'rs/runerail Property
Renofils Threshold» Medical Income Loss Services [lenef Its Oamane
iItVAIlIA February |. 1974 Mandatory 1lInitled only by  1157. of Inst In-  Up to tiU/day At least 15,000, Under tort sys-
(llev. Rev. Stal. total benefits come up In $175/ for up to 104/ but not more than tem.
§r»on.nio) iiinilt. week. weeks. 1 year's maximum

disabillly bene-
fits. runoral
benefits: 11,000.

iio.onn overall maxImum in first party lienc fits

NIW JERSEY January 1, 1973 Mandatory Mill Imi led. 11107 of lost in- lip lu 112/day up 1007 of lost in- Under tort sys-
(N.J. Slat. Ann. come up lo non/ lo a maximum of  come up In 1100/ tem.
§19:fiA-1) wk. (or 1 year, 113110/person. wk. and 112/day

for replacement
services. Up to
difference be-
amount payable
and amount re-
ceived by victim,
runoral benefit:

11,000.
NEW YORK February 1, 1974 Mandatory Limited only by 1107 of lost In- 125/day for 1 yr. ROHE. Under tin t sys'-
, (ILY. Ins. Law §670) total benefits come up lo liono/ tan.
limit. month for 3 yrs. *

150,001 overall maximum on first party bene riis

NORTH DAKOTA January 1, 1976 Mandatory 11,000 Limited only by  1)57 of lost in- 115/day. 057 of lost In- Under tort sys-
(N.D. Cent. Code Ann. total benefits come lip to $150/ come up to 1150/ tem.
§26-11-01) limit. week. wk. and 115/day

for replacement
services, fu-
neral benefit:
11,000,

$i5,nn< overall maximum cn first party bene fits

ORCTiON January 1. 1972 Mandatory 16,01)0, If incur- 707 of lost In- Up lo 110/day Funeral benefit; Under tort sys-
(Ore. Rev. Slat. (Jan. 1, 1971 for red within 1 yr. come op lo 1750/ for up lo 52 11,000. tem.
§74.1.non) current first month for up lo  weeks, only If
party heneflts. 52 weeks, only victim is dis-
If victim Is abled at least
disabled at 14 days.
least 11 days.
EIIISYI VAIIIA July 19, 1975 Mandatory Hill Imlied. lip lo tli.(Ilin.,d 1in lo 125/day Income loss and  Under tort sys->
(Pa. Slat. Ann. tit. for 1 year. replacement ser- lent.
in. §10(19.101) vices belief Its
up lo 10,(100.

runeral benefit:
11.500



«

telunsivu ¢ R&KKL
1)4(6 Huiiuflls Threshold* Mmllcal IllLiaitd Lois Services llrnc fits
SOtilii CAItOIIHA October 1, 1974 Man”alury None T Imilud Only ||y [00t nf lust in- I Imlted 0n|y by runoral benefit: Under fort Sys-
(S.C. Cn.lu Ann, tolal heneflis come. hweekly total benefits limited only by tem.
§46-750.101) limit if Incnr- limit. limit.. total benefits
rud wllitin 3 yrs limit.
. »1.011) overall maximum on 1lrsl party beiloflls
SOUTH DAKOTA January 1, 1972 Optional Hone $2,000 If Inclir- $60/wk. fur up li $30/wk. for up $10,000 death Under lort sys-
(S.1). Comp lans Ann. rcd wiHiln 2 yr-s. 52 weeks, only Il lo 52 weeks, only benefit If death tem.
§50-23-6) victim Is dis- If victim Is dls occurs within
abled at least aided at least 90 days of acci-
14 days. 14 days. flcne-  dent.
flls lo non-wage
earning named
Insureds only.
itxas Angus | 26, 1973 Optional Iium Limited only 1y  10iU uf Inst In- tLimited only by Limiled only by  Under lort sys-
(lux. 1Ins. Code Ann. total liunuflls come; nn weekly  total benefits total liouefils tem.
arl. 5.06-3) limit If Incur-  Thull limil. Payable limit.
red wilhin 3 yrs. only lo mm-
wage-earncrs.
$2.51 0 overall maximum mi first party bcieflls
[ Al January 1, 1974 Mandatory $500 $2,000 Ust of lost In-  $I12/d.iy for up $2,000 death limb " tort sys-
(Ilali Cmlu Ann. come up to $150/ lo 365 days. 3- bunefll, funeral tem
§31-41-1) wk. fnr up to day waiting per- benefit: $1,000.
52 weeks. 3-day iod which docs
wailliuj period not apply if dls
which dous not ahllwy last*
! apply if disabil- lunger than 14
ity lasts longer days.
llian 14 days.
fir miA July 1, 1972 Optional Hone $2,000 If Incur- loot nf lost In- Mnne. Funeral benefit: Under lort sys-
)(/\lllr:r‘ne:)de Ann red within 1 yr. come up In $100/ Included In medi- tem.
§311.1-3110.1) week for up lo cal benefit.
52 weeks.
6 7
nuniAi sfAiioAiins Mandatory $100,000 (nr $1000(liotb fun-  under tnrl sys-
(S. 13111, 9I>Hi Session $250,000 If dis- eral f dunlb lien tem,
of Congress) ablllty lasts of 11)
over 2 years)
MI'lur* In mliilmim [Uiinml of kindleal ripiinsus necessary Imlurn vlelliu i:im inn for general .ilnmaijiis (*palu nml suffering™)! Lnr.olls nllinniil innil sinlitl loi
Inini*Ins mulling In ilnnlli nml pinki.tineil illmlil I1ly; snum sinlns nlimi ImmiilU for non or mure of Ilm Inlliinlihj: serious and puinaurul illif ijojirn-oH inr-
L1 [IW[MirAiy illaalil 111Inst loss ol body Memberi loss of toil Inn Inollly (uncilonsi i.minln Irncliviisior utuuntiilc lours (mlier Hi.ni  wmllr.nl| olililiomoon
[* LhirtiU-VIrl In* innimt son for uciieral damages nolosi Injory Insolls In omi of Urn fulliiwIni|: ilnnlli,loss ol lunly member; prlklneeulloss of Tloijlllylion -
linnt .mi nml In|my nllinr I sinning nr illsf Igiuruieul i slgnilicnnl peiuianiiul sciinlngor ditl IJ|n|m|||nI| serious ... W "I'nv [ A “
111 bearing on IIm victim's nlilllly lo insinwi lilt inninnl nr.llvily nml lifestyle during nil nr solislanlin Iy nil of [Im H .Lijjmriml nl or tin Inliny, 1l
ll,. rffnuls of llm Inlory nrn medically or sclentiflenlly dr* nl Hm rml ol Mi.il fonIiml. lnfnru 1070. I lurid,. fool n [IIMM lin | lIn nsimM.
7. Hnunll  Imiwni loss mil payable lo public nsslslinirn irclplrnls receiving flee Insurance,
3. r.rnlmly-Aecliliml vli:l In Is mil liin.ml liylorl loslrli:t lon If 1) Ini Ims icjiicind IIm lorlTMinilon lo urlllmj nr 7) Im Is lujmml I|yn il Tvin nlin i,
mtin-iml Hm Inrl Liwillinn In sirll Imi.llulot:] Inn Imrstiiciiviii y ol flrs]- pnrly Imimflls.
4 [liilitunn VIiillm inn"1 sun lor general iliinngiis unlesslolnrlrs insult In -Irnlli. so. Inns I<<|||I onti.l or Imillly fioiul on nr sir inn i.riwniiniil "Mslliimrijn*i.l.
lit fiiiiiisylvuista-1l.in luhmh innnllily Inumm Inss ImnoMI Is limm [Imrs IIm m|n| IonsI|||| of llm nvinagu l'uiiii. |mr rnjifl« e lo llm iivinnge U.S. fn caplin
1100 or HHIX of Imonm loss Il Inrimw Is disclosed [irlor In iimlilnnl.
6 federal 5IMiid.ilsll*lol I msirirliooi nru Ilm nunn ns [lililgnn (L1 nliovii). In nildllliiu lo losses ulili i encueil maximum flrspal ly lieml111,
[mininl SUmInrih-llonllily Inromo Immillt l.nsml on 1l nml irplncmMenl seryleos linsml on }?U/<liyi  belli f ynrui nru Mmini pilmi LyImininllooslilp of llin ) June. 1071
nvrin‘prsintn i'er cnplin lueumi In IIm average U.S. ... l.momi; or HIUI of lucimm loss If Inumm Is .lsiMosml I- I el | Whichever Is less. I'nlil Isheil iy 11CSL
[Innimimi Imimm ImimIl llwlleil lTo 17 Hums moodily I.rnolllj icpl.ur ol soivirns IImilml lo Tf,6 Hums ililly Imnufll.



Sim

ALABAMA

ALASKA

ADIZONA

ARKANSAS

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

vmtj

Limlti

/60

16/30

16/

16/30

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

Piopart niniyiad ~ Appictbla
Da |Pg “l%l)lggtd Motoilct mruulgl Othtr Ptovlilom
Exclusion oyetagar Fat imolvanl?
Yalt Nona No prov.
Ym Nona No piov.
No Nona Yal Olptional covaraga up to 3 tinN F.R. lImla muil be
olfartd.
Ym Mona Ym
Yml Nona Yal Falluia to llia tvidanca ol lininclal inBonilbIIIiY undu
n Flnanclil Ruponiibllity Law ciaitM labulublt priioinp
tlon itiil vthlcli mil unimuiad. Alio covin wtuii I~
|uiar danlai Uiblllty oi covvriga.
Yml Nona No ptov.
i px% i I . i *
”dn\rlglk(%%iimm néd not offer covti** on rtnttoil It) th Eﬁlhcrl\i d tptciftd [twm mot | t by



TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

. Ptopirt My O uphigid A plktbh
Stilt Limlu Oan%% |Q'}I<ré{j Motorlit F{]umt Olhtf Pinlilont
Eeclulon— colilager = Fm Iniob»#nt?
1o *
CONNECTICUT  20/40i] No Nor# Yl Aiblliillon optiontl with IntuiMI.
OELAWARE 10/30/6)bt 1260 Ynt Mon* Y.
OISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA ' .
FLORIOA 18/30jd vt Nor# Y.i “Unlniuiid motor vtlildi* Includtt rthidi Intuiiri In
low.i limili.
OFOROIA 10/30/Bl]  $260 Yiit Nor# Vi Cov.n unriilniuiad vihkIn or mtior* Inunii dinlti
ot Aibmiilon piovlllon picblbllid. Propirly dim
ip# coveitg* only loi v.hkl. ind conttnli. .
Uniniuiid molorlit dilmi not bund by Imuid'i it#
plication lo# dlidittg. In bankruptcy, appointment ol o
ttulle## In bankruptcy or | ditchup# In btnkrupley.
HAWAII 10/30 Y. Now#  No piov.
I tjacMd, In|urtr r*«d not offor co*r*f* on rtnarrtl b) [ iry. Jimit* lo Mi bodily Inj jry
Hnlurall may “Gbtain up to 200/300. me@ lrjliu)ayt %v%vb Q.



Stilt

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

[OWA

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

LOUISIANA

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORISIf COVERAGE

' Unimurid ~ Appllcitdt _ .
Lim 1o OI? i 'Ttlﬂgtd Molorlit ‘l"r’]k%'r Othir Provltioni
E IIOH Fii i
coving? IruoUinIT
10/30 Y til Nom Yii
10/20 No Hunt Yii
IE/30 Ynt Norn Yii
10/20 Yrit Non* Yii .
*
1 /30 Yml Norn Yii
10/20[i | Ynt Norn Yii Alio co*«rt whin vihlcli undirlniurid or whin knunt
! dmln coring*.
Ib) Ytl Nona Yii ArUtrillon optionil with Intund. "Unlmund minor
vthfcli™ Indudil *«hklii Iniund In lowir Imltl.
II| v«cNd mMd *o1 cH*» 00* 11 on riM M| %ﬂlmepdtlﬁclgycrgﬁgg I Iowlrrt 0|L51rt]ulg1lIJ;\/ZIO}\/I f
\bl

" glljltlh INZZ% ?&@QPBQW« T 33@n i Dby 00,

%W&m , ngg!\{l U t,podlly Wyury HmJii. but Uxuf*d



Sim

MAINE

MARYLAND

MASSACHU-

SETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPP

MISSOURI

MONTANA

Umlti

20/40/10

20/40

E/101]

2/60

10/20

76/60

Piopirt
Dtmt%n raict

Enclul coving*/

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

Yu

No

No

No

Y*it

No

Yut

IJﬂ?Xd

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

Unimund
Molorlit
Fi

Non*

Noni

S4blb)

Non*

Non*

Non*

Non*

Appliciblv
whir|
Inturir

[niolvint?

Yu

Yu

Yu

No prov.

Yu

Yu

No piov.

l”n>gafl|‘|fcr’\{]qduwcwar nnj nol otfar covetrg* on rneivid

Olhir ProviUon*

"Unlniuiid molor vthidit" Indudu whlidtl Imund In
lowtr limits

Arbltnlion provlilon prohlbltid.

Alio covin Injurlu ciuud by nndulniuiid vihkin.

"Unintund motor vrhldi™ Includu vihlcli Iniurtd in
lowir limlti. Riqulru conlKt in hit md run cimi. Arbi-
tration provlilon prohlbltid.

bt ke |

th) A%‘bm only U molcMcyctai.



Suit

NEBRASKA

NEVADA

NEW
HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

Umlti

16/30

16/3011

20/401)

16/30/5

10/20

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

Proptrt May Uniwrad  Applicant
Otnqj?’y Inaufad —rolorit hir’. Othtr Provlilona
Exduiton cov{ragaf Fat Inrolvanll
Yat Nona Y.
Yml Nona Y Rtqulril contact In hit and run ram. Alio covati whaia
Inturar danlai covtraga.
No Nona Ye
*100 No Nona No piov.
S760 Yait ftjnt No prov.
1
No Nona No prov. Alto covan whata Imuran danlu liability or ooratagt.
tlf ralacNd tnturar n*«d not I1fti covtr«a on iim m | [b|Noik» la CommIMiomr ri Uolw ViKkU* awth.A 30
deylol miaUaillovitf peiky.

lim » Md.
ITIaIthurngiui?»y nquin HmIU aquai 10 MI liability C



Sliu

NORTH
CAROLINA

NORTH
DAKOTA

OHIO

OKLAHOMA

OREGON ;

Limli

16/30/6))

125/28

6/10(

10/20b)

TABLE 111

Fopalty ooty

Dim.vi
tucHillon corbk;g*/
A
$100 Y
No
Y*il
Yu
No

I!I [E«|«$:in, ||\Uidum OMd noi otin tovtieft on Mflfwgl
« Pogn dﬁm%%ww limiil oi ti Uml 11/30 U

(CONTINUED)

UIMN&UREOIMOTORIST COVERAGE

Unlniuiid
MOIEIIM
F

Non*

Non*

Nom

Non*

Non*

Applicibli
it Othir Piovlioni
Intolvintl
Y. Alio covin untXrlpiond **hkIci. oi ivhir* Iniuiif dinlit
coving*. Iniunr miy dilrnd unimund mole*lit.
Yu
Yii Alio covin whin Iniuni dinki coving*.
Y.i [ligniminl by ciblnllon I noi itidiad witbm 3mnnlht
liom dermnd lot iibilnlion Intund miy iu* toillmm.
"Sucking" ol lltbillly policl.I HaitinquInd by OkWionu
Supnm*Cl.
Y. Oving* r.ol nnuind In policy covering irucki ol com'

blind wltfil »nd luid cipiclly ol (non ttnn 6000 Ib*.
op*nt*d by imployiii covind by trwkimn'i cominn-
ntlon. Alio covin wtaia Iniuni d*nln coving*.

\b)Oplljon<<I Atthtf limlit up e B.I. limiil mutl 19

oil* il



Sim

PENN-

SYLVANIA

PUERTO RICO

RHODE
ISLAND

SOUTH
CAROLINA

SOUTH

OAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

Limlli

10/20

10720

1B/30/S

1t/30ji

10/20M

10720

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

Olhir Provlilom

tvnw%‘%’rdwlf rrad #%l olilt

on

Alio covin wbtrt Iniuicr dmlii coinigi. Ailiilnlion
Fit.nllilonl prohiblitd Iniuiir miy dilind uniniuiid mn
oilil Rigulm contKl In hil ind run cim .

Alio covin ***miichidiinuitd Inlowii limm

Alio eonrn whm vihidi Imuird In lowii limut PiovnIM
loi optlonil pmpnlkl dimigt co*m?» loi dumpu in in
m caniid in hil *nrirun cnti. Ahi-

Popnty | Mby, Uniniuiid Applkjpt
oyl nlict,  Motai Injum
Enduiion counyto Ft! niolvent?
No Nom Yii
Yu Nom Yii
$200 No Nom Yii
No Noni Yii
Ynt Nom Yii
hii ol $200. Riqu
Hlllon provition piolubllid.
Y il Nom Yii

L) dpiusad QUtY limiit anuil ic hi| k*D»liiy
limfi



Still Limits

UTAH 16/30

1

[
VERMONT 1070
VIHQINIA 25/&0/6li|
VIRGIN
ISLANDS

WASHINGTON 16/30

WEST 10/0/6
VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN 16/0

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

Miy Applicibli
Propm Uniniuiid
0m§)|f;y S Moorn g G hhir Piovliom
Eiclufon ¢oyingi? Foi Intolvinl?
t
Ynt Nom No piov.
No Nom
$200 No $160 No piov. Atblirillon proviilon pioblbllid. Inium miy dilind un-
Iniund motoiiil. Alio soviri whin Imuni dinin covin
+gi. No CPVIIIB* piovldid In pollclll pilmirlly providing
*mCM covm gi.
Ynt Nom Yn
$300 No Nom Yii Alio covin whin Imuni dmin covmgi. Aiblintlnn
proviilon prohlbltid. Rigulrn conlicl In hit md run
cim.
No Nom Yii Alio covin vihldn Iniund In lowir llmili.
t|t P’°i&dut'PdJ”' rwid noi Ollif cov¥/*** i fenintl 10 ”n%ad thﬂrﬂ r OIE(QH Mr IImIIP\f\rlll pLUrHlldtrX



Slat*

WYOMING

Source:

TABLE 111 (CONTINUED)

UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE

; Miy - Appllcibli
, Propirt - UnlIniuiid
Umlti Dmigt MU joigiie  lehen
Excluloo coyingio ! Imolvmll
i
10/20 Ynt Nont Yu
i
i *
L JIF7E, cil(ji miémr need noi oiler covtrefe on nM«nl
unteu regueiN
American Insurance Association, New York.

Olhir Provlilom



Stnte

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

DELAWARE

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

Liublllty
Lira)ts

15/30/5

15/30/5

20/40/5

10/20/5

10/20/5

10/20/5

Yenr
Effectlve

1975

1974

1973

1972

1972

1975

COMPULSORY

Certification
Required?

No

None lit presunt

Yea - solf-certlifl-
cutlon ill time uf
rcglutnil Inn

Yea - II) card or policy
moat lie produced when
vulilcle 1h being In-
Hpuctod at unfcty lane

Yuu - moot allow pruuf
of Inuurnnco nt timo of
vclilclu Inspection - 10
ciirila lire provided

Yuh - sulf-certlftco-
1lon at time of rugls-
trat loo. In Addition,
evidence ot inutirnnce
moot lie carried In oill
"offect" motor vclildua

TABLE 1V

LIABILITY [INSURANCE

Verification
Program

None ut preBent

None at prenent

Yea - negative ver—
ification procedure

None nt present

None nt pruuont

Specific verifica—
tion .for Arc, and
Serlohn V1o LiiL lumi
will liu rcgncnted
(20 doy notice)

Termination Notification
Regtil reninnts

Termination Notice must be given
to Cnmmlaalonur

Cancellation for cause after first
60 dnya - must be on a form which
.satisfies state requirements

None

Termination Notice must be given
to CominlBHloner

Notice of termination of new busi—
ness (first 6 months of policy
perlud) are to be given to Utironu
of~ lnun. Reap.

Insurer must notify Dept, of Public
Safety within 5 dnya after effec—
tive date uf caiuullatlon

Fine up to $100

Suspension of license
ufter at-faolt accident

1) Class C Misdemeanor -
fine to $500 or Jail
sentence up to 3 months
2) Fine not more tliiiu
$1,000

Hlademeanor, Fine nut less
than $300 nor more thim
$1,000.

Hay bs imprisoned for not
more than six months

Hlademeanor and subject to
revncntlon of license and/
or vehicle registration.
Fine up to $1,000 und/or
up to one yr, Impriaunment

Guilty ol n niliidcmannor



Stale

HAWALI

IDAHO

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

MARYLAND

Linlilllty
LImlto

25/Un-
limlted/
10

10/20/5

15/30/5

10/20/5

20/40/5

Year
Effective

1974

1975

1974

1975

1971

TABLE 1V

COHPUI.SuKY LIABILITY INSURANCE

Certlf icutlnit
Nut]ulrudl

Proof of Inaursnca tu-

qulrud Vlien car la regis—

tered, Solf-curtlflcd-

tion la pnmlttcdi (Prmif

of 1iuailtThlca carda die
provided -

Host display cutllfictlta

uf Inuutil.Tca to County
Auauaaut rit title Uf td-
glstrut tail

Yum - ualf-curtlficutlon
ut tine of registration
(ID curda ure provlduil)

Yen - aulf-certlfcutlnn
nt tlino nf ruglutrntinn

Yeu - certification of
vuglutracion will nut
liu luntied until owner
prodncun uotlufactory
evidence that specified
uuciirlty In In uffuct.
Self-curtlflcutlon In
In ufl*uct

Veriflent lon
P ruprnia

None nt prusurtt

Nuiiu at pruuunt

Yea - negutlvu vur-

ificatlun prucaduro
(20 duy notice)

Nuiiu at pruuunt

Random verification
poslilvu procedure

Tui inluutluu Notification
Hui|ii Lrumi"iitH
Termination nuticu must be slv
County Dir. und Police Chief ol

appropriate cuunly of registra—
tion prior to dutu of termination

Inuurors muut notify Dept, of Luw
Enforcement wltliln auven days of
thiu cuncellatlun duto. Insurers
munt uecure approval of Dir, of
Luw Enforcement before cancel—
ling during firm 90 days after
certlflcutlon

Nuticu of Termination (uxctp for
nou-puy) muut be ucnt to Dir. of
Motor Velilcluu who may the";
revoke reglutrutlon

Nona

Inai.jra are to Itmuudlatuly noti—
fy the Adminlairiitor uf lupuo In
coverugu, uo cerilflcutu uf
reglutrut lon can lot unapunded

Pena 11leu

Subject to following:

Elite not to exceed $1,000
30 days liupr Imminent, lona
uf license or regletratlon
or combination of penultluu

Guilty of u raludcmcoiiur
to either operate u motor
vehicle without tliu re—
quired uucurlty or to
falulfy u certlficuto of
11ubl 1 InHuruuuu

Guilt, of CluHe C Nlade-
mcanor. Max. penalty $500
fluo und one mouth Jail
sentence

Shall he fined not less
than $50 nur more than $500

Guilty of a mludtnnuiinur -
f*uu nut mure tliun $500,
Llranuu & Vehicle uutipun-
iilon up to $40 puiialty
usueiiued liy Mutor Vehlclu
Admln 1st rut Inn



Stale

HAWATI

IDAHO

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

HAMYT.ANT)

Lialil 1tty
1.1ttt

25/Un-
1lot ted/
10

10/20/5

15/30/5

10/20/5

20/40/5

Your
Kffuctlve

1974

1975

1974

1975

1971

fAW.it D/

COMPULSORY ILIAHILITY INMIHANCK

Vetlflent lon
I'tnjjruu

Certification
required?

Prnuf of inaurunce re—
quired when cur ii refla—
tered. Salf-cartlflcu-
tion Is permitted. (Proof
of Inuurancu curda uru
provided"®

Nona at pruauut

Moat dInplny certificate
of Inuurancu to County
Auauuuor nt tlmu of ru-
glat ration

Nonu at pruuunt

Yum - uulf-ccrtificutlon
at time uf reglutrutlon
(10 curdu uru prnvidud)

Yea - negative ver—
ification prucuduru
(20 day notice)

Yuo - uulf-curtifcutlun
at tliwu of reglutrutlon

Hone at preuent

Kandoiu verification
pualtlvu proceduru

You - curtlflcutlon of
ruttlutration wll 1 not
tiu ivauud until nwnur
producua untlufuctnry
uvlduncu tlint upcclflud
uocurlty la In ulfuct.
Solf-curtlflcutlon la
In ufl*uct

Turiulnuttun Notification
Huiulrilueniri

Termination nuticu muat be given
County Dir. und Police Chief of
appropriate county of rcgiatru-
tton prior to dutc uf termination

Inaururu oiuut notify Dept, of Luw
Knforcoraunt within seven dayu of
the cancellation date. Insurers
muut uecuru approval of Olr, of
I.uwv enforcement befora cancel —
ling during flruL 90 dayu after
certification

Notlco of Termination (except far
nun-puy) muut be aunt to Dir. of
Motor Vchlcluu who may then
revoke reglatrutlon

None

Inuureiru are to Immediately noti—
fy the AdmiInlotrutor uf lupuo In
coverage, an certificate uf
reglutration cult bu auapemlud

Punnttioii

Subject to following:

Fine not to exceed $1,000
30 dayu ImpriMonmciit, loan
uf Ucenue or reglutration
or combination of penultluu

Cullty uf a mludemeuuor
to olther operule u molor
vehicle without the re—
quired uecurlty or lo
fulally u certificate of
Iluhlllty Inuurauce

Cullty of Cluuu C Illudu-
meunor. Max. penalty $500
flnu und one month jail
oentunco

Shall bu fined not laae
than $50 nor mure than $500

Cullty of a mludemuunor -
flnu not more than $500.
I.lcunuu 6 Vehicle uuapun-
ulon op to $40 pcuully
uaueuucd by Muter Vehicle
AdmInlatrutlon



Stnte

HASSACIIUSELTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

NEVADA

NEW JERSEY

Liability
I.Inl to

5/10/5

20/40/10

25/50/10

15/30/5

15/30/5

Year
Ef fuctlve

1927

1973

1975

1974

1973

TAULE
COMPULSORY 1.1ABI

Certlf Icatlon
Require *?

Yes - oust liava certifi—
cate of Inaurunce when
regluteriug motor vehicle

You - muut have proof uf
Inuurancu ut time of reg-
lutration. Utilization of
ID curd permitted when
ruglututlug In peruon.
Self-certlflcatlon per—
mitted when regluturlng
by mail

Yeu - uelf-certlficutlon
at time of reglutration

Yuu - uelf-cortlflcatioii
ut time of reglutrutlon

Yeu - muut uulf certify Iit
time of regiulLrution. Aluo
muut ulinw proof of Inuurnnco
at time of vehicle tnnpuc-
tlun - ID enrdu provided

v

LITY INSURANCE

Verification
Program

None at prcacnt

None at nrcuunl

Random verifica—
tion

None at pruuunt

None ut preuent

Termination Notification
Rcqo lrumuiitH

When policy la cancelled, copy
la dent to Motor Vehicle ftegla-
trur who then revoked regle-
trutlun or uaku for recertlfi-
cutlon

None

Inuurar meat notify Comm, of
Public Sufety uf policy can-
ccllutlun within 30 duya of
cuvorugc expiration. (Termi—
nation nftor 60 dnya for non-
puy. of premium lu not cou-
ulruud uu cancellation.)

None

Notice uf termination meat lie
given to Kotor Vehicle Depart—
ment If pulley lu cancallud
within b muntliu ol orlgtnul
effective dutu

Penaltlea

No penaltlea provldud except
for forging certificate (Up
to $1,000 flnu and/or up lo
one year 1° Jail.)

Elne not leua than $100
nor more than $500 and/or
Imprlaunmunt for not more
than one year

«
Guilty of a mlademuunor und
will be diibjcct to 1lc. and/
or veil, reglutration revo—
cation for a period uf not
Icuu than 6 monlha

Nonu

Fine nut lcuu than $50 nor
more tliun $200 und/or Im-
prlannmunt for a term of not
luau than 30 dayu nor more
than 3 mnntha. Muut aluo fur
fult right to uperatu a moio
vehicle fur 6 iikiu. Suhueipien
conviction ruuullu In 3 mou.
Imprluonmi*iit and forfeiture
uf right to opurale u motor
vehicle tor 2 ye.nu



Llability

Stnln Limits

NEW YORK 10/20/5
i

NORTH
CAKOI . INA 15/30/5
NORTH
DAKOTA 10/20/5
OKUT10MA 5/10/5
PENNSYLVANIA 15/30/5

Year
Effective

1957

1958

1976

1976

1975

L ortIftcACimn
Itcqiilml 7

Yea - muut have proof of
financial respuna:. I>11 1ty
when registering notor
vehicle - 10 cardu. tire
provided. Self-certifi—
cation la permitted

Yes - uelf-certlfllealiun
at time of ruglulirutlou.
However, Comuluulnner
any reiluire owner to
produce record of finan—
cial reuponulbillty

You - uelf-curtlficutlon
at time nf registration

You - oelf-certlficatlon
at time of ruglutrutiun

Yea - uuli"-certlfleatlon
ut time ol reglutratInn
ID cardu oru provided

TAHITI IV

LIABILITY INSURANCE

Verlflent Inn
I’rogrnm

Yeti - random verifi—
cation; negative pro—
cedure (30 day nolice)
Specific verlflcuLlun;
positive procedure (20
day notice)

Yen - negative verifi—
cation procedure (20
day notice)

Yeu - random verifi—
cation

Yes - negatlvu verlfl-
catloil procedure (30
duy notice)

Yeu - negatlvu verifi—
cation procaduro

Tuiralnnllon Hot Il lent lon
Heqgnl iementn

None

Nuticu uf terminal lon innal
he given lu Department of
Motor Vehicles "fnrlhwllh"

None

Caneullullun notices must
he aunt In Dcpurtiucnt of
I"ulillc Safety

Notice of termination muut
lie given to lunn. Dept, of
Trunuportutlou within first
6 mua. of n nuw liuuluess
pollcy

[
t
I'cunl 1lea
I’'lI"-e not less than $100 nor
wore .than $1,000 and/or he

imprlooned fur not more than
one year. Revocation nf li—
cense and/or registration for
nna year. Aluo possible Im—
pounding nf vehicle. Alsu civil
pennlty el up to $300 usHesued
and collected liy Motor Vehicle
Department

60 dayu rngluLrallon biispou-
nlon and iniuuMilo Impuel lion
uf luludcweauor penalties

Ilevueulloa of registration

$100 flue

(@inllcy of a misdemeanor which
will result lu a flnu uf lint
less than $10(1 or mure tlinn

$500 nr may lie Imprisoned fur
not wore than 6 wos. or liotli



Slalu

SOUTH
CALIUL. INA

UTAH

SOURCE:

1lulill 1ly Year
1. 1ul til Effective
1b/30/5 1%)74
15/30/5 1974

Tuuuruncu HNupurliuuiil, Slulu
Amur lcuu
Vurlnuu Scute Stutuluu.

Inuurancu Auuuc lul ull,

TAIH.E 1V

CUNIHLSOIlY  L1AITLITY [HHINIANCK

Vurlf Iciil loo
Program

Curt Iflcallon
Heiiulroil?

Yea - uulf-certillcution Kaodoiu verlflcution

at time uf registration

You - uul f-curt If lout lull
ut Himu uf ruglutrutlun.
Shall lie requlred to ex-
till*It uvl “uncu of sectul-
ty lining In efluct uu u
condition lo ulilndn
Ilronue platu fur uufuty
Inspection. Evidence may
hu In form of 1) card

Ilandum verification

uf Aikunuuu.
Fluw Yurk.

Termination Motif lentlun
rtequlremeiltu

Notlficutlon of the lupuu or ter-
minutlon of Inuurunce muut he
given to tliu Chief Highway Cuui-
mtuutoner ulthin 10 days fol—
lowing effective dale of cun-
CulluClon

Hunu

I'eual tlua
Cullty of a wluduuiuunur, con—
viction of which will rudult

lu a fine of nut woru thuu
$100 or imprisonment fur not
more than 30 dayu, aluo 30
days license suspend lon.
Making fuluu utateiiunt nu to
Iliuuruncu Is u misdemeanor
and will ruuolL In a fine not
Icuu than $50 nor more than
$100 or imprluonuiuiu far out
Icuu than 10 dayu nor uiuru
“than 30 days. Aluo,convict lon
will ruuult In rovocuilou of
lie. und dunlul uf reglutra-
clon far 6 months

Cullty of a misdemeanor und
ludu of Ilcenuu ui.j/ur reg-
letrat lull (Attorney Cunurul
lias ruled tliut false affir—
ms1llon of Inuiiruneu ut tliw
uf registration will hu
truutud us a full v.3



TABLE V

PRIVATE PASSENGER AUTOMOBILE PREMIUM COMPARISONS*

STATE

COMPANY COVERAGE WRK ~COL %0 " «=C0\N “FLA <0KL "KANSAS®™ 8GEORGIA 9S.C.
10/20/10 15/30/10 10/20/10 20/40/10 10/20/10 10/20/10 15/30/10 10/20/10 15/30/10

150 Liability =143 117 166 232 NA 135 105 128 153

Comp. 36 45 48 38 36 54 30 29

Coll. 121 119 171 152 102 90 116 95

Total 300 281 385 422 273 249 274 277

ALL STATE Liability 130 111 171 215 120 104 93 104 113

Comp. 27 30 37 43 16 32 54 29 28

Coll. 74 61 99 132 47 71 68 80 69

Total 231 202 307 390 183 207 215 213 205

STATE FARM GROUP Liability 99 93 127 NA 96 87 75 93 118

Comp. 18 30 32 18 32 51 20 20

Coll. 58 73 107 54 68 72 90 60

Total 175 196 266 168 187 198 203 198

SOURCE: Insurance Services Office

1. Little Rock Territory 5. Orlando Territory 9. Columbia Territory
2. Denver Territory 6. Tulsa Territory

3. Kansas City Territory 7. Wichita Territory

A. Hartford Territory 8. Atlanta Territory

AComparison of pleasure use, no youthful operator, annual premiums, physical damage, $50 deductible, comprehensive
and $100 deductible collision.
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COMPULSORY MOTOR VEHICLE INSURANCE
Summary

~Twenty-five states have adopted compulsory motor
vehicle liability insurance laws. Massachusetts was
the first state "to adopt such a law in 1925. Most of
the other state laws_ have been adopted since 1970,
Several bills providing for compulsory insurance have
been introduced in the Illinois General Assembly since
1970, but ncne have been adopted.

Arvid Hammers

SFn|or Research Associate
cle



Compulsory liability insurance laws require ail owners of
motor vehicles to prove ‘and maintain liability insurance as a
condition for registering their vehicles, .Such insurance has
long been urged as a solution to the problem of the financially
irresponsible motorist. The insurance industry estimates that
approximately 83 percent of all motorists in the United States
are insured, but that large numbers of drivers continue to operate
vehicles without liability insurance.

The frrst state to adopt compulsory motor vehicle insurance
was Massachusetts in 1925. Currently, 25 states have compulsory
liability insurance laws. In all but three states— Massachusefts,
New York, and North Carolina— these laws were adopted after 1970,

~The following table shows the 25 states which have compulsory
liability insurance laws, the minimum liability insurance coverage
required, and the penalties for driving an automobile without the
required insurance.

Arguments For Compulsory Insurance

Those favoring compulsory insurance point out that where vol-
untary automobile insurance coverage is h|%1h, the addition of a
relatively small number, estimated variously from 5 to 15 percent,

to the ranks of the insureds should not raiSe the rates of the
drivers who are already insured.

The protection provided all drivers under compulsory insurance
would outweigh the financial outlay which would be required of those
motorists who have no insurance.

Administrative problems which might result because of compul-
sory insurance should not be a justification for not haring such
insurance. Administrative probfems can be worked out once the
program is started.

_ Compulsory insurance need not have a detrimental effect on
insurance companies. If the minimum rates are set at levels that
will assure reasonable operating profits, the existiug system for
marketing and servicing insurance can remain unchanged.

Compulsion is an element that is inherent in any plan to com-
bat the financially irresponsible motorist. Compulsory insurance
provides a direct answer while other approaches are covert methods
of forcing motorists to have insurance. If it is wise to establish
financial responsibility after an accident, why not before?

~Only through compulsaory insui‘ance will there be any substantial
elimination of the possibility of lack of compensation Tor wrongful
injuries in automobile accidents.



Compulsory Liability Insurance Coverage Requirements and Penalties

State
California

C'olorad d
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida

Georgia
Hawall
ldaho
Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota

Nevada

New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
QOregon _
Pennsylvania

South "Carolina
Utah

Reauired Minimum Coverage*

$15,000/30,000/ 5,000

15,000/30,000/ 5,000
15,000/30,000/ 5,000

5,000/10,000/ 5,000
15,000/30,000/ 5,000
15,000/30,000/ 5,000
15,000/30,000/ 5,000
10,000/20,000/ 5,000

Penalties**

fine not exceeding $100
for each offense

misdemeanor

misdemeanor

$150-31,000 fine

license susoendea

misdemeanor
$.100-31,000 fine
misdemeanor
misdemeanor
$50-3500 fine

misdemeanor, suspen-
~sion of license
fine ug to $100
$100-3500 fine or im-
prisonment for up
1o 1 year
misdemeanor
misdemeanor

unlawful o%eraUOn of
motor vehicle
$50-3200 fine or im-
prisonment from 30
days to 3 months
misdemeanor
misdemeanor
registration revoked

fine up to $100 and
_suspension of License
license suspended
misdemeanor

misdemeanor

misdemeanor

{The first figure is the minimum coverage for bodily injury t.f death to one per-

son, the second figure is the minimum coverage for bod

y injury or death to two

or more persons in the same accident, and the third figure iS the minimum cover-

age for pro
*gThe pe%al?y

erty

e
riving without the required liability insurance.
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Compulsory automobile insurance of general application is merely
an extension of earlier laws requiring a_ShOWInﬁ of financial respon-
sibility for such classes as young motorists, the owners and opera-
tors of buses, taxicabs, car rental services, and the like.

_ A Gallup Poll taken on the question of compulsory automobile
insurance in 1965 (There has been no subsequent poll.y indicated

that a majority of ‘the nation's adults favored such legislation.

The nationwide” findings were as follows: 53 percent favored com-
gulsory legislation; 42 gercent opposed such laws; and 5 percent

ad no opinion (Chicago Sun-Times, Sept. 10, 1966).

Agruments Against Compulsory Insurance

One basic general objection to_compulsor¥ automobile insurance
advanced by its opponents is the claim that it involves an undesir-
able degree of regimentation and a danger of the socialization of
the insurance business. In connection with tne issue of sociali-
zation, those who resist compulsory insurance proposals maintain
that political pressure to keep prémium rates low will combine with
a rising curve of losses and jury verdicts attributable to the com-
pulsory laws to drive the private carriers out of the automobile
Iuablllty field, and to install state insurance funds in their
place.

Another fundamental argument of those who oppose compulsory
laws is that, even among those who are unW[Hln% or unable to buy
insurance, the careless driver is decidely i.. the minority, and that
compulsory laws would force the many who are careful to buy insur-
ance because of the few who are careless.

Another argument against compulsory laws is that motorists
who are coerced into purchasing insurance will, out of resentment
or perhaps a false sense of security induced by the compulsory law,
restrict their buy|n% of coverages ‘to the minimums specified ‘in the
law, and will not hother to provide themselves with such "extras"
?5 m§d|cal coverage and high personal injury and property damage
imits.

_ Another frequently invoked contention against compulsory laws
is that the required protection against uninsured motorists now
provided b¥ insurance carriers has obviated much of the alleged
necessity for compulsory liability automobile insurance.

Recent Illinois Legislation
There hive been a number of bills introduced in the I[llinois

General Assembly since 1971 to adopt compulsory mor.or vehicle insur-
ance. None of these bills have heen adopted.
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_ 1972, HB 4344 would have provided for no-fault motor vehicle
insurance and motorists would have had to show proof of liability
insurance coverage when registering their motor vehicle. The
minimum liability insurancé required would have been $10,000 for
injury or death ‘of cne person in any accident and $100,000 for
two 0T more persons in any one accident. Minimum property damage
would have been $5,000. riving a motor vehicle without t
required insurance would have been a misdemeanor. The b

tabled in House committee.

Do —h

h
I was

1973, Two similar bills were introduced in 1973 to require
compulsory motor vehicle insurance. HB's 243 and 317 would have
required every motorist in the state to shew proof of liability
insurance when registering their motor vehicle. The minimum [ia-
bility insurance required would have been $20,000 for injury or
death’ to one person in an accident and $40,000 for two or more
gersons in an accident. Minimum property damage would have been

5,000. No penalties were provided for motorists driving without
the required insurance. Both bills died in the House committee.

1974, Two bills, HB's 950 and 2414 were introduced to provide
compulsory motor vehicle insurance. HB 950 would have required at
least $25,000 minimum coverage for any one accident for injury, death
and property damage., Driving without™ the required insurance would
have heen a petty offense and the driver's license would have been
revoked. HB 2414 would have required proof of liability insurance
as a requirement for motor vehicle re%Jstrat|on. No minimum lia-
bility coverage requirements or penalties were specified. 3otn
bills d'ied in House committee.

1975, Two similar bills, SB 1500 and HB 3062 were introduced
to require proof of minimum liability insurancs when re8|ster|n
motor vehicles. The minimum coverage in both was $10,000/20,000/
5,000. Neither bill specified ang penalties for driving without
the required minimum insurance. B 1500 passed the Senate but
died in House committee in 1976. HB 3062 passed the House but
died in Senate committee in 1976,

1977.  Seven bills, SB's 409, 840, 1113, and HB's 545, 634,
928, and 1234, were introduced to provide for compulsory motor
vehicle insurance.

_ SB's 409 and 304 were similar and required proof of liability
insurance and uninsured motorist coverage as a condition of motor
vehicle re?|strat|on. The bills did no _SﬁECIfy minimum coverage
requirements nor penalties for driving without ‘the required insur-
ance. Both bills died in Senate committee

. HB 545 would have required proof cf liability insurance and
uninsured motorist coverage as a condition for maotor vehicle reg-
istration. The bill did not specify minimum liability coverage
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limits. However, the bill did provide penaltie _
out the required insurance. Driving without the required insurance
would have been a Class A misdemeanor and the driver would have

been subject to suspension of his driver's license for up to 90 days
The bill "'died in House Committee.

s for driving with-

~ HB 928 would have required proof of liability insurance and
uninsured motorist coverageas a condition of motor vehicle regis-
tration. The bill providedminimum liability insurance coverage of
$20,000/50,000. Property dama?e limits weré not specified. he
penalties for driving without the required insurance would have been
the same as these provided in HB 545 summarised above. The Dbil
died in House committee.

~ HB 1234 would have requiredproof of liability insurance and
uninsured motorist coverageas a condition of motor vehicle regis-
tration. The liability insurance limits would have been $10,000/
2,000/5,000, The penalty for driving without the required insur-
ance would have been a Class A misdemeanor. The bill passed the
House but was tabled in Senate committee.

SB 1113 would have required pro
a condition of motor vehicle reglstr
limits would have been $10,000/20,00
have required other coverage such as f
income continuation, survivors' benefits, and funeral expenses.
The penalty for driving without the required insurance would have
been a Class C misdemeanor and the driver would have been subject
to having his license and registration revoked. The bill died in
Senate committee.

f of liability insurance as
tion. The minimum .liability
4 000. The bill also would

0
a
0/5

%r medical and hospital

~ HB 634 would have required proof of liability insurance and
uninsured motorist coverage as a condition of mofor vehicle regis-
tration. The minimum liability limits would have been $10,000
20,000/5,000. The penalties provided were the same as these pro-
y|d%ﬂ bﬁ HB 545 summarised above. This bill died on third reading
in the House.

1978. HB 2614 would have required proof of liability insur-
ance and uninsured motorist coverage as a condition of motor vehicle
reqistration. The liability insurance limits would have been
$10,000/20,000/5,000. Operation of a _motor vehicle without_the
required insurance would have been a Class A misdemeanor. The bill
died in House committee.

1979, Thrae bills have been introduced to require minimum
liability insurance as a condition of motor vehicle registration,

SB 51 would require fH|nq of proof of insurance coverage as
a prerequisite for motor vehicle registration. No minimum liability
insurance coverage limits or penalties are specific in the bill.

The bill is in Senate committee.
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HB 206 would have required filingproof ~of insurance coverage

as a prerequisite to motor vehicle registration. Minimumliabilrty

|nsurance_covera%e would be $10,000/20,000/5,000. Drnung a motof
vehicle without the required insurance would be a Class Amisde-

meanor. The bill passed the House andis in the Senate.

H3 406 woul

_ \ rovide for compulsory no fault motor vehicle
insurance wh 8 I

t

S

o% d include minimum liability insurance limits
[5,000. The penalty for operation of a motor

he required insurance IS revocation or suspension
icense and registration.

d

Ich w

of $10,000/20,000

vehicle withou }
r

of the drive

Sources

%He Insurance Law Reporter";

0
[Ilinois Legislative Counci' File 6-923, "Compulsory Motor Vehicle

Commerce Cleann% House, "Autom
0
Insurance Laws," 1963.
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Summary

As of November 1973, 24 States have no-
fault automobile insurance statutes that allow
first party benefits to be paid without fault
Sixteen States have a complete, mandatory in-
surance program, and eight Stares use first
party insurance coveragée either on an optional
or mandatory basis, but do not bar tort actions
for recovery of damages for personal injuries.
Summaries of the 24 State laws follow.

* * *

. As of November 1973, 24 States have some sort of nc-fault auto-
mobile insurance program. Sixteen States have a mandatory scheme
of insurance, and eight States share one or mere features of no-
fault insurance on an optional or mandatory basis. No-faalt auto-
mobile insurance is protection the Rpl|cyholder receives from his
ov.u insurance company compensating nim for the medical expenses,
loss of income, and Similar economic losses he suffers as a result
of a motor vehicle accident, whether or not he was in any way to
blame for the mishap, . In_return for this first Pﬁrty coverage, the
Rol|cy holder loses his right to bring a-tort action” to the extent

e has received compensation under the no-fault insurance program.

. The salient features of a no-fault program are: gl) mandatory
first party insurance covera.ge, (2) the elimination of fault concepts
for granting this first party coverage, and (3) a limitation upon

the right tc of the injured partxﬂto bring a tort action to recover
damages for personal injuries. Many State programs have what are
called "thresholds,” that is, maximum dollar amounts under which no
suit may be brought, and over which a tort suit may be instituted.
The "threshold" may also proh'.bit the bringing of tertain kinds of
suits, such as thoSe seeking to recover money damages for pain and

This memorandum has been preﬁared as part of the vresearch services

rendered to  members of the General Assembly by the staff of the
[ITinois Legislative Council.



