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|ty SHowes-

DISTRICT ATTORNEY
COUNTY OF DANE

DIANE M. NICKS
DISTRICT ATTORNEY

John R. Burr
First Assistant District Attorney
June 17, 1999

M. R J. Pirlot

Seni or Legal Counse

State Capitol Room 211-West
Post O fice Box 8952

Madi son, W sconsin 53708-8952

Re: State of Wsconsin v. Paul CGorectke
"Case No. 98-CF-608

Dear M. Pirlot:

Pl ease find enclosed a copy of the court decision that |
di scussed with you

In short, wunder the current provisions of Chapter 346 of the
W sconsin Statutes, an individual who causes an autonobile
collision, knows that he or she has created the collision and is
not a "contact” vehicle has no | egal obligation to stop and
render aid.

The ram fications of this are obviously intolerable. The | aw
needs to be changed to provide that an individual who creates an
acci dent and knows of the accident is under an obligation to stop
and render aid whether or not the individual who causes the
acci dent is a “contact” vehicle.

523 City-County Building 210 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.  Madison, Wisconsin 53709
(60812664211 (608)267-2545 fax
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M. R J. Pirlot
June 17, 1999
Page 2

| would be happy to discuss this situation with you further
or with Speaker Jensen

Goviously, the trial court is very nuch concerned. Judge
Schwartz's comments beginning in the last paragraph of page 9
reflect the judiciary's concern.

| very nuch appreciate your looking at this.

Sincerely,

£ o

John R Burr
First Assistant District Attorney

JRB:wns
Encl .

523 City-County Building 210 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.  Madison, Wisconsin 53709
{608)266-4211 (608)267-2545 fax
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DA (Burk

STATE OF W SCONSI N CRCUT COURT DANE COUNTY

SIMAY 18- AH 8: 39

DANE COUNTY
Plaintiff, DISTRICT ATTORNEY

STATE OF W SCONSI N,
Deci sion and Order
VS 98 CF 608
PAUL W GORECTKE,

Def endant .

This mtter conmes before the court on a Mtion to Dismss
filed by the defendant on April 28, 1998. The defendant has been
charged with six felonies arising froman autonobile accident
which took place on January 6, 1998. The first three counts are
failures to stop and render aid charged under §346.67(1) (c),
Stats. The next three are negligent operation of a vehicle
charges filed under §§940.10, 346.62(3)-(4), and 346.65(3)-(5),
Stats. The exact charges are set forth in the crimnal
information filed on April 7, 1998.* On April 6, 1998, before
the information was filed, the defendant noved this court for
dismissal of the crimnal conplaint in its entirety.? At that

point, the conplaint charged the defendant only with violations

1 The information apparently added the three negligent operation of a
vehicle charges, which did not appear on the original crimnal conplaint
filed March 24, 1998. This court has determ ned that they are
transactionally related

2 During the prelimnary hearing, this court ruled on defendant's
notions w thout the benefit of having the opportunity to research the
law. At the time of the ruling, this court noted that the Mtion to

Di smiss had just been provided to the court at the onset of the hearing.
See Prelimnary Hearing transcript, April 7, 1998, pages 3-7 and 60-63.

1



of s346.67, Stats. After the information was filed on April 7,
adding three new charges, the defendant presented a renewed
Mtion to Dismss the conplaint and a Motion to Dismss the
information on April 28, 1998.  Together, these notions ask for
di sm ssal of all charges against the defendant.
FACTS

The incident for which the defendant was charged in this
matter took place on January 6, 1998.  The pertinent facts were
fully devel oped at the prelimnary hearing on April 13, 1998, and
need not be repeated in their entirety for this decision.
However, a brief synopsis is helpful. The evidence fromthe
prelimnary hearing, police reports, and crininal conplaint, shows
that on January 6, 1998, the defendant was driving on U S
H ghway 51 in Dane County, W sconsin. Wil e the defendant was
| ooki ng at his dashboard (for approximately 30 seconds), his
vehicle crossed the center line of the highway, and headed
towards an oncoming van. The defendant swerved to the right to
avoid the van and continued driving. The testinony denonstrated
that the defendant's actions probably caused the sequence of
events which led the van he had been heading towards to | ose
control, flip over, and cone into contact with another vehicle.
In the ensuing accident, the driver of the other vehicle was
killed and the two occupants of the van were seriously injured.
There is no dispute that the defendant's vehicle never made
contact with any other vehicle.

DI SCUSSI ON

As a prelimnary matter, the defendant's notion to dismniss
counts 4, 5 and 6 of the information shall be denied. \ile the
defendant clains that those counts of the information-are not
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supported by the testinony at the prelimnary hearing, this court
finds sufficient evidence to denonstrate that the defendant

negligently operated a motor vehicle. The mere fact that the
defendant took his eyes off the road for a period of thirty
seconds while traveling at 55 mles per hour is strong evidence
of such negligence.® It appears that his actions started a chain
of events which resulted in the ensuing accident. Fyrther, no
argunment has been presented in support of this part of the
defendant's motions.* For all of these reasons, counts 4, 5 and
6 will not be dism ssed.

Def endant's argunents regarding counts 1, 2 and 3 present a

singular issue for this court. |In each count, the defendant is
charged with a violation of §346.67, Stats., which reads:

346.67 Duty upon striking person or attended or
occupi ed vehicle. (1) The operator of any vehicle
involved in an accident resulting in injury to or death
of any person or in danmage to a vehicle which is driven
or attended by any person shall inmediately stop such
vehicle at the scene of the accident or as close
thereto as possible but shall then forthwith return to
and in every event shall remain at the scene of the
accident until the operator has fulfilled the follow ng
requirenents:

(a) The operator shall give his or her nane,
address and the registration nunber of the vehicle he
or she is driving to the person struck or to the
operator or occupant of or person attending any person
collided with; and

3 If true, these statistics would nmean that the defendant's vehicle
travel ed 2420 feet while his eyes were off the road.

* This matter was partially addressed by this court in a nmotion hearing
on February 24, 1999. (Transcript, pp. 18-20). However, a fina
decision in witten formis deemed appropriate.

3
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(b) The operator shall, upon request and if
avai l able, exhibit his or her operator's license to the
person struck or to the operator or occupant of or
person attending any vehicle collided with; and

(c) The operator shall render to any person
injured in such accident reasonable assistance,

including the carrying, or the making of arrangements
for the carrying, of such person to a physician,
surgeon, or hospital for medical or surgical treatnent
if it is apparent that such treatnment is necessary or
if such carrying is requested by the injured person.

As noted, it is uncontroverted that the defendant's vehicle never
made contact with any other vehicle on the day in question. The
defendant's Mdtion to Dism ss urges that a violation of 5346. 67
requi res physical contact between the vehicle driven by the

defendant and another vehicle. Reluctantly, this court agrees.

The issue in this case is one of statutory interpretation.
The Wsconsin Supreme Court has recently sunmarized the beginning
process for statutory interpretation analysis:

The purpose of statutory interpretation is to discern the
intent of the legislature. See State ex rel. Jacobus v.
State, 208 wis.2d 39, 47-48 (1997). To discern that intent,
we first consider the |language of the statute. |f the

| anguage of the statute clearly and unanbi guously sets forth
the legislative intent, we apply that intent to the case at
hand and do not | ook beyond the |egislative | anguage to
ascertain its neaning. See Kellev Co.. Inc. v. Marcuardt,
172 wis.2d 234, 247 (1992); see also UFE Inc. v. LIRC, 201
Wis.2d 274, 281-82 (1996).

Li ncol n Savings Bank, S.A. v. Wsconsin Deot. of Revenue, 215

Wis.2d 430, 441 (1998). The initial question then is whether the
statute is anbiguous. MCl Tel ecomunications Coro. V. State, 209
wWis.2d 310, 316 (1997). A statute is anbiguous when it .is
capabl e of being understood in two or nore different senses by

4



reasonably well-informed persons. \asner Mbil, Inc. v. city of
Madi son, 190 wis.2d 585, 592 (1995). The "hal | mark of anbiguity"
is "the ability of a statute to support nore than one reasonabl e

interpretation.” Harnischfeaer Corn. v. ||RC 196 wis.2d 650,

662 (1995).
The defendant argues that §346.67, Stats. is clear on its

face in requiring contact. He points out that the title of the
section is "Duty upon striking person or attended or occupied
vehicle." Wiile a statutory heading is not part of the law,s it
can be persuasive in the interpretation of a statute. State V.
Wite, 180 wis.2d 203, 213 (Ct. App. 1993). The heading may al so
help in resolving énbiguities. Pul sfus Poultrv Farnms, Inc. v.
Town of Leeds, 149 wis.2d 797, 805-06 (1989). In this case, the
title of the section clearly suggests that the duty established

by the section arises when a striking has occurred.

The defendant al so notes that sections 346.67 (1) (a) and
(1) (b) both make reference to the person "struck" or the operator
or occupant of or person attending any vehicle "collided with."
This clear statutory |anguage establishes that contact with the
defendant's vehicle is required. It is true that the defendant
inthis situation is charged with a violation of §346.67(1) (c),
Stats., which does not contain any such | anguage about physi cal
contact. As denonstrated at the prelimnary hearing,® this court
was initially persuaded by the State that a readi ng of
§§346.67(1) (c) and (1), Stats. could include a situation where no
contact has occurred. This was because sub. (1) requires only

® See §990.001(s), Stats.
& See Prelimnary Hearing Transcript, pp. 60-63.
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that the defendant be "involved in an accident” and sub. (1) (¢
established a duty for the defendant to render aid to any person
“injured in such accident.” This court ruled then, and stil
believes now, that the ordinary definition of accident is broader
than that of collision or any such termrequiring physical
contact." Based upon that interpretation, this court initially
denied the defendant's notion to dismss.

However, when exami ning a particular portion of a statute,
courts must consider it in light of the entire statute. El ot
V. Emplovers Mut. Cas. Co., 176 wis.2d 410, 414 (C. App. 1993) |
In this case, the use of the words "strike," "struck" and
“collided with" in the statute heading and subs. (1) (a) and (b)
conpel the conclusion that the clear |anguage of 5346.67 requires
physi cal contact between the defendant's vehicle and anot her.

The use of the phrase "in such accident” in sub. (1) (c) obviously
refers back to the phrase "involved in an accident” in sub. (1)
Wil e under normal circunstances this court believes the phrase
"involved in an accident” would include a situation where a
person caused an accident wi thout physical contact, the |anguage
of this statute nodifies the ordinary nmeaning of that term and
restricts it to situations where a collision has occurred. gjpee
t he |l anguage of the statute clearly and unanbi guously sets forth
the legislative intent, this court should apply that intent to
the case at hand and not | ook beyond the |egislative |anguage to

ascertain its meaning. See Kellev C0., 172 wis.2d at 247 (1992).

7 See Black's Law Dictionary, 6th Ed. 1990, p. 15 "The word

"accident', requiring operator of vehicle to stop imediately in case of
accident, contenplates any situation occurring on the highway wherein
the driver so operates his autompbile as to cause injury to the property
or person of another using the sane highway."

6



Even if this court were to conclude that the statutory
| anguage at issue was anbiguous, caselaw and the principles of
statutory construction would conpel the same result. First,
under the rule of lenity, courts are required to construe al
penal statutes strictly in favor of the defendant. See State v.
Knutson. Inc.. 196 wis.2d 86, 96 (Ct. App. 1995), citing State v.
Adson, 106 wis.2d 572, 585 (1982).

Second, "the entire section of a statute and rel ated
sections are to be considered in its construction; we do not read

statutes out of context." PBrandt v. LIRC 160 wis.2d 353, 362
(C. App. 1991). This rule conmbined with the one espoused in
Elliot, supra, suggests that the legislative intent in this case
was to mandate a duty only when a collision has occurred. To

rul e otherwi se would render the references to "striking" and
“collision" in the statute superfluous, violating another rule of
statutory construction. See Beniamn Plumbins, Inc. v. Barnes,

162 wis.2d 837, 856 (1991).
Third, the Wsconsin Supreme Court has addressed this

problem albeit in a different situation. | N Havne V.
Proaressive N. Ins. Co., 115 wis.2d 68 (1983), the court was
asked to deternm ne whether a "miss and run" acci dent was cover ed

under the plaintiff's uninsured notorist coverage. The case is
obvi ously distinguishable fromthe case at bar because it was a
civil action involving insurance coverage rather than a crimnal
prosecution. However, in determning that such coverage for
"mss and run" accidents was not required in Wsconsin, the court
| ooked specifically to the statute involved in this case:

We also note that courts in other states have concl uded
that the term hit and run" in their uninsured notori st
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statutes does not connote physical contact. This
conclusion is based, in part, on other statutes

I nposing a duty on a driver involved in an accident to
stop, provide certain information, and render aid.

Al though the latter statutes are commonly known as "hit
and run" statutes, they have been interpreted to apply
to accidents not involving physical contact. gge,
e.g., Jark v. Resent Insurance Co., 270 N.w.2d 26, 30
(S.D. 1978); Soulee v. Stuwesant Insurance Co., 364
A.2d 883, 885 (N.H 1976). Wsconsin's version of

t hese statutes, however, is entitled "Duty upon
striking person or attended or occupied vehicle."
Section 346.67, Stats. (Enphasis added.) section

346.67(1)(a) provides, in part: ".. . he shall give
his name, address and the registration nunber of the
vehicle he is driving to the person struck . . ." Tphe

reference to "striking" in sec. 346.67 supports our
conclusion that the plain meaning of "hit and run" in
[the uninsured notorist coverage statute] includes a
physi cal contact elenent.

Id. at /5. Even in dissenting fromthe majority opinion in
Havne, Justice (now Chief Justice) Abrahanson apparently agreed

that the | anguage of §346.67, Stats. established a physical

contact requirement. See 1d. at 92 (Abrahanson, J. dissenting)

(FN. 6).

Fourth, although clearly not binding authority, the
defendant has directed the court to a discussion of this statute
found in a CLE publication fromthe State Bar of Wsconsin
entitled Traffic Law and Practice in Wsconsin. (n page 4-25 of

this book, the witers opined:

O particular interest is whether a "miss-and-
flee driver is subject to the penalties. only a
person involved in an actual inpact can be charged with
hi t-and-run under section 346. 67. A person who causes
an accident and flees the scene, but who is not
involved in an inmpact, cannot be charged wth hit-and-



run under this statute. The jury instruction states
that the defendant knew that the vehicle he or she was

operating struck another vehicle, and the instruction
says the driver nust give information to the person or

operator struck.®

In sum there is no reported case in Wsconsin where a
driver has been convicted under fj346.67, Stats. under the
circunstances of a "miss and run" accident. |f this court were
to adopt the State's theory, essentially that since §346.67(1) (c)
does not nmention a collision the charge may stand, it would allow
the State to charge defendants with this section contrary to the
| egi slative intent denonstrated in the other sections of the
statute ((1) (a) and (b)). Under these circumstances, the charges
(in counts 1, 2 and 3) against the defendant cannot stand.

Wt hout proof of physical contact by the defendant's vehicle, he
cannot be found guilty of those offenses. The charges will
therefore be dism ssed.

Still, this court believes that is judicially appropriate to
make further commentary. This court has found no public policy
reason why "miss and flee" drivers should be any |ess cul pable
for their failure to stop and render aid at accidents they have
caused than "hit and run" drivers are. Such drivers should not
be benefited because they were lucky or skillful enough to avoid
a collision in the ensuing accident. \Wether or not they
actual ly caused the accident at issue should be a matter for the

& The witers of this section relied partially on an unpublished

deci sion of the Court of Appeals, Noll v. Anerican Family Mit. Ins. Co.,
No. 89-0509 (wis. Ct. App. 1989), which does not even discuss the
provisions of 5346.67, Stats. However, they also relied upon Havne,
which this court has found to be supportive of the proposition which

they set forth.




trier of fact to determine. Even the Hayne court apparently
recogni zed that there were persuasive public policy arguments why
"miss and flee" drivers should be treated the same as "hit and
run" drivers. See Hayne 115 Wis.2d at 84-85; see also Anidzich
., _Charter OCak Fire Ins. Co., 44 wis.2d 45 (1969).

Many courts have been faced with the exact situation
presented here and have concluded that no physical contact was

required. See e.g., Rivas v. State of Texas, 787 s.w.2d 113
(Tex. Crim App. 1990); Washinaton v. Huahes, 907 P.2d 336 (Wash.
Ct. App. 1995); Constock v. State, 573 A.2d 117 (Ml. C. Spec.

App. 1990). However, the statutes involved in those
jurisdictions did not contain the specific |anguage regarding

contact found in the Wsconsin version. Ruling for the State in
this case would require this court to engage in judicial
| egi slation; an inproper procedure. |f the legislature agrees
that a physical contact requirement does not make sense in this
context, it nust be that body which acts to change the statutory
language.?
CONCLUSI ON AND ORDER

For the reasons stated above, the defendant's notion to
dismss counts 1, 2, and 3 of the information and crimina
conplaint is hereby GRANTED. Defendant's notion to dismiss
counts 4, 5, and 6 is DENIED and the case will proceed to trial

on those charges.

® Nothing in this decision should be interpreted by either party as to
this court's predisposition in the event the defendant is subsequently
convicted on the remmining charges. Rather, the court's comments should
be construed only to indicate it believes the legislature is the
appropriate forum for a policy making discussion regardi ng whet her or
not §346.67, Stats. requires nodification

10



"So ordered.

Dated and mailed this
17th day of My, 1999.

By the Court

{
L\z\m SO iy x\ﬁ

\\ stuart™A. Schwart
Circuit Court
Branch 1

L ADA c\thn Buwr
AHy Fncmans @C(dt{
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AN ACT /\, relating to: the duty ofa motor vehicle operator who is involved in

o
@ an accident with a person or{attended or occupied vehicle.

Analysis by the Legislative Reference Bureau

Under current law, the operator of a motor vehicle who is involved in an
accident with an attended or occupied vehicle or with a pedestrian that results in
injury or death to a person or damage to a motor vehicle is required to stop at the
scene of the accident and provide assistance to any injured person. The operator is
also required to provide his or her name, address, driver's license and the
registration number of his or her vehicle to any person who is struck and to the owner
or operator of any vehicle that is struck. A motor vehicle operator who fails to stop
at the scene of an accident and provide the required information and assistance mayfi, vh o
be subject to a maximum fine of $10,000 or imprisonment for up to five years, or both. Ml J
If the accident occurs on or after December 31, 1999, th. gnotor vehicle operator may H\L“\»@V
be subject to a maximum fine of $10,000 or impriso or up to seven years, or both. bg%

This bill extends the duty to stop at the scehe of an accident that results in J‘mow@
injury or death to a person or damage to a motor vehicle to the operator of a motor\__
vehicle if the operator knew or should have known that his or her actions caused the
accident. An operator who knew or should have known that his or her actions caused
an accident and who fails to stop at the scene of the accident and provide any required
information and assistance is subject to the same penalties as those currently
imposed upon the operator of a motor vehicle who is involved in an accident and who
fails to stop at the scene of the accident.

This bill also expands the requirements that are imposed on a motor vehicle
operator who is required to stop at the scene of an accident. Under this bill, a motor




1
©
4
5
6
7
8
9

1999 - 2000 Legislature -2- LRB-3473/l
" BILL

vehicle operator who is required to stop at the scene of an accident must provide his
or her name, address, driver’s license and vehicle registration number to any person
who is struck as a result of the accident and to the operator or occupant of any vehicle
that is damaged as a result of the accident.

The people of the state of Wisconsin, represented in senate and assembly, do
enact as follows:

SECTION 1: 346.67 (title) and (1) (intro.) of the statutes are amended to read:
346.67I Igt):; upon Stri(_l?(i\fgp. erson or attended or occupied vehicle or
causing an accident. (1){ The operator of any vehicle who is involved in or who
knew or should have known that his or her actions caused an accident resulting in
injury to or death of any person or in damage to a vehicle which is driven or attended
by any person shall immediately stop sueh his or her vehicle at the scene of the

accident or as close thereto as possible but shall then ferthwith return to and in every

v’
event shall remain at the scene of the accident until the operator has fulfilled all of

the following requirements:

History? 1 a 316; 1991 a. 258. .
10 SECTION 2. 346.67 (1) (a) of the statutes is amended to read:

Q)

@ 3%,(,1{,\ (&) The operator shall give his or her name, address and the registration

12

13

14

number of the vehicle he or she is driving to the any person struck as a result of the

accident or to the operator or occupant of or person attending any vehicle ¢ollided
v v
with;and that is damaged as a result of the accident.

History: 1991 a 316; 1991 a 258.

15

SECTION 3. 346.67 (1) (b) of the statutes is amended to read:

@3%'@7(0 (b) The operator shall, upon request and if available, exhibit his or her

17

18

19

operator’s license to the any person struck as a result of the accident or to the

operator or occupant of or person attending any vehicle eellided-with;-and that is

damaged as a result of the accident.

History: 1991 a 316; 1997 a 258
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SECTION 4. Initial applicability.
(1) This act firstapplies to accidents occurring on the effective date of this

v/
subsection.

(END)
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The attached draft is submitted for your inspection. Please check each part carefully, proofread each word, and
sign on the appropriate lineg(s) below.

Date: 09/15/1999 To: Representative Stone
Relating to LRB drafting number: LRB-3473

Topic
Liability for vehicle operators who cause accident and don't stop (hit and miss)

Subject(s) _
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1. JACKET the draft for introduction
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If the analysisindicates that afiscal estimate is required because the proposal makes an appropriation or
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introduction. It takes about 10 days to obtain afiscal estimate. Requesting the fiscal estimate prior to
introduction retains your flexibility for possible redrafting of the proposal.
If you have any questions regarding the above procedures, please call 266-3561. If you have any questions
relating to the attached draft, please feel freeto call me.

lvy G. Sager-Rosenthal, Legidative Attorney
Telephone: (608) 2614455
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AN ACT to amend 346.67 (title) and (1) (intro.), 346.67 (1) (a) and 346.67 (1) (b)
of the statutes; relating to: the duty of a motor vehicle operator who is involved

in an accident with a person or an attended or occupied vehicle.

Analysis by the Legislative Reference Bureau

Under current law, the operator of a motor vehicle who is involved in an
accident with an attended or occupied vehicle or with a pedestrian that results in
injury or death to a person or damage to a motor vehicle is required to stop at the
scene of the accident and provide assistance to any injured person. The operator is
also required to provide his or her name, address, driver’s license and the
registration number of his or her vehicle to any person who is struck and to the owner
or operator of any vehicle that is struck. A motor vehicle operator who fails to stop
at the scene of an accident and provide the required information and assistance may,
depending on the severity of the injuries caused by the accident, be subject to a
maximum fine of $10,000 or imprisonment for up to five years, or both. Ifthe accident
occurs on or after December 31, 1999, the motor vehicle operator may be subject to
a maximum fine of $10,000 or imprisonment for up to seven years, or both.

This bill extends the duty to stop at the scene of an accident that results in
injury or death to a person or damage to a motor vehicle to the operator of a motor
vehicle if the operator knew or should have known that his or her actions caused the
accident. An operator who knew or should have known that his or her actions caused
an accident and who fails to stop at the scene of the accident and provide any required
information and assistance is subject to the same penalties as those currently
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imposed upon the operator of a motor vehicle who is involved in an accident and who
fails to stop at the scene of the accident.

This bill also expands the requirements that are imposed on a motor vehicle
operator who is required to stop at the scene of an accident. Under this bill, a motor
vehicle operator who is required to stop at the scene of an accident must provide his
or her name, address, afwnr’'s license and vehicle registration number to any person
who isstruck@S & | 35 f'&fthe accident and to the operator or occupant of any vehicle
that is damé'é:ed as a result of the accident.

The people of the state of Wisconsin, represented in senate and assembly, do
enact as follows:

SECTION 1. 346.67 (title) and (1) (intro.) of the statutes are amended to read:
346.67 (title) Duty upon striking person or attended or occupied

vehicle or causing an accident. (1) (intro.) The operator of any vehicle who is

involved in an

accident resulting in injury to or death of any person or in damage to a vehicle which

is driven or attended by any person shall immediately stop suek hi her vehicle

(forthwith_

return to and in every event shall remain at the scene of the accident until the

at the scene of the accident or as close thereto as possible but shall the

operator has fulfilled all of the following requirements:
SECTION 2. 346.67 (1) (a) of the statutes is amended to read:
346.67 (1) (a) The operator shall give his or her name, address and the \M‘Qd»

Qr_In
registration number of the vehicle he or she is driving to the any person strucja_a J

icleult of the accident or to the operator or occupant of or_
collided-with;and that is damaged as a result of the accident,
SEcTION 3. 346.67 (1) (b) of the statutes is amended to read:

346.67 (1) (b) The operator shall, upon request and if available, exhibit his or

OT‘ \N
her operator’s license to the any person stru clyé s a result of the accident or to the

A
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operator or occupant of or person attending any vehicle eellided-with;-and fhat is
damaged as a result of the accident.

SECTION 4. Initial applicability.
(1) This act first applies to accidents occurring on the effective date of this
subsection.

(END)
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October 1, 1999 .

Representative Stone:

Note that this “/2” version requires the operator of a vehicle to give his or her personal
information to any person injured as a result of the accident, as well as to any person
struck as a result of the accident.

Please review this bill carefully to make sure it achieves your intent. If you have any
guestions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

lvy G. Sager-Rosenthal

Legislative Attorney

Phone: (608) 261-4455

E-mail: Ivy.Sager—Rosenthal@legis.state.wi.us



SUBBIITTAL LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU
‘FORM Legal Section Telephone: 266-3561
5th Floor, 100 N. Hamilton Street

The attached draft is submitted for your inspection. Please check each part carefully, proofread each word, and
SgN on the appropriate line(s) below.

Date: 10/03/1999 To: Representative Stone
Relating to LRB drafting number: LRB-3473

Topic
Liability for vehicle operators who cause accident and don’t stop (hit and miss)

Subject(s)
Transportation - traffic laws /L\// /
1. JACKET the draft for introduction Cf;//

in the Senate or the Assembly X (check only one). Only the requester under whose name the

drafting request is entered in the LRB’s drafting records may authorize the draft to be submitted. Please
allow one day for the preparation of the required copies.

2. REDRAFT. See the changes indicated or attached

A revised draft will be submitted for your approval with changes incorporated.

3. Obtain FISCAL ESTIMATE NOW, prior to introduction

If the analysis indicates that a fiscal estimate is required because the proposal makes an appropriation or
increases or decreases existing appropriations or state or general local government fiscal liability or
revenues, you have the option to request the fiscal estimate prior to introduction. If you choose to
introduce the proposal without the fiscal estimate, the fiscal estimate will be requested automatically upon
introduction. It takes about 10 days to obtain afiscal estimate. Requesting the fiscal estimate prior to
introduction retains your flexibility for possible redrafting of the proposal.

If you have any questions regarding the above procedures, please call 266-356 1. If you have any questions

relating to the attached draft, please feel free to call me.

Ivy G. Sager-Rosenthal, Legidative Attorney
Telephone: (608) 261-4455
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October 3, 1999

Representative Stone:

Note that this “/2” version requires the operator of a vehicle to give his or her personal
information to any person injured as a result of the accident, as well as to any person
struck as a result of the accident.

Please review this bill carefully to make sure it achieves your intent. If you have any
questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Ivy G. Sager-Rosenthal
Legislative Attorney

Phone: (608) 261-4455
E-mail: Ivy.Sager—-Rosenthal@legis.state.wi.us



