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Commission on Interstate Co-operation,
15 Ashburton Place, December 2, 1942.

To the General Court of Massachusetts.
The Commission on Interstate Co-operation respect-

fully submits the following report on the subject matter
of Senate Document No. 755, Session of 1941, in com-
pliance with a Joint Order adopted by both branches of
your honorable body on the 24th of October, 1941. The
text of this order, an attested copy of which was trans-
mitted to this Commission by the Clerk of the House,fis
as follows:

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
House of Representatives, October 24, 1941.

Ordered, That the Commission on Interstate Co-operation is hereby
authorized and directed to make an investigation and study of the
subject matter of current Senate document numbered seven hundred
and fifty-five, relative to further regulating the operation in this
Commonwealth of motor vehicles and trailers owned by certain non-
residents. Said commission shall report to the General Court the
results of its investigation and study, and its recommendations, if any,
together with drafts of legislation necessary to carry said recommen-
dations into effect, by filing the same with the Clerk of the House of
Representatives on or before the first Wednesday of December in the
year nineteen hundred and forty-two.

A copy of Senate, No. 755 appears on page 5.
Since the document in question sets forth a problem

relating to motor vehicles, it was referred by the Com-
mission to its Committee on Highway and Motor Vehicle
Problems, which undertook the required investigation,,
and has now made its report to the whole Commission.
The report presented herewith embodies the findings and
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recommendations of the Committee, which have been
approved by the Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

ON INTERSTATE CO-OPERATIONCOMMISSION

Chairman.
JARVIS HUNT.
EUGENE H. GIROUX.
PHILIP BARNET,

Vice Chairman.

ARTHUR I. BURGESS.
GEO. WARD STETSON.
JAMES C. SCANLAN.
JOSEPH N. ROACH.
ELISABETH M. HERLIHY.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-One

Senate, No. 755.

An Act further regulating the Operation in this Common-
wealth op Motor Vehicles and Trailers owned by Cer
tain Non-Residents

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

Section 1. Section three of chapter ninety of the General Laws,
as most recently amended by chapter two hundred and eighty-two
of the acts of nineteen hundred and forty-one, is hereby further
amended by striking out the second paragraph, as appearing in chap-
ter three hundred and twenty-five of the acts of nineteen hundred
and thirty-nine, and inserting in place thereof the two following
paragraphs;

If, as finally determined by the registrar, the laws of another state
or country require any resident of this commonwealth either to main-
tain such a policy as is described in the first paragraph at all times
when a motor vehicle owned by him is operated in such other state
or country, or, in case a motor vehicle so owned is involved in an
accident therein, to furnish immediate security against liability for
any bodily injuries or death resulting from such accident, no motor
vehicle or trailer belonging to any resident of such other state or
country and not registered under this chapter shall be operated on
the ways of this commonwealth, unless its owner maintains such a
policy covering such motor vehicle or trailer. If, as so determined,
the laws of such other state or country require that the policy, or
security in case of accident, maintained or furnished by a resident of
this commonwealth shall include protection against liability for injury
to or destruction of property, the policy required by this section shall
include provision for indemnity or protection in the amount of at
least one thousand dollars to the persons mentioned in the first para-
graph against liability for injury to or destruction of property. Any
person operating a motor vehicle on a way in this commonwealth in
violation of this section shall be deemed to be a trespasser thereon.
The provisions of this paragraph shall govern notwithstanding any
provision of the first paragraph to the contrary.

Cljc Commontoealtl) of Massachusetts
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In any criminal prosecution for an offence arising out of an acci-
dent in which a motor vehicle or trailer belonging to a non-resident
and not registered under this chapter was involved, or in any ad-
ministrative proceeding concerning such an accident, if the accident
occurred when a policy of liability insurance was required to be main-
tained under this section, proof that the person operating such motor
vehicle or trailer at the time of the accident failed to have on his
person or in the vehicle in an easily accessible place such a policy, or
a certificate of an insurance company showing that such a policy had
been issued, shall be prima facie evidence that insurance was not
being maintained as required by this section, and in any action to
recover damages resulting from an accident which occurred when
such a policy was required to be maintained, proof of such failure
at the time of the accident shall create a presumption, which may
be rebutted, that such insurance was not then being maintained as
so required.

Section 2. Said chapter ninety is hereby further amended by
striking out section twenty-six, as appearing in the Tercentenary Edi-
tion, and inserting in place thereof the following section;

Section 26. Every person operating a motor vehicle which is in
any manner involved in an accident in which any person is killed or
injured shall forthwith report such accident in writing to the regis-
trar. Every person operating a motor vehicle which is in any manner
involved in an accident resulting in injury to or destruction of prop-
erty in the amount of twenty-five dollars or more shall forthwith
report such accident in writing to the registrar, if such motor vehicle
is owned by a non-resident the laws of whose state or country require
owners of motor vehicles who are residents of this commonwealth to
furnish security against liability for injury to or destruction of prop-
erty when accidents in which their motor vehicles are involved result
in such injury or destruction. In case of violation of this section by
any person, the registrar may suspend or revoke his license or, if he
is a non-resident and has no license, his right to operate in this com-
monwealth.
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SPECIAL REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON
INTERSTATE CO-OPERATION TO THE
GENERAL COURT CONCERNING THE
SUBJECT MATTER OF SENATE DOCU-
MENT NO. 755 OF THE SESSION OF 1941.

Senate, No. 755, the document about which this Com-
mission was directed to report by the Joint Order of
October 24, 1941, was a Senate redraft of House Docu-
ment No. 2720, which was itself a new draft of House,
No. 1383, the original bill accompanying a petition of
Representative J. Kenney Brooks of Lawrence. This
petition, filed on or before January 11, was referred to
the Joint Committee on Highways and Motor Vehicles,
which reported it favorably on April 15. It was shortly
advanced to a third reading, and then held in the com-
mittee on Bills in the Third Reading on account of diffi-
culties in determining a proper phraseology. On July 10
the committee reported the new draft printed as House,
No. 2720, which was passed to be engrossed on the same
date. In the Senate the substitution of Senate, No. 755
for House, No. 2720 was voted on July 23 and the new
bill was passed to be engrossed on that day. Owing to
suspension of the session in August and September, the
bill was not enacted until October, and was then vetoed
by the Governor on October 23, on the ground that such
a law would unnecessarily burden out-of-state operators
and would be harmful to interstate co-operation. This
veto was sustained by the House of Representatives on
October 24, but the Governor in his veto message, House,
No. 2903, had recommended “a resolve to the Interstate
Co-operation Commission for a study of this subject.”

Cfie Commontoealtf) of e@assac|)usetts
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Sustaining the veto left no document upon which to base
a resolve, hence the adoption of the joint order under
which this Commission has made the study resulting in
the present report.

Soon after the adoption of the joint order, the Com
mission inquired of Representative Brooks, the original
petitioner, what his reasons were for filing his petition.
He replied that several of his constituents who had be
come involved in motor vehicle accidents in a near-by

State had been detained by state or local officers after
such accidents and been obliged to furnish security in
addition to that provided by their existing insurance poli-
cies, and that out-of-state operators of motor vehicles
are not detained or required to furnish security under
similar circumstances in Massachusetts. The bill filed
with his petition would have imposed upon out-of-state
operators driving in Massachusetts requirements sul
stantially the same as those imposed upon operators
from Massachusetts driving in these other States.

On first impression the bill appeared to be an attempt
at retaliation, but Representative Brooks himself said
that his purpose was to develop a law that would pro-
tect Massachusetts motorists who are obliged to carry

insurance against out-of-state motorists who are nc
obliged to carry insurance. This statement would apply
to parties involved in motor vehicle accidents on high-
ways in Massachusetts

Under existing Massachusetts law, 1 the owner of a
motor vehicle is required to insure against liability for
personal injury resulting from the operation of the ve-
hicle, and this insurance must be effected before regis-
tration of the vehicle can be obtained. The Registrar of
Motor Vehicles is authorized to suspend the operating
license of any driver who does not satisfy a judgment
against him for damage to property resulting from a
motor vehicle accident unless the Registrar is satisfied
that the operator was insured at the time of the acci-
dent against liability for property damage to the amount

‘ G. L., ch,' 90, §5 34A, 34J
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of at least $1,000.' It should be noted, however, that
this provision does not require insurance against prop-
erty damage as a prerequisite to the registration of a
motor vehicle or the issuing of an operator’s license. It
sets up a strong argument for carrying property damage
insurance, but does not make it compulsory. It should
also be noted that the rates of insurance required by the
compulsory provisions of the law are fixed by the Insur-
ance Commissioner, while rates for property damage in-
surance are left to be fixed by the insurance companies.
Out-of-state operators are required to carry personal in-
jury insurance after driving on the ways of the Common-
wealth thirty days in any one year.

Financial Responsibility Laws

It was obviously necessary to study the language of
the motor vehicle laws of near-by States regarding lia-
bility for damage and to inquire of the motor vehicle
administrators of those States about the interpretation
and administration of provisions fixing the responsibility
of motor vehicle operators involved in collisions or other
accidents resulting in injury to persons or in damage to
property. It was found that near-by States generally
have financial responsibility or safety responsibility laws,
which differ considerably from the Massachusetts com-
pulsory insurance law.

The New Hampshire law appears to be typical of the
aiety responsibility laws in force in neighboring States

This law does not require insurance before registration,
but does require proof of financial responsibility in case
of the conviction of a motor vehicle operator or owner
for a violation of provisions of the motor vehicle law or
when the operator or owner is involved in a motor vehicle
accident causing personal injury or death, or damage to
property apparently exceeding $25. Such accidents must
be reported to the Motor Vehicle Department. Unless
such proof is given, the operator’s license of the offender

G. L., ch. DO, § 22A
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is to be suspended and also the registration certificates
of any motor vehicle registered in his name, or the regis-
tration certificates of the owner of the motor vehicle in-
volved in the accident, until security is given sufficient
to satisfy any judgment for damages that may be recov-
ered, and until the owner or operator shall give and main-
tain proof of financial responsibility in the future. 1 Un-
der laws of this type insurance rates are fixed by private
companies and not by public authority, both for per-
sonal injury and for property damage. In order to be
adequately insured under such a law, an out-of-state
operator must have extra-territorial insurance coverage
for both personal injury and property damage.

Administration of Financial Responsibility Laws.
Complaints made to Representative Brooks, upon

which he based his original bill, were to the effect that
Massachusetts operators were being detained in New
Hampshire when involved in motor vehicle accidents,
although they were able to give proof that they had
proper insurance. When this complaint was brought to
the attention of the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles of
New Hampshire by our inquiry, he replied that there must
be some error in the alleged facts, because neither New
Hampshire nor out-of-state operators involved in acci-
dents are detained if they can show that they are prop-
erly insured, or if it appears that they are not at fault.
In cases where operators cannot demonstrate financial
responsibility at once, they may be put to some expense
to obtain insurance certificates, but this applies as much
to New Hampshire as to out-of-state operators; there is
no discrimination against operators from other States.

Correspondence with other States showed considerable
variation in practice in the administration of their finan-
cial responsibility laws. In Maine the practice is similar
to that in New Hampshire. If a non-resident is involved
in a collision resulting in personal injury to others or in

New Hampshire Revised Laws, ch. 122, especially §§ 3-6, inclusive.
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property damage to an apparent amount of $5O or more,
he must, unless his vehicle is already insured, furnish
security to satisfy any judgment or judgments that may
be recovered against him by the injured party or parties.
If the operator and owner of the motor vehicle are differ-
ent persons, both must furnish such security. This secur-
ity must be in the form of cash, check or money order,
or a deposit of securities in which savings banks and
trust funds are authorized to make investments, so that
any judgment can be satisfied as soon as notice is re-
ceived that it has been obtained. No personal bonds or
sureties are accepted. If uninsured prior to the accident,
the owner of the vehicle is required to obtain a policy of
insurance and have certificates filed by the insurance
company evidencing the existence of the policy, and to
maintain proof of financial responsibility in the future.
If the operator and owner are different persons, the
operator must also maintain proof of financial responsi-
bility thereafter. Unless the responsibility for the acci-
dent is admitted by one of the parties involved, all are
obliged to comply with the requirements of the law until
it is determined who caused or contributed to cause the
accident. If one party obtains a release from the other,
or has a court decision rendered in his favor, he is re-
lieved from the requirements of the law as far as that
accident is concerned. This law differs from the New
Hampshire law in that it does not apply to cases in
which the apparent amount of property damage is less
than $5O. The New Hampshire law fixes a minimum
limit of $25.

In Vermont an investigation is made at once to deter-
mine which party involved in an accident is at fault. If
court action is taken against the party considered to be
at fault, and he is convicted, he is required to file a cer-
tificate of financial responsibility with the Motor Vehicle
Department. A driver involved in an accident who is
found to have been driving while under the influence of
intoxicants is required to file a bond to cover the damage
caused by the accident, and the same applies to an oper-
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ator convicted of leaving the scene of an accident, oper-
ating without the owner’s consent, or operating after
revocation or suspension of a license to drive. Also,
when a civil judgment is outstanding against an operator
as the result of a motor vehicle accident, his license to
drive is suspended until the judgment is satisfied. All
these requirements apply as fully to residents of Vermont
as to operators from other States who become involved
in motor vehicle accidents in Vermont.

In Rhode Island requirements are much the same as
■hire, except that the amountin Maine and New Hamp
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when only a civil suit results from an accident.

In New York an out-of-state operator involved in an
accident, and having no insurance coverage for operation
in that State, is required, if personal injury or property
damage in excess of $25 has resulted, to provide securit}
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for his first accident and insurance against any future
accidents. If the operator has extra-territorial coverage,
he must file proof of it with the Bureau of Motor Vehi-
cles. The same requirements apply to New York opera-
tors, so that no discrimination occurs.

Basis of Senate, No. 755.

From these statements it appears that requirements of
several other States are similar to those embodied in the
New Hampshire law, but New Hampshire is the only
State in which Massachusetts operators are reported to
have difficulties resulting from the administration of the
law. Frank A. Goodwin, Registrar of Motor Vehicles,
in a letter to this Commission, dated February 28, 1942,
states the problem in this manner:

... A resident of Massachusetts involved in a motor vehicle
accident in New Hampshire, which results in injury to or destruction
of property to the value of 525 or more, must show that he holds
property damage insurance to limits of at least 11,000, or must file
with the Commissioner of Motor Vehicles of New Hampshire cash
or bonds to this amount. This is, of course, a great hardship to
motorists of Massachusetts operating in New Hampshire who are
involved in accidents and who hold no property damage insurance.
The security must be furnished immediately, upon report of the acci-
dent to the Commissioner, regardless of whether the Massachusetts
motorist is at fault or not, which, of course, can only be determined
later by court action.

It is evident that under the laws of neighboring States
no motor vehicle operator or owner is obliged to provide
insurance or security until after he- has been involved in
an accident. Consequently out-of-state motorists in-
volved in accidents in Massachusetts ai;e found in many
instances not to be carrying property damage insurance,
so that the other party to the collision may find himself
with no remedy unless he can obtain judgment and an
execution in a civil proceeding, and then he may be
obliged to bring suit on his judgment in the State from
which the offending motorist has come. The compulsory
insurance law of Massachusetts requires out-of-state
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motorists operating in this Commonwealth more than
thirty days in a year to insure against liability for per-
sonal injury, but it does not require property damage
insurance, and it is probable that very few of the out-of-
state motorists who become involved in accidents in
Massachusetts have insured under the thirty-day provi-
sion. It appears to us that this provision is not readily
enforceable, and that owners of many out-of-state motor
vehicles operated in Massachusetts must have failed to
comply with it. Thus there is apparently no discrimina-
tion against motorists from Massachusetts ih surround-
ing States, but motorists from these and other States
have advantages, under our present laws, over Massa-
chusetts motorists when operating on our highways. It
is fair that, this inequitable situation should be corrected.
Nevertheless, if we require operators from other States
to furnish security against liability for both personal in-
jury and property damage, and continue to require from
Massachusetts operators only insurance against personal
injury, such an arrangement will at once be attacked as
discrimination, and may be open to legal and constitu-
tional objections.

If we are to impose responsibility for property damage
upon out-of-state operators of motor vehicles who become
involved in accidents in Massachusetts it is necessary
and logical to impose such responsibility upon Massa-
chusetts operators. Two methods of doing this are open.
The first would be to add to our compulsory insurance
law a provision requiring insurance against liability for
property damage, and making this applicable to all opera-
tors driving on the highways of the Commonwealth. The
second would be to repeal the existing compulsor)7 auto-
mobile insurance law and substitute a financial responsi-
bility or safety responsibility act. This second course
would be a reversal of an established policy of the Com-
monwealth and would, we believe, encounter so much
opposition as to have no chance of adoption by the
General Court. The Registrar of Motor Vehicles in par-
ticular is strongly opposed to such a change. On the
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other hand, making property damage insurance com-
pulsory has several arguments in its favor.

In the first place, many more motor vehicle accidents
result in damage to property, usually one or more of the
vehicles involved, than in personal injury. The likeli-
hood of liability for property damage is so great that
many Massachusetts operators, possibly a majority, al-
ready carry property damage insurance. In order to
provide protection to all operators against the possibility
of serious loss, all should be required to insure against
this liability. Under the statutory provision cited on
pages 8, 9, there is already a legal pressure favoring insur-
ance against property damage. In order to exert this
pressure, however, the party or parties not at fault in a
motor vehicle accident must undergo the troublesome
and often expensive experience of court proceedings in
order to obtain a judgment that can be enforced against
the offending party. This requirement is likely to be a
serious, if not prohibitive obstacle to redress for the in-
jured party, and if it is met successfully, the judgment
and costs increase the burden upon the party found re-
sponsible. Court proceedings are therefore an unsatis-
factory remedy to all concerned. Any operator is much
safer to be insured than to run the risk of a heavy judg-
ment in a court proceeding for damages, even though
many people will sustain a severe loss rather than under-
take to obtain redress through the delays and difficulties
of legal procedure.

Another argument in favor of requiring insurance
against property damage is the comparatively small ex-
pense entailed. At rates fixed by liability insurance
companies, the yearly cost of such insurance in Massa-
chusetts ranges from $9 in the lowest rated territories
to $23 in the highest. In New Hampshire the highest
annual rate is $lO, and in Maine, $ll. Whether rates
fixed by the Insurance Commissioner would be higher or
lower than those now in force in this Commonwealth can
hardly be predicted, but the probability is that the rates
might be somewhat lower if the requirement to carry
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such insurance were universal, and that the range from
the lowest to the highest rate might be less than it is
under present conditions.

It may be argued that it will be a hardship upon
motor vehicle operators to impose this additional ex-
pense upon them. Under existing conditions, however,
the hardship is imposed upon innocent parties who suffer
loss in motor vehicle accidents without a fair prospect of
redress. It should also be remembered, that a large per-
centage of operators already carry insurance against
property damage as a wise precaution, and that expense
to these operators is more likely to be lessened than to
be increased. We suspect that operators who are not
now insured against property damage are most likely to
be careless in operating their vehicles and to cause a
larger percentage of accidents in proportion to then- num-
bers than the operators who are insured. We believe
that the arguments in favor of compulsory property dam-
age insurance outweigh those against it.

As we have already stated, our present law requires
insurance against liability for personal injury to be car-
ried by out-of-state operators who drive in Massachusetts
more than thirty days in a year. This provision would
require amendment to specify property damage insurance
also, if such insurance by Massachusetts operators is to
be compulsory. But that would not be enough. No
thirty-day grace period is granted to out-of-state opera-
tors by the financial responsibility laws of neighboring
States, and the great majority of out-of-state vehicles
involved in accidents have been driven in this Common-
wealth less than thirty days in a year. It appears that
in order to equalize the situation completely, some such
addition to the General Laws as was embodied in Sen-
ate, No. 755, will need to be made. Once insurance
against property damage is made compulsory, such an
enactment as Senate, No. 755, will not constitute dis-
crimination against operators from other States.
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Recommendations.
This Commission accordingly recommends -

1. That our present automobile insurance law be
amended so as to make insurance against liability for
property damage in excess of $5O compulsory for both
Massachusetts and out-of-state operators, for the latter
after an interval of thirty days’ operation, and to require
reports of all accidents causing property damage.

2. That our law be further amended to require secur-
ity or evidence of financial responsibility on the part of
operators from other States who become involved in
motor vehicle accidents in this Commonwealth prior to
the end of the thirty-day period of operation, after which
the requirement that they carry insurance against prop-
erty damage would apply to them.

A bill to make these recommendations effective is ap-
pended to this report. (Appendix A.) This bill has been
submitted to the Counsel to the Senate, and has been
examined by him.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-Three.

Yn Act to require owners of motor vehicles to

MAINTAIN INSURANCE AGAINST DAMAGE TO PROPERTY

AND TO REGULATE FURTHER THE OPERATION IN THIS

COMMONWEALTH OF MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAILERS

OWNED BY CERTAIN NON-RESIDENTS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives
in General Court assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 Section 1. Section three of chapter ninety of the
2 General Laws, as most recently amended by chapter
3 two hundred and eighty-two of the acts of nineteen
4 hundred and forty-one, is hereby further amended by
5 striking out the said section and inserting in place
6 thereof the following:
7 Section 3. Subject to the provisions of section
8 three A and except as otherwise provided in section
9 ten, a motor vehicle or trailer owned by a non-resi-

-10 dent who has complied with the laws relative to
11 motor vehicles and trailers, and the registration and
12 operation thereof, of the state or country of regis-
-13 tration, may be operated on the ways of this com-

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

Appendix A.

Cfic Commontoealtf) of spassac&usetts
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14 monwealth without registration under this chapter,
15 to the extent, as to length of time of operation and
16 otherwise, that, as finally determined by the regis-
-17 trar, the state or country of registration grants sub-
-18 stantially similar privileges in the case of motor vehi-
-19 cles and trailers duly registered under the laws and
20 owned by residents of this commonwealth; provided,
21 that no motor vehicle or trailer shall be so operated
22 on more than thirty days in the aggregate in any one
23 year, or, in any case where the owner thereof ac-
-24 quires a regular place of abode or business or employ-
-25 ment within the commonwealth, beyond a period of
26 thirty days after the acquisition thereof, except dur-
-27 ing such time as the owner thereof maintains in full
28 force a policy of liability insurance providing indem-
-29 nity for or protection to him, and to any person re-
-30 sponsible for the operation of such motor vehicle or
31 trailer with his express or implied consent, against
32 loss by reason of the liability to pay damages to
33 others for bodily injuries, including death at any time
34 resulting therefrom, or for damage to property, caused
35 by such motor vehicle or trailer at least to the amount
36 or limits required in a motor vehicle liability bond or
37 a motor vehicle liability policy as defined in section
38 thirty-four A.
39 If, as finally determined by the registrar, the laws
40 of another state or country require any resident of
41 this commonwealth either to maintain such a policy
42 as is described in the first paragraph at all times
43 when a motor vehicle owned by him is operated on
44 the ways of such other state or country, or, in case a
45 motor vehicle so owned is involved in an accident
46 therein, to furnish immediate security against liabil-
-47 ity for any bodily injuries or death or for damage to
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48 property resulting from such accident, no motor ve-
-49 hide or trailer belonging to any resident of such other
50 state or country and not registered under this chapter
51 shall be operated on the ways of this commonwealth,
52 unless its owner maintains such a policy covering
53 such motor vehicle or trailer. Any person oper-
-54 ating a motor vehicle on a way in this commonwealth
55 in violation of this section shall be deemed to be a
56 trespasser thereon. The provisions of this paragraph
57 shall govern notwithstanding any provision of the
58 first paragraph to the contrary.
59 In any criminal prosecution for an offence arising
60 out of an accident in which a motor vehicle or trailer
61 belonging to a non-resident and not registered under
62 this chapter was involved, or in any administrative
63 proceeding concerning such an accident, if the acci-
-64 dent occurred when a policy of liability insurance
65 was required to be maintained under this section,
66 proof that the person operating such motor vehicle
67 or trailer at the time of the accident failed to have
68 on his person or in the vehicle in an easily accessible
69 place such a policy, or a certificate of an insurance
70 company showing that such a policy had been issued,
71 shall be prima facie evidence that insurance was not
72 being maintained as required by this section, and in
73 any action to recover damages resulting from an ac-

-74 cident which occurred when such a policy was re-
-75 quired to be maintained, proof of such failure at the
76 time of the accident shall create a presumption, which
77 may be rebutted, that such insurance was not then
78 being maintained as so required.

1 Section 2. Section twenty-six of said chapter
2 ninety, as appearing in the Tercentenary Edition, is
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3 hereby amended by striking out the said section and
4 inserting in place thereof the following:
5 Section 26. Every person operating a motor vehi-
-6 cle which is in any manner involved in an accident
7 in which any person is killed or injured or in which
8 damage is done to property shall forthwith report
9 such accident in writing to the registrar. The regis-

-10 trar may revoke or suspend the license of any person
11 violating this section, or, if such person is a non-
-12 resident and has no license, his right to operate motor
13 vehicles in this commonwealth.

1 Section 3. Section thirty-four Aof said chapter
2 ninety, as most recently amended by section two of
3 chapter four hundred and fifty-nine of the acts of
4 nineteen hundred and thirty-five, is hereby further
5 amended by striking out the last two paragraphs and
6 inserting in place thereof the two following para-
-7 graphs:—
8 “Motor vehicle liability bond”, a bond conditioned
9 that the obligor shall within thirty days after the ren-

-10 dition thereof satisfy all judgments rendered against
11 him or against any person responsible for the opera-
-12 tion of the obligor’s motor vehicle with his express
13 or implied consent in actions to recover damages for
14 bodily injuries, including death at any time resulting
15 therefrom, or for damage to property in excess of
16 fifty dollars and judgments rendered as aforesaid for
17 consequential damages consisting of expenses in-
-18 curred by a husband, wife, parent or guardian for
19 medical, nursing, hospital or surgical services in con-

-20 nection with or on account of such bodily injuries or
21 death, sustained during the term of said bond by
22 any person, other than a guest occupant of such



HOUSE — No. 1275. [Jan.22

23 motor vehicle or any employee of the owner or reg-
-24 istrant of such vehicle or of such other person respon-
-25 sible as aforesaid who is entitled to payments or
26 benefits under the provisions of chapter one hundred
27 and fifty-two, and arising out of the ownership, oper-
-28 ation, maintenance, control or use upon the ways of
29 the commonwealth of such motor vehicle, to the
30 amount or limit of at least five thousand dollars on
31 account of injury to or death of any one person, and,
32 subject to such limits as respects injury to or death
33 of one person, of at least ten thousand dollars on
34 account of any one accident resulting in injury to
35 or death of more than one person, and also to the
36 amount or limit of at least one thousand dollars on
37 account of damage to property.
38 “Motor vehicle liability policy”, a policy of lia-
-39 bility insdrance which provides indemnity for or pro-
-40 tection to the insured and any person responsible for
41 the operation of the insured’s motor vehicle with his
42 express or implied consent against loss by reason of
43 the liability to pay damages to others for bodily in-
-44 juries, including death at any time resulting there-
-45 from, or for damage to property in excess of fifty
46 dollars or consequential damages consisting of ex-

-47 penses incurred by a husband, wife, parent or guard-
-48 ian for medical, nursing, hospital or surgical services
49 in connection with or on account of such bodily in-
-50 juries or death, sustained during the term of said
51 policy by any person, other than a guest occupant of
52 such motor vehicle or any employee of the owner or

53 registrant of such vehicle or of such other person re-

-54 sponsible as aforesaid wr ho is entitled to payments or

55 benefits under the provisions of chapter one hundred
56 and fifty-two, and arising out of the ownership, opera-
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57 tion, maintenance, control or use upon the ways of
58 the commonwealth of such motor vehicle, to the
59 amount or limit of at least five thousand dollars on
60 account of injury to or death of any one person, and,
61 subject to such limits as respects injury to or death
62 of one person, of at least ten thousand dollars on
63 account of any one accident resulting in injury to or
64 death of more than one person, and also to the amount
65 or limit of at least one thousand dollars on account
66 of damage to property, or a binder as defined in sec-
-67 tion one hundred and thirteen A of said chapter one
68 hundred and seventy-five providing indemnity or pro-
-69 tection as aforesaid pending the issue of such a policy.

1 Section 4. This act shall take effect from and
2 after the thirty-first day of December in the current
3 year.




