
HOUSE 2011

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION ON THE INITIATIVE PETITION OF
JAMES P. DONNELLY AND OTHERS (SEE
HOUSE, NO. 376).

In accordance with the provisions of Article XLVIII
of the Amendments of the Constitution, the undersigned
majority of the committee on Transportation, to whom
was referred the initiative petition for the passage of an
act entitled “An Act with Relation to Public Stands for
the Use of Taxicabs and Motor Vehicles for Hire in
Cities and Towns”, see House, No. 376, submit the
following report:

There have always been recognized in the taxicab
business two kinds of stands for the use of taxicabs;

First. A public stand which may be occupied by any
licensed taxicab.

Second. A special stand in a definite place which can
be occupied only by a taxicab so licensed.

Authority to license taxicabs is vested in the Mayor
or City Council, or in some special licensing board, and
in Boston in the Police Commissioner. These special
stands can be granted by law only at points where the
abutting owner requires special service in the interest of
the public, and only upon his written request. The stand
must be adjacent to a hotel, railroad station, hospital,
steamboat pier, or some public building.

There are two hundred and seventy-six public stands
in the city of Boston accommodating eight hundred and
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five cabs, and one hundred and forty-three special stands
in the city of Boston, accommodating four hundred and
forty-four cabs, which have been given to various com-
panies operating in Boston. A car licensed to operate at
either stand cannot operate at the other, unless the stand
is vacant. This same system prevails throughout the
State, and is satisfactory, as is best shown by the fact
that during the ten years the matter has been heard by
the various officials, legislative bodies and local boards
no person or organization has ever appeared in favor of
the abolition of the special stands, although many have
appeared in favor of their retention. A few taxicab
operators in the city of Boston are the sole objectors. In
fact, the bill can be characterized as a bill to take from
every city and town in the Commonwealth the right of
self-government, upon a distinctly local matter, simply
to satisfy a group of taxicab operators in the city of
Boston.

The present system of special stands and public stands
has been upheld by each successive Police Commissioner
in Boston, beginning with Commissioner Stephen
O’Meara, and followed by Commissioner Edwin U.
Curtis and Commissioners Wilson, Hultman, Leonard,
McSweeney and Timilty, and they have each decided,
after full hearings, that the practice of having special
stands is essential if the public is to be properly served.

There has also appeared in opposition to a change in
the present law the Hotel Men’s Association of Boston,
composed of all the hotels in the city, the American Fed-
eration of Labor, the Boston Chamber of Commerce,
the Eastern Steamship Company, the Maritime Associ-
ation, the Boston & Albany Railroad, the New York,
New Haven & Hartford Railroad, the Boston & Maine
Railroad, and the City Club Association, — all associations
intimately concerned with the convenience and needs of
the traveling public. These organizations have no per-
sonal interest in the matter except to look after the needs
of the traveling public. The reasons for requiring special
stands are obvious;
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(a) It gives certainty of service, because the stand
must be covered by contract irrespective of a rush of
cars to other places.

(6) Hotels and transportation companies can best
protect their patrons against loss or theft as a starter
is maintained who knows the names of each driver who
takes a passenger.

(c) It gives a better control over the drivers through
the person or through the company whom they approve
for the special stand. The gathering of drivers at hotel
entrances and using the facilities of the hotel cause annoy-
ance unless they have some control over the drivers.

( d) Deficiencies can be remedied in the service. No
complaint can be made about a roving or cruising taxicab
which under this law could occupy a stand. No one
knows from whence the cab comes or where it goes.

(e) The establishment of public stands at places where
a number of cars are required creates much confusion
with drivers contesting for jobs, the formation of groups
of drivers who seek to keep off the stands taxicabs not
in their group, the puncturing of tires, and causing a
disturbance which resulted in riots, property damage,
and even bloodshed in the cities of Chicago and New York.

(/) With the abolition of special stands a starter dis-
appears. The starter is a help to the public, to the hotels
and railroads. He can oversee generally the taxicabs
and telephone for more cabs when required. Chaos
would replace the present orderly procedure.

The passage of this act is a definite blow to local self-
government. Problems of traffic differ in different
cities. In Boston the Police Commissioner has the right
to license and control the operation of taxicabs. In some
other cities their city charters provide for this matter.
In still other cities it is now in the control of the Board
of Aldermen or Mayor. If this act is passed and ac-
cepted by the City Councils, these Licensing Boards have
no power to grant special stands, even though required
by public convenience. Moreover, once passed there is
no provision by which it can be repealed except by an act
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of the Legislature, assuming that the Legislature thought
it proper for them to repeal an act passed by the people
of the State under a public referendum.

The Superintendent of Police of the city of Boston
testified that the present system had worked satisfac-
torily, and all spokesmen for the taxicab operators stated
that the police had been wholly fair and impartial to them
in carrying out the law.

The people who brought this bill year after year have
stated that the present law discriminates against them.
That is wholly untrue. They have applied for and re-
ceived special stands which can always be obtained by
any person or company about a hotel, railroad, hospital
or steamship company, if they have the approval of the
abutting owner. By a self-imposed rule they have lim-
ited their organization to five cars or less to each member,
and they therefore cannot furnish full service that is
required to accommodate the public at the larger hotels,
railroads and steamship lines.

In 1936 the Supreme Court was asked by our commit-
tee on Legal Affairs whether this question could be the
subject of an initiative petition, so that the question could
go upon the ballot. The Supreme Court held that it
could not be so placed. This year, owing to a change in
the bill, the Supreme Court has held that it can be so
placed upon the ballot, but their opinion indicates that
considerable litigation may result from the operation of
this law if passed. They recognize the right of the abut-
ting owners in certain cases to have themselves protected
against the establishment of taxicab stands unless they
have consented. This may involve litigation which may
be brought against public officials, thus involving the
public in some expense.

Conclusion.

The committee, therefore, oppose the bill
1. Because the special stand is a benefit and conven-

ience to the public, and their interests after all are
paramount;
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2. Because it is clear that this privilege should be
granted to hotels, hospitals, railroad stations and similar
places;

3. Because it is in the interest of a properly and orderly
control of traffic;

4. Because the bill is an attempt to take from the
licensing boards of cities and towns the right to regulate
their own local affairs;

5. Because no city or town and no individual appeared
to seek this legislation except a few taxicab operators in
Boston;

6. Because of the litigation it may involve; and
7. Because it is an attempt by a limited number of

taxicab operators in Boston to compel all cities and towns
in the State to give up local control, in order to benefit,
as they believe, some taxi men in the city of Boston,

,\nd report that the bill ought not to pass
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