
HOUSE No. 1549.

House of Representatives

The committee on the Liquor Law, to whom was referred
the petition (with accompanying bill, House, Ho. 401) of
Richard C. Humphreys and others for legislation to provideK

iistrict option in the citv of BBoston with respect tof
sensing th quors, have considered thea

withdraw.

Among the many bills submitted to the committee on the
L
A

h attention as House Bill
ides the city of Boston into eight districts.

3 provide local option in the several districts. The
m the Liquor Law recognizes an obligation it owesi

petitioned for this law, and appreciates their
now the reason that actuated the committee in ar

fusions and recommendations and they

ng report. Thi
mittee feels that owing to the widespread interest taken in

s particular bill, which departs from all established laws
d creates new and radical methods, that they are justified
making a special report for the consideration of the Gre
i General Court, to which its particular attention is called.

THE PETITK

Ihe petitioners, with their counsel, were given the entire
of Tuesday, March 10-, 1908, for a public hearing, and

Commmuumltl) of ittassacljusetts.
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the entire day of the following Thursday was given to the
remonstrants for a similar purpose.

Those who appeared in favor of the bill represented but
three of the eight proposed districts, and their evidence and
statements were, of necessity, of a similar and cumulative
nature, being chiefly confined to the desire to restrict, curtail
or eliminate the sale of intoxicating beverages, and especially
to prevent the sale of liquor in any of the outlying districts
of Boston. Naturally the discussion abounded in statements
tending to show the evil arising from the sale and use of
intoxicants, and involved protests against a certain few
licenses granted in the suburbs, and by a natural, although
illogical process of reasoning, the petitioners contended that
the outlying districts of Boston should have the right to vote
on license or no license the same as is accorded cities and
towns under the local option law.

The foregoing in brief embraces.all that need be said with
reference to the petitioners’ contention.

IN OPPOSITION.

Opposed to the bill were many able lawyers retained to
protect the interests of their clients. Their entire arguments
were taken down by a stenographer and have been published
in a pamphlet entitled “ Arguments against District Op-
tion,” a copy of which, presumably, has been sent to each
member of the General Court. Inasmuch as the pamphlet
is quite voluminous, the committee will confine itself to the
more important and most salient features presented to the
committee

HOUSE BILL NO. 401
The first thing to be considered is the bill itself a copy

of which appears on the first and second pages of the pam-
phlet. Section two describes how the eight districts are to
be formed. Particular attention is directed to the division
which constitutes Districts 4,5, 6 and 7, which includes with
one or more wards certain precincts of other wards. The
lines between precincts run through the centre of a street,
hence should a certain district vote no license, and the ad-
joining district vote for license, saloons might be located on
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one side of a street and no saloons on the opposite side, thus
forcing all that is objected to out of one district to the ad-
joining one, and arraying neighbor against neighbor.

Second, under the local option law cities and towns vote
annually for or against the granting of licenses. This bill

makes no provision for resubmission to the voters. Once a
vote is taken the result must remain, be it good or evil, for
all time, except an appeal be made to the Legislature to repeal
or amend the law (Note sections 3 and 4).

Section 4 fixes the number of licensed places to be allowed
and under this section the number of saloons now licensed in
Brighton, West Eoxbury and Dorchester could be increased
two or three fold should the district vote yes, thus adding to
the evil complained of instead of diminishing it

Section 5 deals with the preservation of the ballots and
recounts by districts, not by wards, and repeals all laws in-
consistent with that section.

Members of the Legislature and members of the Common
Council are elected by wards, the votes being taken and pre
served in the several precincts of one ward, but section 5
ignores everything except district option. Members of the
Senate are nominated and elected from several complete
wards, not parts of wards, and ballots must be counted and
preserved in each precinct of tlhe several wards comprising

Bill 401 ignores this.
>rovision in the bill for drug-
oil dealers’ licenses, in a no-
,ny authorized person in the
mits to expresses to convey
ily or medicinal use.

that senatorial district. Hou
Again there is absolutely n<

nt and
iistrict. Nor is there

no-license district to grant j

liquors into that district for fam
To revert to section 4, the wc rd ise commissioners

re used. There is no such 1 gal body. “ The Licensing
their legal designation,

iced that when a license is
Board of the City of Bosto

In this section it will I
granted in any of the eight dis
exercised only in that district.”

ricts “ such license shall bo
What would happen to the

nds of barrels of beer yearly,great breweries, who make thouse
would they be obliged, under the ir license, to sell all of their

in which their license wasproduction within the district
operative ?
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Passing from the bill to the arguments which were pre-
sented to the committee, among which are found an array
of facts and figures that had influence in shaping the adverse
report of the committee, the committee can hut touch lightly
upon them.

First, as to the vote taken five years ago by the entire
city on the question of district option, the vote being 10,104
against the proposition. Figures in detail may be found in
the pamphlet.

JSecond, the number of licensed places now in force in the
proposed districts, and the number they are entitled to should
the letter of the law be enforced by the Licensing Board.
Dorchester has only one license to 7,948 inhabitants and one
saloon to every 15,986 inhabitants; West Eoxbury has only
one license to every 2,083 inhabitants and one saloon to every
3,611 inhabitants. Brighton has one license to every 1,982
inhabitants and but one saloon to 2,422 inhabitants.

If House Bill 401 became a law some districts would have
the saloons very materially increased, as under it one saloon
might be licensed to every 1,000 inhabitants. Hence many
who at first favored its passage, are now opposed, realizing the
danger thereof. Knowing that only on very rare occasions
have any of these districts been found in the no-license col-
umn, they prefer to endure the evils they have rather than to
take the risk of others far more numerous.

Every particle of evidence before the committee goes to
show that the outlying districts of Boston are highly favored

«/ o o «/

so far as relates to locating saloons, and that in the congested
districts of the city proper saloons are far in excess of the
ratio to the population of that section. That there are exist-
ing evils no one questions, and that some of the evils are due
to the chaotic condition of the liquor laws was admitted by
the attorneys of both sides, and to enable the correct drafting
of comprehensive laws, the liquor laws should be carefully
revised by competent attorneys. The committee recommend
that the same be done before January 1, 1909.

SUB-DIVISION OF THE CITY.

The partition of a municipality into fragments, to gratify
the desire of a few well-meaning people against the protest of
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the many, and against the financial interest of Boston and its
business, is most unwise and improper, even if it would not
he unlawful, and if such a law is to he passed it should be a
general law applying to all cities and towns in the Common-
wealth, and not to Boston alone. No division of a city upon

or would, he tolerated for any
a city must enjoy the combined
wtional part of existing evils,
special ” residential section. In

one particular subject could,
length of time. Each part of
benefits, and suffer its propi
There is no such thing as a “

the congested districts of Bosl
merous than elsewhere, there
ilies, a far greater number o

on, where saloons are more nu-
are far more people, more fam-

)f children, to the square mile,
than will be found in the so-called residential districts in the
suburbs. And these poor families and their children are asr families and their children are as
much entitled to a reduction c
nate who are not obliged to
Boston. Would it be right c
congested section of Boston m

f evil as are those more fortu-
live in the congested part of
r righteous to force upon the
we causes of evil ?

The license system of Mass
as human ingenuity can makf

achusetts is as near perfection
it. In the city of Boston, to

which House Bill 401 applic
and enforcement is entrustet

solely and only, the control
to safe and proper hands:ntr

appointees of the Governor,
politics. It yields a large r

nd is totally eliminated from
mue to the city and state.

It furnishes tenan vast amount of real estatf
thousands of employees.It provides occupation for

The distribution of licen is made in a safe and sane
manner, and they are placed in the least objectionable places.

To depart from this wise system of treating the city as a
unit, would array section against section and neighbor against

neighbor, promote fraud, foster kitchen barrooms, and other
unlawful liquor dens, lead to corruption, and the enrichment
of dishonest officials. Rascals would thrive while honest men
would become bankrupt.

No part of the advantage to be gained as claimed by the
petitioners can possibly be reconciled with the serious result
which would follow the enactment of such a la

The following statement is worthy of careful consideration
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BREWERIES.

Valuation of breweries in Boston, according to census 1905,
-buildings, $4,357,469.

Amount paid for labor in 23 establishments in 1905,
$844,037.

Amount of taxation, not including internal revenue, in
1905, on buildings in malt liquor industry, $87,042.

Amount paid for wages and salaries in malt liquor and
distilled beverage trade, Boston, $4,838,200.

Number of employees in malt and distilled beverage trade
in Boston, 6,864.

Amount paid for licenses in Boston from May 1 to Dec. 1,
1907, $1,479,295.55, representing taxes on $93,000,000 tax-
able property.

Amount paid by breweries in Boston and vicinity in in
•ternal revenue taxes, $2,158,850.

HOTELS,

Tax valuation, $21,110,809.
Number of employees, 5,603.
Yearly payroll, $3,064,247.

LICENSED GROCERS.

Valuation. $4,083,000.
Taxes, $255,000.
Number of employees, 1,571
Yearly payroll, $1,000,000.
Total number of employees in licensed places in Boston

14,038.

EXTRACTS FROM NEWSPAPER EDITORIALS.
“ The city of Boston is not a congeries of districts; it is

a corporate entirety. Such measures regulating personal
privilege and conduct as are advisable for adoption should
apply to the city as a whole; they should not vary by locality.
To set up any other standard of regulation would trench very
close upon class legislation.” . . . Boston Post.

“ The proposed district option bill intends to place the
whole burden of the liquor traffic on Boston proper; but it
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makes no provision by which the prohibitory district shall
be debarred from the financial benefits resulting from the
sale of liquor. If the residential districts are to be freed
from the evils of the liquor traffic, why should they receive
any financial benefits derived from it ?” Boston Traveler.

“ While the measure is objectionable intrinsically for
many reasons, it is particularly so for the reason that it
singles out Boston for special legislation. In fairness it
should be a general bill, applying to the more than thirty
fiber cities of the State. . . . There is hardly a city in the

State where license would not prevail in some section of it
were this policy to be made of general and impartial applica
tion. But the advocates of this measure do not care to give

it this test. The State is asked to take Boston under its
tutelage for a form of discipline which would be inoperative

r section.” Boston Transcript.
Every daily newspaper in Boston has denounced district

ption as unwise and impractical.
The Real Estate Exchange petitioned the committee, pro-
rting against such legislation.
The Fruit & Produce Exchange passed similar resolutions
The United German Association (400 in number) sent a
otest against the passage of the bill.
The American Federation of Labor appeared before the
nmittee in opposition.

The Knights of Labor did lil
The committee was flooded with letters from business in-
*ests protesting against the bill. Its constitutionality was

med by numerous attorney

Citizens and improvement associations in the district most
nterested, instructed their representative to appear hef
he committee and protest against the bil

Only a very few have read and analyzed the bill
Few if any who favor the bill fully realize the grave dan

nactment into law. It would open th
flood gates of undesirable possibilities and might add to the
wil complained of rather than diminish it.

The present Licensing Board of Boston have been in off
ut two years they are high-minded, honorable gentlemen

Ihey have placed themselves on record in their report of
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1907 and by letter to the chairman of this committee as be-
ing opposed to the location of saloons amid dwellings in the
outlying districts. They point to the fact that such has been
their attitude in the past; and the past and present are the
only safe means by which we may judge the future.

Aside from sentiment it must be borne in mind that the
present financial condition of Boston requires every dollar
of income possible, and that the city is in no condition to
lose from $300,000 to $350,000 annually by loss of license
fees and taxes, which might follow should this bill become
a law. This should be considered seriously when action is
taken on the bill.

We believe that a large majority of those who may have
thought this legislation desirable, will, when they realize
what effect it would have on the finances of the city, together
with the injury to vested interests and employment of labor,
will be willing to allow the entire liquor- question in Boston
to be governed and controlled by the board who are appointed
for that purpose. Undoubtedly there will be a few who,
unwilling to acknowledge incontrovertible facts, when they
do not harmonize with their pet theories, will be disappointed
and displeased, but the committee’s action in this matter is
based wholly on justice and principle and not on sentiment
or political expediency.

The committee recommend leave to withdraw on House
Bill 101.

Respectfully submitted:

CHARLES D. B. FISK.
JOHN J. BUTLER.
ALONZO F. HOYLE.
LESLIE K. MORSE.
WILLIAM E. CHESTER.
ANDREW P. DOYLE.
FRANK A. TORREY.
WILLIAM M. HOGAN.
PATRICK H. O’CONNOR.

Messrs. Hall, of the Senate, and Mr. Nash of Hanover,
of the House, dissent.


