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Commission on Interstate Co-operation,
15 Ashburton Place, Boston, December 31, 1942.

To the General Court of Massachusetts.
The Commission on Interstate Co-operation, in ac-

cordance with the requirements of section 24 of chapter 9
of the General Laws, added by section 1 of chapter 404
of the Acts of 1937, respectfully submits herewith its
sixth annual report, giving an account of its activities
during the calendar year 1942.

ARTHUR W. HOLLIS
Chairmc

JARVIS HUNT.
EUGENE H. GIROUX
PHILIP BARNET,

Tice Chairmar

ARTHUR I. BURGESS.
GEO. WARD STETSON.
JOSEPH N. ROACH.
HENRY PARKMAN, Jr.
ELISABETH M. HERLIHY
JAMES T. MORIARTY.
J. C. SCANLAN.
H. 0. COOK.
ARTHUR W. LEAVITT

Note. Owing to the death of Representative Andrew
J. Coakley on November 12, and the absence of Repre-
sentative Stephen L. French on military service, their
names are not attached to this report.
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SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COMMISSION
ON INTERSTATE CO-OPERATION TO THE
GENERAL COURT.

In its Fifth Annual Report, filed in 1942 and not yet
printed, the Commission described its work during the
calendar year 1941. The present report contains an
account of the activities of the Commission through
the year 1942, with references to the development of
interstate co-operation regionally and nationally, and
important incidents that have occurred in individual
States

Membership and Committee

The legislative membership of the Commission was
the same in the early part of the year as at the end of
1941, and there was one vacancy among the Governor’s
appointees resulting from the death of Hon. Michael
F. Phelan of Lynn in October, 1941. This vacancy was
filled on January 16, 1942, by the appointment of Harold
0. Cook of Newton, Director of the Division of Forestry
in the Department of Conservation. During the year
two members of the Commission from the House of
Representatives, Arthur I. Burgess, the vice chairman,
and Stephen L. French entered military service, but
did not resign as members of the Commission. On
April 24, Representative Burgess resigned as vice chair-
man and in accordance with a" vote of the Commission,
taken at a meeting held on March 5, was succeeded in
that office by Representative Philip Barnet. On Novem-
ber 12 Representative Andrew J. Coakley of Chicopee
died, after an illness of several weeks. He was one of the

Clie CommontoealtJ) of
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original members appointed to the Commission after
its establishment in 1937, and had always been much
interested in its work and a faithful attendant at meetings
of the Commission and of committees to which he was
assigned. He had also represented the Commission with
credit at numerous interstate conferences to which he
was appointed as a delegate during his term of service.
The other members of the Commission can only express
their sorrow that he was not spared to continue his
conscientious work in the General Court and as their
associate. As Representative Coakley’s death occurred
so late in the year, and a new General Court is to convene
early in January, 1943, the Speaker of the House made
no appointment to fill the vacancy.

In February, Hon. Henry Parkman, Jr., who rep-
resents the Commissioners on Uniform State Laws
in the membership of this Commission, was appointed
Acting Rationing Administrator for Massachusetts, and
in March was made State Director for the Federal
Office of Price Administration. The work of these offices
has required so much time that Mr. Parkman, while
retaining his interest in the Commission’s work, has
been unable to give much attention to its activities.

On account of these developments, some of the com-
mittees established by the Commission have been obliged
to operate during most of the year with certain members
unavailable to consider the problems referred to these
committees. No changes in committee assignments of
members of the Commission were made, however. On
two of our committees, dealing respectively with Crime
Prevention and with Highway and Motor Vehicle
Problems, the Department of Public Safety has been
represented since February by former Representative
Rufus H. Bond of Medford, owing to the illness of Com-
missioner Eugene M. McSweeney and the retirement
of Captain James P. Mahoney, executive officer of the
State Police. Previously, these officials had usually
been represented by Mr. Timothy C. Murphy, executive
secretary of the Department, who obtained a leave of
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absence early in 1942 to join the Navy, and in whose
place Mr. Bond holds an acting appointment.

Subjects Considered.
No regular session of the General Court was held in

1942. Consequently no recommendations for legislative
action were made in our Fifth Report. A special session
to consider emergency war legislation was held from
January 26 to January 31, inclusive. This Commission
was requested to sponsor legislation on arrest and certain
other subjects at this session, but consultation with
representatives of the Attorney General’s office resulted
in a decision that these proposals did not bear directly
enough on the war emergency to justify urging them
at that time, so that the Commission did not recommend
any of them. Later the Commission gave attention
to numerous proposals for state war legislation, as will
appear more in detail later in this report. Very little
has been required in the field of labor and industry,
interstate aspects of which are now covered by Federal
legislation. Highway and motor vehicle problems have
occupied a large part of the time of the Commission
and its staff in order to make the investigations and
prepare the reports required by chapter 54, Resolves
of 1941, and by a joint order adopted by the two branches
of the General Court on October 24, 1941. Following
its success in sponsoring the ratification of the Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Compact in 1941, the Com-
mission was active in advocating the passage by the
Congress of a resolution granting congressional consent
to this compact, which was signed by the President early
hi May, and then followed with interest the organization
of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
established by the compact. Before the passage of the
resolution, the Commission, through its Committee on
Conservation, had turned to a consideration of interstate
forestry problems, on which much work was done during
the year by a regional committee on which this Com-
mission was represented by Harold O. Cook, State
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Forester, and Representative George Ward Stetson.
The Committee on Social Welfare and Relief made
further studies of the problems of settlement and inter-
state transfer of dependents. In the field of taxation,
principal attention was given to the proposal for legisla-
tion to determine questions of domicile of decedents
whose estates are subject to death taxes. Throughout
the year the Commission has kept in close touch with the
regional and main offices of the Council of State Govern-
ments, and has done what it could to promote the
Council’s regional and national programs.

Labor and Industry Minimum Wage Compact

Since the adoption of broad Federal legislation con-
trolling all interstate aspects in the field of labor and
industry, this Commission has had little to do in that
field. Except as regards the Minimum Wage Compact,
nothing under this heading developed in 1942.

In our Fifth Report we referred to the notice of with-
drawal from the Minimum Wage Compact sent by the
Governor of New Hampshire to Governor Saltonstall
on July 28, 1941, and described subsequent proceedings
concerning this notice by the commission established
to deal with questions arising under the compact;- this
latter commission is affiliated in a limited way with the
Commission on Interstate Co-operation. No specific
action was taken in 1941, partly because no information
could be obtained from the Rhode Island Commission
as to the action that it might recommend; the Com-
mission had referred the problem to the Attorney General
of the State for an opinion. On October 16, 1942, a
letter was received from the secretary of the Rhode Island
Commission stating that that Commission would rec-
ommend the repeal of the compact perhaps more
properly of the act ratifying it. The contents of this
letter were communicated to the three members of the
Massachusetts Commission on the Minimum Wage
Compact, and on November 16, 1942, a meeting of the
Commission was held to decide upon a course of action.
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As it was evident that one State could not sustain the
compact and that the compact was of no practical effect,
the Commission decided to report the facts to the Gov-
ernor and state its opinion that steps to abrogate the
compact should be taken, at the same time requesting
his approval of this procedure. This was done, and under
date of November 23 a reply was received from him
leaving the matter to the Commission’s discretion,
whereupon the question arose what method of legisla-
tive action would be most desirable to eliminate the
compact as affecting all three States that had ratified
it. Since Federal interests might be involved, an inquiry
was sent to officials at Washington to ascertain whether
the compact could be abrogated without Federal sanction.
The reply was that Federal approval of abrogation would
not be necessary. Since the compact itself provided no
method of withdrawal except on two years’ notice, the
Governor was requested to give such notice to the Gover-
nors of the other two States, and did so on December 31.
At the end of the year the conclusion had been reached
that the compact could be abrogated by reciprocal action
of the three States parties to it, thus avoiding the delay
that would be required for expiration of the two-year
notice period. Arrangements to bring about such re-
ciprocal action were being initiated.

Crime Prevention and War Legislation.

In the special session of the General Court in January,
1942, only the most urgent problems were considered,
and methods of dealing with these were largely left to
the Governor under a blanket grant of power to act
by issuing executive orders. In the fall, suggestions
for specific legislation bearing on war problems were
made by the Interstate Commission on Crime, and a
larger number by the Council of State Governments,
after consultation with the Federal authorities most
directly concerned. These suggestions were referred
to the Committee on Crime Prevention, which had
considered defense legislation before the United States
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became formally involved in World War 11. On Novem-
ber 12, 1942, the committee began a series of meetings
to consider the proposals of both these organizations.

The recommendations of the Interstate Commission
on Crime included one administrative and five legislative
proposals. The administrative proposal was a nation-
wide war program for control of venereal diseases, as
to which the committee considered that action by the
whole Commission was not required. The legislative
program included uniform acts concerning (1) Arrest,
(2) Intra-state Fresh Pursuit, (3) Military Fresh Pur-
suit, (4) Explosives Control, and (5) Sabotage Control.
Reference was made to the Uniform Pistol Act and the
Uniform Narcotics Act, but understanding that neither
of these is favored in Massachusetts, the Interstate
Commission on Crime did not urge their adoption here.

Concerning the Uniform Arrest Act, the committee
was informed that the Attorney General had referred
it to the several district attorneys to obtain their opinions
as td its desirability, and expected,reports shortly. It
also appeared that this act is being considered by a
recess commission established by chapter 48, Resolves
of 1941, to stud}’ the criminal laws of the Common-
wealth and to draft a penal code. Since it was learned
by later inquiry that the recess commission would include
recommendations concerning this act in its report to
be made on or before March 15, 1943, the committee
decided to leave the initiative with the recess com-
mission, and to consider the subject again after the report
of the recess commission is filed.

As to Intra-state Fresh Pursuit, available information
indicated that legislation on this subject is not required,
because there is now no difficulty about the pursuit of
offenders from one city or town to another within the
Commonwealth. The committee therefore made no
recommendation on this subject.

Military Fresh Pursuit had been considered as a
possible subject of an executive order, but the committee
was informed that the Adjutant General had been con-
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suiting the Senate Counsel with the purpose of initiating
an interstate compact on this subject and obtaining the
necessary consent of Congress. Since this is primarily
a military matter, the committee agreed that action
by this Commission should be deferred, pending such
action as the military authorities of the Commonwealth
might find feasible.

Explosives Control and Sabotage Control were in-
cluded in the program of war legislation suggested by
the Council of State Governments and will be discussed
with other items in that program, which is contained in
two reports dated, respectively, in September and
November, 1942. The first report was devoted mainly
to a proposed State Emergency War Powers Act, vesting
the Governor with broad powers and including sections
concerning air raid precautions, control of military
traffic, fire defense mobilization and other civilian defense
measures. The subject matter of this first report is so
thoroughly covered by chapter 719 of the Acts of 1941
and chapter 13 of the Acts of the Special Session of 1942
that the committee could not see any need for a recom-
mendation by the Commission; in fact, it was under-
stood that the proposed Emergency War Powers Act
was based largely upon the Massachusetts statutes
already in effect, and that the Council considers these
adequate.

Report No. 2 contained a large number of items,
many of which did not appear to require any action in
Massachusetts, either because the legislation proposed
would not apply to conditions in Massachusetts, or
because the subject matter had already been covered
satisfactorily by permanent or emergency enactments.
We were notified by the Council of State Governments
and the New York Joint Legislative Committee on
Interstate Co-operation that a conference to consider
the principal items in this report would be held in New
York City on Saturday, November 21, and further
consideration of the repo.rt was therefore deferred until
an account of this conference could be obtained. The
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Commission was represented at the conference by Assist-
ant Attorney General Joseph F. Bacigalupo, who on
November 27 furnished the committee with a detailed
written report of the proceedings. Previously, on Novem-
ber 24, the committee held a meeting at which Mr.
Bacigalupo reported orally. As anticipated, the major
part of the proposals in the Council’s report were found
to be unnecessary in Massachusetts, but several were
noted as requiring action or further study.

On first impression, three proposals appeared to
require action, namely:

1. An act requiring notice of certain legal proceedings to be given to
the Alien Property Custodian.

2. An act to amend the law limiting bank loans
3. Two acts providing for the establishment of capital reserve accounts,

(1) for the State and (2) for counties, cities and towns.

On five other items consultation with the appropriate
departments was recommended, namely, as to weights
and measures, housing, day care of children, explosives
and emergency aid and welfare services. Material con-
cerning these items from the Council’s Report No. 2
was therefore sent with explanatory letters to the De-
partment of Labor and Industries for consideration by
its Division of Standards, to the State Board of Housing,
the Department of Public Welfare, the Department of
Public Safety, the Department of Education and the
Department of Public Health. An inquiry was also
sent to the Commissioner of Banks about the proposed
act to amend the law limiting bank loans. Replies from
several of these authorities had been received before the
committee met on December 10.

At its meeting the committee considered eight proposals.
It approved an act providing for notice to the Alien
Property Custodian in certain legal proceedings in which
service of process upon a person in an enemy country
or enemy-occupied territory, or notice to such a person,
is required. It also approved a proposed act to amend
the law limiting bank loans, with a change to make a
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part of the act refer only to the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation and not generally to corporations owned
by the United States. Regarding other items the com-
mittee decided either that more information about them
and their application was needed, or that no legislation
along the proposed lines was required, except in the case
of a bill to provide for licensing agencies for the day care
of children, which the Commissioner of Public Welfare
undertook to have drafted. The committee agreed to
submit a report to the whole Commission at a meeting
to be held December 22.

At the meeting of the Commission the report of the
committee was approved with some changes in details,
and the Commission voted to file it as a special report
as soon as it could be revised and signed. From informa-
tion received after the meeting of the committee on
December 10, the Commission concluded that the proposal
for reserve funds should be referred to the state financial
authorities before any recommendation concerning it
should be made. As to weights and measures and housing,
it appeared that immediate action was not required,
and as to explosives control, that existing laws and
regulations are adequate, but if necessary the regulations
can be modified and strengthened without legislative
action. Proposed legislation on the subject of emergency
aid and welfare services appeared to be too comprehen-
sive and too likely to involve excessive Federal control.
The Commission was informed that any required pro-
visions could and would be made by executive order;
consequently it did not recommend any action on this
subject. The special report approved on December 22
will probably be filed in the House of Representatives
early in January, 1943, and be printed as a House
document.

Highway and Motor Vehicle Problem
The committee on this subject was continuously at

work throughout the year, mainly on the two investiga-
tions of motor traffic problems referred to it by the whole
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Commission. The report on the subject matter of
Senate, No. 755 of the session of 1941 was submitted as
required on the first Wednesday of December, but it
proved impracticable to complete at that time the report
on interstate motor truck transportation required by
chapter 54 of the Resolves of 1941; consequently the
Commission at its meeting held on November 19 decided
to request an extension of time until the first Wednesday
in February, 1943. A letter making this request was
signed by the chairman and filed December 2. Accounts
of these two investigations, with the Commission’s
conclusions and recommendations, will be found in the
two reports which we assume will be printed as House
documents.

The annual Regional Conference on Highway Safety
and Motor Vehicle Problems was held for the seventh
year at the Hotel Roosevelt in New York City, on Janu-
ary 9 and 10. Owing to the war situation and the urgent
need of accomplishing uniformity in the laws and regula-
tions of the Northeastern States applying to motor
vehicles, the conference was held at an earlier date than
usual. This Commission was represented by Hon. James
C. Scanlan, chairman, and Representative Philip Barnet,
a member of our Committee on Highway and Motor
Vehicle Problems.

It was agreed that specific standards for the sizes
and weights of commercial motor vehicles were desirable,
and the Conference, on recommendation of its Regional
Committee on Motor Truck Problems, approved the
following as minimum standards of maximum permissible
dimensions and weights for motor trucks, namely:

1. Width, 96 inches
2. Height, 12| feet.
3. Length, single vehicle, 35 feet
4. Length, combination, 45 feet.
5. Weight per inch width of tire, 600 pounds
6. Weight on single axle, 18,000 pounds.

7. Weight on two axles, 30,000 pounds.
8. Weight on threeaxles, 40,000 pounds.
9. Weight of semi-trailer combinations, 40,000 pounds.

10. Weight of other combinations, 40,000 pounds.
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The Conference then voted to request the participating
States, through their Commissions on Interstate Co-
operation, to amend their statutes so as to make the
standards specified at least their minimum requirements.
It may be noted that these standards are substantially
the same as those recommended by the Sixth Regional
Conference, in January, 1941. The amendments rec-
ommended for Massachusetts were to increase the per-
missible length of single vehicles from 33 to 35 feet,
and the length of combinations from 40 to 45 feet. The
special session of 1942 did not deal with this subject
specifically, but by chapter 13 it conferred upon the
Governor “any and all authority .

. . necessary and
expedient for meeting the supreme emergency of such a
state of war . . including “transportation or travel
by aircraft, watercraft, vehicle or otherwise.” Under
this authority the problem was handled by executive
order in compliance with a request of the Office of Defense
Transportation.

The necessary order was approved by the Governor
on June 25. It provides length limits of 35 feet for trucks
other than semi-trailer units, and 45 feet for such units;
gross weight limits are fixed according to the number
of wheels and the rated load carrying capacity of the
tires on each vehicle. The rated capacity of each type
and size of tires is set forth in a tabulation attached to
the order. Under the resulting formula, 10-wheeled
vehicles with the larger sized tires can transport loads
considerably over the former 40,000 pounds gross weight
limit. It has since appeared that one or more of our
neighboring States have not completely adopted the
tire capacity formula, but still adhere to the absolute
gross limit of 40,000 pounds for trucks operated on their
highways. The relaxation of Massachusetts limitations
is therefore of no assistance on loads to or from the
States in question. In the administration of motor
vehicle laws, relaxations are also being made to facilitate
the movement of war supplies and equipment.

At the January conference on Highway Safety and
Motor Vehicle Problems the Conference Committees
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on Motor Truck Problems and Safety Education were
continued for another year. In April, 1942, Hon. John
F. Griffin, Commissioner of Motor Vehicles of New
Hampshire, who was then chairman of the Committee
on Motor Truck Problems, died, and was succeeded,
after an interval, by Capt. Thomas N. Boate of Penn-
ylvania as chairman ofthe committee

Conservation.

In the field of conservation, the year was a period of
transition from concentration on Marine Fisheries prob-
lems to development of a uniform forestry program
for the northeastern region. The Fifth Eastern States
Conservation Conference, held at the Hotel Statler in
Boston on January 30, devoted the early part of its ses-
sion to reports of progress on marine fisheries problems,
but by the middle of the forenoon session these reports
had been received and discussed, so that the Conference
could give the larger portion of its time to the, forestry
program. The total attendance at the Conference was
55, representing 10 States, the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, the United States Forest Service, and
the Council of State Governments.

Marine Fisheries

At the end of 1941 the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Compact had been ratified by seven States, as stated
in our report for that year, and in the week preceding
the meeting of the Conference the Legislature of Maine
had ratified it, so that all the North Atlantic Seaboard
States except Connecticut were included, from Maine
to Maryland. The compact was then under considera-
tion in Virginia and South Carolina, but more than
enough States had joined the movement to make possible
the organization of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission authorized by the compact if congressional
consent could be obtained.

The House Committee on Merchant Marine and
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Fisheries held a hearing on the Congressional Consent
Bill on Thursday, February 5. No member of the Com-
mission could conveniently attend, so that the Com-
mission was represented by its secretary. The States
of New York and Maryland, the Council of State Govern-
ments and the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Depart-
ment of the Interior were also represented by authorized
officials, while a large number of communications from
administrative officials and legislators of Atlantic Sea-
board States and from members of Congress from those
States, almost all strongly advocating the proposed bill,
together with a favorable report by the Secretary of
the Interior, were read into the committee’s record.
After the hearing, the chairman of the House committee,
Hon. Schuyler O. Bland of Virginia, suggested amend-
ments to the Consent Bill by which the period of con-
gressional approval would be limited to fifteen years,
and the interstate commission authorized by the compact
would be required to report annually to the Congress.
The consensus of parties favoring the bill was that
no reasonable objection to these amendments could be
raised, as fifteen years ought to be ample time for the
compact and the interstate commission to demonstrate
their usefulness, and the interest of federal authorities
in the fisheries problems of the Atlantic Seaboard entitled
them to annual reports from the new agency. Upon being
informed that the proposed amendments were not ob-
jectionable to the sponsors of the bill, the committee
reported it with the amendments, and it then was passed
by the House and Senate without opposition. The
President signed it on May 4, and thus completed the
necessary steps to make the compact fully effective.
Following this a meeting for the organization of the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission was called
for June 5.

As wfe stated in our Fifth Report, Representative
Arthur I. Burgess of Quincy was designated by this
Commission for appointment by the Governor as the
legislative member of the Marine Fisheries Commission
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from this Commonwealth. The Governor had also
appointed Hon. Raymond J. Kenney, Commissioner of
Conservation, and Edmund L. Dunn, the latter repre-
senting the fisheries interests of the Commonwealth.
All three of the Massachusetts members attended the
meeting on June 5, and members were also present from
six of the other seven States that had ratified at that
time. The commission was therefore able to organize;
Mr. Dunn was elected chairman and Edwin Warfield, Jr.,
of Maryland was elected vice chairman. A temporary
arrangement was made with the Council of State Govern-
ments by which the New York regional office of the
Council served as secretariat for the interstate com-
mission until the commission should be able to finance a
separate office. The commission also adopted rules
and regulations in the nature of by-laws to govern its
proceedings and define certain terms in the compact.
Since June 5 the commission has met twice, has adopted
an annual budget of $15,000, and has made a re-allocation
of the shares of the several States in this budget, on the
basis of catch figures for the year 1940. Under this alloca-
tion the annual appropriation for Massachusetts would
be $3,800; consequently the Budget Commissioner was
requested to include the sum of $7,600 in his estimates
for the biennium beginning July 1, 1943. For the interim
period between December 1, 1942, and June 30, 1943,
the allowance will be 7/12 of the total appropriated for
the fiscal year that ended November 30, 1942; that is,
7/12 of $2,300, or $1,341.66.

At the time of the June meeting, the legislature of
Virginia had passed an act ratifying the compact and
the Governor had signed it, but it did not become effec-
tive until June 27, so that the Governor could not sign
the compact until that date. Meantime, the legislature
of South Carolina had also ratified the compact, and the
Governor of that State as well as the Governor of Virginia
signed the compact before the end of June, thus increasing
to ten the number of States represented in the member-
ship of the Marine Fisheries Commission. Connecticut
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is now the only northeastern seaboard State that has
not adhered to the compact, and it is expected that
its legislature will take the necessary action during its
1943 session. A movement has been started to secure
ratification in Pennsylvania on account of that State’s
interest in anadromous fish frequenting its rivers, and
steps are also being taken to bring about ratification by
North Carolina, Georgia and Florida.

From this statement it will appear that the principal
objects of this Commission’s activities regarding marine
fisheries have been accomplished. The Fisheries Compact
has been ratified by all Northeastern States but one, the
consent of the Congress to the compact has been obtained,
the commission established by the compact has been
organized and has begun
commission agencies can ai

and deal with interstate fif
Atlantic coastline. As the
lates recommendations re
may be desirable for the ;

its work, and through* that
id will be developed to study
;heries problems along all the
Fisheries Commission formu-
sulting from its studies, it
several state Commissions on

Interstate Co-operation to examine such recommenda-
tions and take a position regarding them,,but since the
jurisdiction of the Fisheries Commission as an investi-
gating and research agency is so broad as to cover the
whole field, it will hardly be necessary, while that com-
mission is active, for the Co-operation Commissions to
originate fisheries projects.

It should be noted that certain projects of the sort
hereafter to be considered by the Marine Fisheries Com-
mission have already made considerable progress in the
Northeastern Seaboard States. In our Fifth Report we
referred to the adoption by Massachusetts of a codifica-
tion of marine fisheries laws, in which provision was
made for a legal minimum length for striped bass,
16 inches from snout to fork of tail, and for increasing
the legal minimum length of lobsters from 3 1/16 inches
to 3 1/8 inches, measured from the eyesocket to the
rear of the body shell. The specified length limit for
striped bass, or a substantial equivalent, has now been
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adopted by Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New
Jersey and Pennsylvania. Similar action is needed in
Delaware, Maryland and Virginia, where the principal
spawning grounds of this fish are situated. In some
States an effort is being made to prohibit commercial
fishing for striped bass and its sale to the public. This
has been done for certain limited areas in Maine by
declaring the bass a game fish in such waters and per-
mitting it to be taken only with rod and line. This
effort is rather a matter of social policy than of conserva-
tion and is not recommended by the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service. The 3 1/8-inch length limit for
lobsters has been adopted in Maine, New York and New
Jersey, and has been established in Canada by administra-
tive regulation. It is expected that bills to establish
this limit in New Hampshire and Connecticut and Dela-
ware will be introduced into the legislatures of those
States in 1943, and that another attempt will be made to
pass a similar bill in Rhode Island, where it failed of
enactment in the session of 1942.

Forestry.

The Conservation Conference completed its brief
discussion of fisheries questions and turned to forestry
problems before the luncheon recess. The principal
topics considered were (1) forest fire prevention, (2) public
regulation of cutting, (3) forest taxation, and (4) extension
of public ownership.

Regarding forest fire prevention, the Conference dis-
cussed what the States can do to promote more effec-
tive forest fire prevention, what help is needed from
the Federal government and how the program can be
organized most effectively. Reference was made to the
serious and growing shortage of man power for forest
fire control. This necessitates increasing mechanical
means and equipment for fire fighting for both state and
local mobile units, and requires Federal assistance. It
was stated that New Jersey was planning to prohibit
all use of fire in forest areas at night, both to prevent acci-



1943.J HOUSE No. 1373. 23

dental spread and use of fire for signaling purposes, and
to restrict all but essential burning after the early spring
season. These measures, with intensified care of railroad
fire lines, roadside cleanup and other customary proce-
dures, are all that can be done in addition to building-
up mechanical equipment to replace lost man power.
It was pointed out that since the hurricane of 1938 the
record of forest fires in New England had been partic-
ularly good, probably because the great danger in the
blowdown area was so well known that people were
more than ordinarily careful. The three fundamental
problems were stated to be (1) individual carelessness,
a problem of education; (2) obtaining funds neces-
sary to accomplish minimum protection; and (3) special
conditions in such areas as the hurricane area, which
require extraordinary efforts and therefore special appro-
priations. A definite organization was suggested to bring
foresters and forest fire fighters together at regular
intervals for interchange of experiences and discussion
of new methods. It was also urged that during the
emergency the forest fire service in each State can and
should be integrated with the States’ general fire fighting-
organization.

In this connection the new Massachusetts Forest Fire
Control Act was described in detail. This had been
based partly on experiments in six towns on Cape Cod,
where more extensive patrol systems had resulted in
cutting costs 20 per cent and losses 80 per cent. The
act provides for the appointment of a state committee
by the Governor and for the establishment by this
Commission of regional committees to apply the act and
develop the system. The plan prohibits fires in the open
in April and May, and requires every town with wood-
land areas to establish fire patrols in “fire weather”,
five classes of which are defined. The district fire wardens
are empowered to specify the number of wardens to be
put on by each town according to the hazard indicated
by the class of “fire weather” prevailing. Towns bear
the whole expense, except that towns of less than



HOUSE No. 1373. [Jan.24

$1,250,000 valuation bear one half the cost and the
State bears half. It appeared, however, that even at
the time of the Conference, there was a shortage of man
power, tires and equipment in Massachusetts. The very
serious fire hazard conditions that prevailed in 1941
continued into the spring of 1942, but the fall season of
1942 was much wetter than in 1941, so that the fire
hazard was greatly reduced during that season, and the
damage by fires was much less than in the preceding
spring and fall.

The necessity of increased Federal aid was emphasized
by several speakers. Under present laws this aid amounts
to about 15 per cent of the cost of protection. The interest
of the nation in the problem is such that it ought to
bear 50 per cent of the cost. An amendment to the Clarke-
McNary Act was therefore endorsed to increase Federal
grants in-aid from the present authorization of $2,500,000
a year to $9,000,000 or $10,000,000. State legislation
of the type of the Massachusetts act was also advocated
as providing an effective state-supervised system of local
fire wardens with numbers in service according to the
degree of hazard at any given time.

Under public regulation of cutting, the most urgent
question was how public regulation can most effectively
prevent excessive cutting of present forest stands under
the incentive of prevailing high prices. The fact was
brought out that three fourths of the forests of the
nation are privately owned, and the further fact that
80 per cent or more of these private lands are without
definite programs for continuing productivity except in
part for fire protection. Public regulation of cutting is
necessary to stop destruction or further deterioration
and keep forest lands productive. In such regulation
there should be enough Federal participation to insure
its success. An increased degree of public ownership,
local, state and Federal, was also stated to be essential.
It should extend to submarginal areas which private
owners cannot handle, and to areas vital for watershed
and other public purposes that cannot be protected in
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any other way. Public expenditures on private forest
lands, which are sometimes necessary or advisable,
require safeguards that can be provided only by public
regulation of cutting practices. After further discussion
the chairman was instructed to appoint a regional com-
mittee to work out a forestry program of interstate
co-operation and state-federal co-operation for the North-
eastern States and to report its recommendations to a
subsequent conference or to the Commissions on Inter-
state Co-operation of the States in this area. It now
appears that this report will be made to the Sixth East-
ern States Conservation Conference, which is scheduled
to be held at Boston January 15, 1943. The committee
originally appointed comprised the State Foresters or
corresponding officials of the several States, including
Harold O. Cook, Director of the Division of Forestry
in the Massachusetts Department of Conservation, and
a member of this Commission. Subsequently it was
deemed advisable to add one or two state legislators
from each of the States concerned, and appointments
were made accordingly. The Massachusetts appointee
was Representative George Ward Stetson of Middle-
borough.

The discussion of forest taxation indicated that
attempts extending over periods of fifteen to twenty
years in various States had shown very little success in
developing plans of taxation that would stimulate forest
production. A new forest tax law passed in Massachu-
setts in 1941 had not been in effect long enough to demon-
strate whether it would be an improvement over the
law previously in effect. A summary of the forest taxa-
tion problem indicated that the most important elements
are administrative as well as legislative, and depend
largely on the excessive burden of high property tax
rates.

After a brief consideration of the extension of public
ownership, especially by tax foreclosure proceedings,
that subject was referred to the Regional Committee
for further study. As has been indicated, the results
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of the committee’s deliberations are not likely to be
reported until early in 1943, and so cannot be included
in this report.

Agricultural and Dairy Products.
The Regional Committee on Dairy and Agricultural

Products has not been active during the year because no
serious problems have arisen in this area, but the mid-
western States have concluded a reciprocal dairy agree-
ment as the result of two years of work. The Co-opera-
tion Commissions of Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky,
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Tennessee and Wisconsin
participated in the undertaking, and all have joined in
the agreement. This provides that each of the signatory
States will accept uniform dairy standards developed by a
committee of the Council of State Governments and the
States named and exchange information on inspection
and rating of milk and milk products intended for inter-
state shipment. Each State has also agreed to accept at
face value certificates of inspection and rating from other
signatory States on the same basis as its own certificates
relating to milk produced within its own boundaries.
The completion of this program may be delayed until
after the war, but the uniform inspection and rating
sheets are now being used, and the States are progressing
with their plans for full recognition of one another’s
certificates. It appears that the standards so far estab-
lished do not fully meet the requirements of the large
milk marketing areas in New England and New York.

Taxation.

The Council’s Committee on Taxation adopted during
the year a six-point program that was approved by the
Executive Committee of the Governors’ Conference, the
Board of Managers of the Council, and the President
of the United States. The committee emphasized in its
report the necessity for co-ordinated action in Federal,
state and local fiscal programs. Four subsequent con-
ferences on federal-state fiscal relations resulted in the
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appointment of a committee of twelve, which has been
meeting in Washington with a committee appointed by
the President. For the first time in the history of the
nation, Federal, state and municipal financial budget
and tax officials have sat down to work out a joint solution
of the vitally important problem of how each level of
government is to obtain the funds that it needs without
unduly and adversely affecting the revenues of the
others.

The model bill devised by a regional committee of the
Northeastern States to deal with the problem of con-
flicting claims by States for death taxes was adopted in
full by Delaware and in part by New Hampshire and
New York. Continued study by the committee is ex-
pected to result in a report to the several state legislatures
early in 1943. Meanwhile the bills considered, but not
passed, by the General Court in 1941 have been redrafted
as one bill by the tax authorities in this Commonwealth,
and this bill is being recommended by us for enactment,
as will appear from our recommendations on page 43.

Social Welfare and Relief.
In our Fifth Report we gave an account of the work of

the Special Committee on Relief organized by the Council
of State Governments, and set forth in the Appendix
to our report a copy of the report of that committee to
the 1941 General Assembly. The committee’s report
has been considered by regional conferences held through-
out the country, and has been carefully studied by con-
gressional committees and Federal administrative authori-
ties. The Eastern Conference recommended the repeal
of state settlement laws as “illogical, expensive and
anti-social,” and the substitution of a simple residence
requirement. The periods of three to five years now
generally required by States in the Northeast for acquisi-
tion of settlement are considered by all specialists in the
subject to be too long; a one-year residence require-
ment is agreed to be sufficient. The general committee
of the Council has recommended abolishing special
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categories of relief, and the extension of Federal aid to
the States for all relief expenditures on a basis that will
maintain state responsibility for administration. It is
important that Federal aid shall not result in too great
a measure of Federal dictation and control. It is not
yet evident to what extent the recommendations of the
Council’s committees will be accepted by the States and
the Federal government. The factual studies on which
these recommendations were based and the realistic and
statesmanlike approach of the States to the problem are
of great significance.

The Eastern Conference to which reference is made
in the preceding paragraph was held at the Hotel Roose-
velt, New York City, on Friday, February 27, 1942.
This Commission was represented by the secretary
and the Department of Public Welfare by Harold W.
Macauley, supervisor of the Bureau of Accounts. A
large part of the meeting was occupied with an explana-
tion and discussion of a New York State study of relief
and residence requirements. The results of the study
demonstrated that these requirements fail, in the main,
to accomplish their intended purpose, and that under
present conditions they are based on false premises. One
of these premises ,is that people migrate to obtain more
liberal relief, but in most instances this is not true. The
purpose of migration is usually to make good and get off
relief rather than to improve conditions slightly under
relief, and over 90 per cent of migration was found to be
successful, as this percentage of the people who migrated
did not require public assistance. Charging back relief
costs to the localities from which people on relief have
come did not operate equitably. In many instances the
administration of settlement cases costs more than the
amounts involved, and requires a large amount of time
and reference to many officials. For these and other
reasons it appeared that the present system should be
changed. Subsequently the New York report was pub-
lished in full and copies were circulated.

Discussion of the report and of the general subject of

relief with the Commissioner of Public Welfare led to a
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meeting of this Commission’s Committee on Social Wel-
fare and Relief on August 21. The committee agreed
that existing settlement laws cause much confusion and
that legal proceedings to determine settlement questions
are often long drawn out and very costly. Commissioner
Rotch spoke of a plan for Federal participation in the
cost of general relief, at the rate of 50 per cent of the total,
the other 50 per cent to be made up half by the State and
half by the local communities. Unless Federal participa-
tion is offered, city and town officials will oppose abolish-
ing settlement requirements, as each would fear that in
exchanging indigent people the balance would be against
his municipality. Federal participation would tend to
raise relief standards in the poorer communities. Wel-
fare authorities agree that the place of origin should pay
for the relief of a person in distress until he can acquire
a settlement in another jurisdiction. Under the proposed
plan the Federal authorities would pay all the cost of
cases where there is no settlement.

The possibility of state assumption of the major part
of general relief costs was discussed, but the probability
of opposition by wealthy communities was taken into
account, because such communities would pay a dis-
proportionate share of the expense. Such communities
would not have so much ground for objection if they were
paying only 25 per cent of the expense. Even under the
present system, charges from one community to another
tend to balance, but local officials are not convinced of
this and therefore fight many cases.

The question was then raised how far Federal control
of general relief would go if the Federal government
shared the expense. Commissioner Rotch pointed out
that Federal control is already in effect as to three cate-
gories out of four, old age assistance, aid to dependent
children and aid to the blind. If the Federal government
participates in general relief some measure of Federal
control must be expected. On the other three categories
the most objectionable feature is the way control is
exercised. It was suggested that a comprehensive study
of the subject should be attempted, and that this Com-
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mission should support a proposal for such a study if the
proposal is made. Toward the end of the year we were
informed that a recommendation favoring abolishment
of settlement requirements in certain circumstances
wmuld be made by a Recess Commission on Inter-
Governmental Relations, and that the proposal for a
study would not be made. At the end of the year this
Commission had not taken any specific action on the
subject.

Fireworks Control,

The question of recommending the uniform or model
fireworks control law was raised at the meeting of the
Commission on November 19. This act had been intro-
duced into the General Court in 1941 as House Document
No. 1651, and had been favorably reported by the joint
committee to which it was referred, but it was ultimately
rejected in the Senate. At present the general sale of
fireworks and their use by the public are prohibited by
executive order, but this order is effective only during
the war emergency. Discussion of the matter resulted
in a general expression of opinion that the indiscriminate
sale and use of fireworks ought to be prohibited by statute,
and it was noted that the uniform act or substantially
similar provisions are now in effect in sixteen or more
States, including New York and Pennsylvania, and that
in the States where such provisions are in effect deaths
and injuries due to fireworks have been almost wholly
eliminated. It was agreed that this is not so much a
problem of interstate co-operation as of uniform laws,
but all agreed that the uniform act represents a desirable
policy, and it was therefore voted to recommend and to
introduce again the bill that was defeated in the session
of 1941. The Commission’s recommendation on this
subject is presented on page 45.

Uniform State Laws.
In compliance with a suggestion from the Council of

State Governments, this Commission, in October, offered
to appoint a small committee to consult with the Massa-
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chusetts Commissioners on Uniform State Laws about
possible recommendations to the General Court. This
offer was not accepted, but after a meeting of the Com-
missioners they notified this Commission of their intention
to recommend the Uniform Narcotics Act and the
Uniform Acknowledgment Act. This Commission had
not considered these recommendations at the close of
the year, but had been informed that the Department of
Public Health would oppose the adoption of the Uniform
Narcotics Act in place of the existing law on control of
narcotics. Subsequently the Commissioners on Uniform
States Laws decided not to introduce the Narcotics Act.
The war situation may not be favorable for pressing a
program of uniform legislation, but in some instances the
achievement of uniformity is desirable during this period,
so that as commerce and industry revive in the post-war
period no obstacles shall stand in the way of their quick
recovery.

Regional Organization and Action.
Earlier sections of this report will have made clear

that the tendency of States in the Northeast to act on a
regional basis has continued. This tendency has been
particularly evident in dealing with problems of fisheries,
forestry, motor vehicles, social welfare and relief. As
in 1941, regional activities have usually extended to all
the eleven States from Maine to Maryland, and have
not been limited to New England. The majority of
these States have been represented at all regional con-
ferences, of which six have been held during the year.
The Massachusetts Commission sponsored the Fifth
Eastern States Conservation Conference held in Boston
on January 30, and was represented at the other inter-
state conferences, which were all held in New York,
and at one of the two meetings of the Regional Forestry
Committee. The Commission also had representatives
at two congressional hearings, one on January 12 and 13,
concerning a proposal to give the Interstate Commerce
Commission power to regulate the sizes and weights of
commercial motor vehicles, and one on February 5,
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concerning the resolution to give congressional consent
to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Compact. The
bills concerning sizes and weights of trucks were opposed
by the States and were not enacted, but the consent
resolution for the compact urged by the States was
passed and signed, as set forth in the section of this
report dealing with Marine Fisheries.

Recent Developments in Interstate Co-operation

War Activities.
During the last year the Council of State Governments

has become increasingly a war agency. In pursuance of
the resolution adopted by the General Assembly in Janu-
ary, 1941, and the vote of the Board of Managers in
December of the same year, the Council has served as a
co-ordinating office in concentrating the full resources of
the States in aid of the war effort. The Council assisted
the National Defense Advisory Commission to formulate
its program, and, through the Division of State and Local
Co-operation, established and organized councils of de-
fense in all the States except a few, like Massachusetts,
that had previously made provision for such organiza-
tions. In Massachusetts the Committee on Public Safety
performs the functions of a Council of Defense. State
organizations and state machinery have administered the
Selective Service Acts. The States have organized
State Guards to take the place of National Guard units
called into Federal service. The States have developed
police mobilization programs and co-operative measures
for fire prevention and control, the evacuation of civilian
populations, and the organization of training courses to
equip workers for positions in war industry and defense
activities. They have co-operated with the Office of
Price Administration in setting up state, county and local
rationing boards, and in accordance with plans developed
by the Federal government, have co-ordinated their health
and welfare activities.

Under the leadership of the Council of State Govern-
ments the States have continued during the past year the
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outstanding job that they began in 1940, to prepare the
nation to meet the defense and war emergency. The work
of the joint committee established in 1940 to develop a
program of uniform state war legislation continued its
work which produced the following results in the legis-
lative sessions of 1941 and 1942:

State

Model State Guard Act (19 of the statutes contain pro-
vision for Military Fresh Pursuit) 33

Sabotage Prevention Act 21
Explosives Control Act 17
Council of Defense Act 32

Experience with these acts has been very satisfactory.
The Sabotage Prevention Act has proved effective, and
in some States leading labor organizations have com-
mented on its fairness and effectiveness. The Explosives
Control Act has operated so well that the Federal authori-
ties are urging its adoption by all the States. The model
Council of Defense Act, though not included in the
original program, appeared so necessary that it was rapidly
adopted in two thirds of the States soon after it had been
drafted by the Council’s committee of state officials.

A number of other proposals have been worked out in
regional conferences to meet additional needs. Among
the bills adopted by varying numbers of States are
measures covering air raid precautions (10 States),
emergency war powers (8 States), mobilization for fire
'defense (6 States) military traffic control (6 States), es-
tablishment of special health and sanitation areas (5
States), acceptance of Federal grants for defense pur-
poses (6 States), defense housing (5 States), interstate
public property (3 States), fresh pursuit by military forces
(2 States), defense public works (2 States), and zoning
for defense areas (1 State). Most of the eight legisla-
tures that met in 1942 adopted a large part of this pro-
gram of model legislation. Thus the States, co-operating
through their joint agency, the Council of State Govern-
ments, have made an impressive record in meeting the
defense and war emergency, and by their vitality, alert-
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ness and foresight have demonstrated that they are indis-
pensable parts of our Federal Union.

The campaign of the Council of State Governments
and the Co-operation Commissions to eliminate trade
barriers was continued in the eight States where legis-
lative sessions were held in 1942. Much progress has
been made in eliminating discrimination against certain
domestic oils, cottonseed, peanut and soy bean. Dur-
ing the last two years discriminatory oleomargarine laws
have been repealed in Mississippi and Tennessee. The
Arkansas Commission prevented the enactment of a
retaliatory bill aimed at States taxing Arkansas cotton-
seed, peanut or soy bean oils. The Illinois Commission
and the State Agricultural Association secured an un-
precedented reversal of the agricultural policy of that
State, and prevented the enactment of a tax law against
so called “filled milk.” The Legislature of Washington
rejected a discriminatory oleomargarine bill. Other
types of trade barrier bills were defeated or vetoed in
Illinois, Kansas, Nebraska, Minnesota and Oregon. The
Massachusetts Commission endeavors to examine all
measures introduced into the General Court that may
have trade barrier features, and is prepared to oppose
any such proposals that may be found.

Cases reported to the Council by the Interdepartmental
Committee on Interstate Trade Barriers have been
referred promptly to the States involved. In every
instance the difficulty was satisfactorily explained or
necessary action taken. An advisory committee sug-
gested by the Western Plant Board was established by
the Council. Complaints about discriminatory practices
were investigated and settled. Many illustrations might
be cited as evidence that the nation-wide campaign
.against trade barriers, sponsored by the Council and the
'Co-operation Commissions, has made and is continuing
to make good progress. In this region the most serious
trade barriers are those maintained in Maine and New

Interstate Trade Barriers.
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Hampshire by restrictions against commercial motor
vehicles from other States. The Massachusetts Com-
mission has frequently called the attention of the Maine
and New Hampshire Commissions to the obstacles created
by these restrictions, but, except to some extent for war
materials, the restrictions have not yet been modified.
Efforts to adjust this difficulty will be continued.

Fisheries

In this field the most important development in recent
years was the ratification of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Compact by ten of the fourteen Atlantic Sea-
board States in 1941 and 1942, and the adoption of the
consent resolution by Congress in May, 1942, making
the compact fully effective, and permitting the organiza-
tion of the Marine Fisheries Commission that the com-
pact authorizes. This development is described in
detail on pages 18 to 22. The success of this effort has
aroused interest in the possibilities of a somewhat similar
compact to regulate fisheries on the Columbia River,
including the States of Idaho, Oregon and Washington.
These three States, under the leadership of the Council
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, have
been conferring about the possibilities of such a compact
as an instrument for the preservation and improvement
of the Columbia River fisheries.

New York and New Jersey have settled by legislation
a long-standing dispute over the fisheries in the Hudson
River, and are about to settle a minor problem involving
Greenwood Lake'. The International Board of Inquiry
for the Great Lakes Fisheries, of which Hubert R.
Gallagher, Assistant Director of the Council, is chairman,
completed its hearings and reported to the President
and the Congress. From its recommendations an appro-
priate international agreement or treaty to control these
important fisheries is expected to develop. Some interest
in fisheries regulation has been shown in the Gulf States,
and this may lead to adoption of a compact similar to
that now in effect on the Atlantic Coast.
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Motor Vehicles.
We have referred in an earlier section of this report

to the Minimum Flooring Plan recommended for per-
missible sizes and weights of motor trucks by the Regional
Committee on Motor Truck Problems. 1 This plan was
subsequently endorsed by several regional conferences
of the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administra-
tors, accepted in principle by the Southern Governors’
Conference, and approved by the United States Public
Roads Administration.

Complaints that state motor vehicle regulations were
hampering the transportation of war materials caused
the President to call a conference of state officials in
Washington May 5. Following the meeting, the Execu-
tive Committee of the Governors’ Conference was
invited to meet with a committee appointed by the
President. The Minimum Flooring Plan was accepted
as the most practical device for meeting the emergency.
The Governors’ Executive Committee telegraphed to
the Governors of all the forty-eight States, and within
ten days all had agreed that, by executive order or other
appropriate action, state laws imposing more severe
restrictions would be waived for the duration of the war,
and that reciprocity would be extended by each State to
vehicles from all the others. Immediately the steps
necessary to accomplish this result were taken in most
of the States. In a few, including one or two in New
England, some points remain to be cleared up. Legisla-
tion validating the action of the Governor and appropriate
state departments in carrying out this program, and
providing for its continuance for the duration of the war,
is being prepared for introduction in the States in which
there was any question of the authority of the Governor
to take the necessary action. Under this arrangement
former difficulties affecting truck transportation into
New Hampshire have been almost eliminated, but
restrictions still hamper truck transportation of war

1 Pages 16, 17.
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materials over highways in Maine, especially by enforce-
ment of statutory weight and height limits.

Although the work of the Council and regional groups
of States to improve conditions in certain river basin
areas have not extended to New England, the progress
made in this line of effort is so important and significant
that we believe it should be mentioned briefly in this
report.

Potomac River Basin. The Interstate Commission on
the Potomac River Basin was organized May 10, 1941,
with official representatives of Maryland, Virginia, West
Virginia, the District of Columbia and the Federal gov-
ernment. Of the States concerned, only Pennsylvania
has failed to ratify the compact. The Council of State
Governments participated actively for two years, and
gave staff assistance to the establishment of this important
commission, which plans to carry forward its work along
the lines followed by the Interstate Commission on the
Delaware River Basin.

Delaware River Basin. Despite the war, the Inter-
state Commission has carried forward its program. The
act for controlling pollution of the river has been adopted
by New York, New Jersey and Delaware. Public senti-
ment in favor of its adoption by Pennsylvania is growing.
The Commission has participated actively in litigation,
and, through its engineering and consulting staff, in con-
sidering plans of sewage treatment work within the city
of Philadelphia, which is the key to solving the pollution
problem.

The Delaware River Equitable Water Diversion Act,
prepared by the water supply engineers of the several
States, sitting as a committee of the Interstate Commis-
sion, has been completed. It has been introduced into
the New Jersey Legislature and will be introduced in the
approaching sessions of the legislatures of New York and
Pennsylvania. Delaware is not primarily interested in
this phase of the problem.

River Basins.
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Interstate Sanitation Compact. —For many years New
York and New Jersey were the only States participating
officially in the Interstate Sanitation Compact, concern-
ing the waters of New York Harbor and vicinity. Under
the leadership of its Commission on Intergovernmental
Co-operation, Connecticut became a party to the com-
pact in 1941, and its representatives have since partici-
pated in the work of the Commission. Already over one
third of the daily total of 1,200,000,000 gallons of sewage
formerly dumped raw into these waters has been brought
under treatment. Plans for construction of treatment
plants to bring under control the remainder of this
sewage are being worked out by the municipalities con-
cerned. New construction may be postponed because
of war priorities, but improvements in treatment are con-
stantly being effected under stimulation by the Interstate
Commission, and construction previously authorized
is being pushed to completion according to schedule.
Achievements to this time afford ample ground for belief
that as soon as the obstacle of war priorities is removed,
many new treatment projects will be constructed and
corresponding improvements in the quality of the water
will be attained.

Ohio River Sanitation Compact. Six States Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, New York, Ohio and West Virginia
have ratified this compact, but because ratification in
some of them is conditional upon action by Pennsylvania,
the compact cannot become effective until that State acts.
The lower branch of the Pennsylvania Legislature has
approved the necessary measure in two sessions, but both
times it has failed in the Senate. Under the pressure of
the war effort, further progress toward making the com-
pact effective may be delayed until after the end of the
war.

Western Rivers. River basin problems affecting Colo-
rado, Kansas and Wyoming have been attracting atten-
tion for some time, and indications are that interest in
these problems will result in interstate study and action
at the conclusion of the war.
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Miscellaneous Interstate Problems.
These arise on a large variety of subjects, including

boundaries, liquor control and transportation of com-
modities.

Interstate Boundaries

A long-standing boundary dispute between Indiana
and Kentucky was settled in 1941 after two years of
effort. Questions affecting the Illinois-Indiana boundary
have been raised, but formal action will probably be
delayed until after the war. In the East, New York
and Rhode Island discovered that the boundary between
these two States in Long Island Sound had never been
set. There was no dispute. Commissioners appointed
by the two States discovered at their first meeting that
both recommended approximately the same solution.
Details were agreed upon at subsequent meetings, and
acts were passed by both legislatures in accordance with
recommendations of the joint commission. A typo-
graphical error in the New York act has delayed the con-
sent of the Congress to the agreement until this error
can be corrected by the New York Legislature in its next
session.

Liquor Control
The most difficult problem affecting northeastern

States in this field has arisen on account of the wording
of Pennsylvania and Delaware liquor control laws. New
York and Newr Jersey have continued negotiations with
Pennsylvania regarding this problem. The Pennsylvania
and Delaware statutes require those States to charge
concerns from other States fees similar to those charged
Pennsylvania or Delaware concerns for the privilege of
doing business in the other States. Since fees in other
States vary, the result is that Pennsylvania and Delaware
have many different fees for the same privilege of carrying
on a liquor business in their respective markets. New
York and New Jersey contend that each State should
fix the value of licenses in its own market, and not make
such value dependent on fees charged in other States;
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that as long as in-state and out-of-state licencees are
accorded the same treatment for the same fees, there is
no discrimination. This question will soon be the subject
of a conference between these States. Connecticut will
probably be asked to participate because certain aspects
of its new beer law may result in discrimination.

Weiahmasters ’ Certificates.

New York and Pennsylvania have solved a minor
problem arising under state laws that required the
weighing of loaded coal trucks crossing the border from
one State to the other. The two States passed reciprocal
bills establishing reciprocity within a limited zone on
each side of their interstate boundary.

lowa-Ohio Motor Vehicle Reciprocity.

Prior to the request of the Governors’ Conference
Committee, these two States at joint meetings had
reached a complete 'accord between their licensing au-
thorities, and had adopted a working reciprocity agree-
ment that eliminated a growing source of irritation.

Fruit Juices

Western States, particularly Oregon, have been com-
plaining about the inspection of fruit juices required by
eastern States. Efforts are being made to secure recip-
rocal recognition of state inspections, especially by
Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Rhode
Island. Although this is not a major problem, its adjust-
ment will promote harmony between the eastern and
western States.

The 1942 Record.
Some of the statements made in the eight preceding

pages necessarily relate to the legislative year 1941, for
most States have biennial legislative sessions in the
odd-numbered years and only eight had regular sessions
in 1942. The States that did have sessions in 1942



1943.] HOUSE —No. 1373. 41

Cl

Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey and South Caro-
lina, which have annual sessions, and Virginia, Kentucky,
Mississippi and Louisiana, which have their sessions in
the even-numbered years carried on in much the
same way as the larger number of States had acted in
1941. Important war measures were adopted in all of
them, as well as in States that had special sessions,
Arizona, California, Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts,
Michigan and Pennsylvania. The special sessions were
devoted almost exclusively to war measures. The regular
sessions carried on their business about as usual. In
the East, the lobster legislation already mentioned was
adopted by Maine, New York and New Jersey; the
New York-Rhode Island boundary was settled; the
Minimum Flooring Plan wras adopted by the North-
eastern Regional Highway Safety Conference; the
Midwestern Dairy Agreement was successfully con-
cluded; the social welfare program was formulated; and
many minor legislative acts were adopted. The bulk
of state legislation is, however, exacted in the odd-
numbered years.

It is significant that the movement for interstate co-
operation is developing not only on a nation-wide basis
but also strongly by regions. Its regional strength is not
to be confused with narrow sectional partisanship; it is
based rather upon the conviction that the power of our
Federal Union depends not only upon the fact that it is an
“indestructible union of indestructible States,” but that
it is now so well organized that States in each geographi-
cal area may co-operate effectively with each other.
Many regional problems arise that affect only the States
within the region and so are not the concern of the Fed-
eral government or of the States in other sections of the
country. Settlement of these problems is not undertaken
to gain economic or other advantages for the States within
the region to the disadvantage of other States, but to
remove obstacles to the better functioning of the co-
operating States as a group of partners in the whole
Union, to prevent serious differences from developing
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among them, and, in general, to help them to do their
full share in furthering governmental and social progress
throughout the nation.

In the eastern region, not a single state legislature
failed to pass a part of the program of its Commission on
Interstate Co-operation in 1941 and 1942. Because of
its compact geographical area and the relatively short
distances between state capitals, the legislators and ad-
ministrators in the eastern States have greater and more
frequent opportunities to become acquainted with one
another than officials in areas where greater distances
between capitals make such acquaintance and personal
co-operation more difficult. This proximity naturally
resulted in earlier development of the habit of co-opera-
tion in the eastern States, and has been a strong factor
in promoting its continuance. During the last two years,
however, the midwestern States centering on Chicago
have also attained a remarkably high degree of co-ordina-
tion, working through the central office of the Council of
State Governments, and in 1942 the Council opened a
regional office for the Pacific Coast with headquarters in
San Francisco. Before 1942 there was only one separate
regional office of the Council, but now there are an eastern
office, a western office and a group of States well knit to-
gether through the central office. Out of this regional
organization closer co-ordination and better understand-
ing will undoubtedly grow, not only among the States
working together in these regional groups, but also be-
tween each region and all the others.

Interstate Compacts.

Another significant feature of the growth of the move-
ment is the increasing use of the interstate compact to
provide permanent machinery for dealing with some in-
terstate problems. Examples already mentioned are the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Compact, the Tri-State
Compact for control of pollution in the waters of New
York Harbor and vicinity, the Potomac River Compact,
and the Ohio River Compact. The co-operative ar-
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rangement by which the States of the Delaware River
Basin established their interstate commission, though
sometimes referred to as an interstate compact, is not one
in fact; it has been effected through the enactment by
the co-operating States of substantially identical legisla-
tion contingent upon similar action by the other partici-
pating States.

Two other interstate compacts, not strictly regional or
geographic in their operation, deserve mention here.
The first is the compact providing for control and man-
agement of prisoners on parole or probation. Connecti-
cut, Alabama, Florida and Idaho recently ratified the
Interstate Parole Compact, thus' bringing the total num-
ber of participating States to thirty-eight. The other is
the Interstate Oil Compact. Most of the States joining
in this compact are in the Middle and Southwestern sec-
tions of the country, namely, Arkansas, Louisiana,
Oklahoma, Texas, Colorado, Kansas and New Mexico.
But Michigan and Illinois, as oil-producing States, are
also members, and New York and Pennsylvania within
the last two years have joined this compact, bringing the
total number of participating States up to eleven, some
of which are remote from the main producing areas, but
bound to them by common interest in the proper operation
and conservation of the industry as a whole. The com-
pact device has thus demonstrated its utility not only in
cases affecting common waters or boundaries, but also
cases involving widely separated States that still have
common economic and social interests.

Recommendations.

1. Determination of Domicile for Death Taxet
In recent years a number of important tax cases have

directed attention to the problem of determining the
domicile of decedents who left large estates subject to
death taxes, and whose domicile was disputed by two or
more States, all anxious to collect taxes under their
respective laws. The noted Green estate case found at
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least four States claiming to be the domicile of the
decedent and urging prior rights to taxes on the estate.
Formerly, court decisions tended against taxes on the
same property by two or more States, but recent decisions
of the Supreme Court of the United States have au-
thorized taxation by the State in which property is
situated, even though the same property is taxed in
another State as the domicile of the decedent. It has
even authorized taxation of securities issued by a cor-
poration chartered in State A, even though the securities
are located in State B, and the latter State is the domicile
of the owner of those securities. Under these decisions
double or multiple taxation on a part or all of the assets
of an estate may be possible.

The conditions described have resulted in long and
expensive court proceedings to determine the respective
tax jurisdictions of the States involved, have caused

ttlement of the estates con-
iarily and unjustly depleted

protracted delays in the
cerned, and have unnei

such estates to the detriment of the heirs or devisees. To
prevent these difficulties, and to reduce as much as
possible the chance of multiple taxation, it is desirable
to establish a procedure for determining the question of
domicile without complicated legal proceedings when
the question arises in death tax cases.

In 1940 and 1941 a regional committee on taxation
for the northeastern States, on which this Common-
wealth was represented, formulated a model bill to
provide for dealing with this problem by compromise and
arbitration in each case among the States involved.
In 1941 this bill was adopted in full by Delaware, and
in part by New Hampshire and New York. The bill was
introduced into our General Court during the session
of 1941 as Senate, No. 648, and was later redrafted as

Senate, No. 774, but it failed to pass. This Commission
believes that the problem requires a remedy, and it
therefore recommends the enactment of legislation to
provide for the compromise and arbitration of disputes
among States concerning the determination of domicile
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for the assessment of death taxes substantially in ac-
cordance with the appended bill on this subject.

In order to eliminate the numerous injuries and the
deaths that have occurred throughout the United States
on Independence Day, and in this Commonwealth, to
some extent, on Bunker Hill Day, June 17, a movement
to control the sale, possession and use of fireworks by
private individuals has resulted in recent years in the
adoption of practically uniform laws for this purpose by
fifteen States, all of which have the essential provisions
of a model bill. These States include Rhode Island,
New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
Ohio and several farther west. Correspondence with
other New England States before the sessions of 1941
showed some sentiment in favor of the bill in New
Hampshire, Vermont and Connecticut.

The sale, possession and use of fireworks is now com-
pletely forbidden to the public by executive orders and
Army regulations in all the New England States for the
duration of the war. The result was a practically com-
plete elimination of injuries from fireworks in 1941 on
the holidays when so many of these injuries formerly
occurred. It does not appear sensible to permit former
dangerous conditions to recur after the end of the war.
We believe that the indiscriminate sale, possession and
use of fireworks should be permanently forbidden, but
that public exhibitions of fireworks should be authorized,
subject to license or permit by proper local authorities
and under the direction of competent and approved
specialists in the handling of this class of explosives.
Such requirements comprise the essentials of the model
fireworks control bill. A draft of this bill, modified to
accommodate it to the style and content of the General
Laws, was introduced into the General Court session of
1941 as House, No. 1651. It was reported out of com-
mittee but met defeat in the Senate. We believe that
this bill is desirable legislation and recommend the

2. Control of the Sale, Possession and Use of Fireworks.
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enactment of substantially the same bill, according to the
draft appended.

3. Other Subjects.
The Commission has been requested to introduce or to

support several other proposals for legislation, but in
some instances the proposals ought to be introduced by
other state authorities to whom they are of primary
interest. After their introduction this Commission will
support certain of these proposals, but it leaves their
introduction to the authorities most concerned. On the
•subject of legislation in aid of the war, a large number of
bills have been suggested by the Council of State Govern-
ments and other Commissions on Interstate Co-operation
after consultation with the Federal officials directly
interested. On this special subject the Commission is
planning to submit a separate, detailed report on or
before the day when the General Court convenes for the
session of 1943.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-Three.

An Act to provide for the settlement of disputes

AMONG STATES WITH RESPECT TO DOMICILIARY DEATH

TAXES.

1 Whereas, The settlement of certain disputes relat-
-2 ing to taxes in a manner advantageous to the com-
-3 monwealth may be delayed or defeated unless this
4 act becomes immediately operative, therefore it is
5 hereby declared to be an emergency law, necessary
6 for the immediate preservation of the public con-
i vemence.

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. The General Laws are hereby amended
2 by inserting after chapter sixty-five A the following
3 new chapter;

4

5 Settlement of Disputes Respecting the Domi-
-6 cile of Decedents.cile of Decedents.

7 Section 1 . When used in this chapter the following
8 terms shall have the following meanings:

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

Cfie Commontocalth of Massachusetts

Chapter 658.
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(a) “Executor”, any executor of the will or ad-
ministrator of the estate of a decedent, except an
ancillary administrator;

9
10
11

(6) “Taxing official”, the commissioner of cor-
porations and taxation in this commonwealth, and
in any other reciprocal state the officer or body
designated in the statute of such state substantially
similar to this chapter;

12
13
14
15
16

(c) “Death tax”, any tax levied by a state on ac-
count of the transfer or shifting of economic bene-
fits in property at death, or in contemplation thereof,
or intended to take effect in possession or enjoy-
ment at or after death, whether denominated an
“inheritance tax”, “transfer tax”, “succession tax”,
“estate tax”, “death duty”, “death dues”, or
otherwise;

17
18
19

20
21
99

23
24

(d) “Interested person”, any person who may be
entitled to receive or who has received any prop-
erty or interest which may be required to be con-
sidered in computing the death tax of any state
involved.

25
26
9.7

28
29

Section 2. In any case in which this commonwealth
and one or more other states each claims that it was
the domicile of a decedent at the tune of his death,
and no judicial determination of domicile for death
tax purposes has been made in any of such states,
any executor, or the taxing official of any such state,
may elect to invoke the provisions of this chapter.
Such election shall be evidenced by the sending of a

notice by registered mail, receipt requested, to the
taxing officials of each such state and to each exec-
utor, ancillary administrator and interested per-
son. Any executor may reject such election by send-
ing a notice by registered mail, receipt requested, to

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
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43 the taxing officials involved and to all other exec-
-44 utors within forty days after the receipt of such
45 notice of election. If such election be rejected, no
46 further proceedings shall be had under this chapter.
47 If such election be not rejected, the dispute as to the
48 death taxes shall be determined solely as hereinafter
49 provided, and no proceedings to determine or assess
50 such death taxes shall
51 the courts of this comr
52 Section 3. In any c
53 made as provided in se
54 the commissioner may
55 ment with the other t
56 with the executors, to :
57 payment of any death
58 and penalties, that ms
59 vided, that said agreem
60 be paid the other state

thereafter be instituted in
nonwealth or otherwise,
ase in which an election is
iction two and not rejected,
enter into a written agree-

ixing officials involved and
iccept a certain sum in full
tax, together with interest

,y be due this state; pro-
snt also fixes the amount to
or states. If an agreement

61 cannot be reached and the arbitration proceedin
62 specified in section four is commenced, and there
63 after an agreement is arrived at, a written agreenent is arrived at, a written agree-

64 ment may be entered into at any time before such
65 proceeding is concluded, notwithstanding tl
66 mencement of such proceeding. Upon the filing of
67 such agreement or duplicate thereof with the au-
-68 thority which would have jurisdiction to assess the
69 death tax of this state if the decedent died domiciled
70 in this state, an assessment shall be made as therein
71 provided and such assessment, except as herein-
-72 after provided, shall finally and conclusively fix
73 and determine the amount of death tax due this
74 state. In the event the aggregate amount payable
75 under such agreement to the states involved is less
76 than the maximum credit allowable to the estate
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against the United States estate tax imposed with
respect thereto, the executor forthwith shall also
pay to the commissioner the same percentage of the
difference between such aggregate amount and the
amount of such credit, as the amount payable to the
commissioner under the agreement bears to such
aggregate amount.

n

78
79
80
81
82
83

Section J+. If in any such case it shall appear that
an agreement cannot be reached as provided in
the foregoing section, or if one year shall have
elapsed from the date of the election, without such
an agreement, having been reached, the domicile of
the decedent at the time of his death shall be deter-
mined solely for death tax purposes as follows:

84
85

86
87
88
89

90
(a) Where only this state and one other state are

involved, the commissioner and the taxing official
of such other state shall each appoint a member
of a board of arbitration, and the members so ap-
pointed shall select the third member of the board.
If this state and more than one other state are in-
volved, the taxing officials thereof shall agree upon
the authorities charged with the duty of adminis-
tering death tax laws in three states not involved,
each of which shall appoint a member of the board.
The members of the board shall elect one of then-
number as chairman.

91
92
93
94
95

96
97
98

99

100
101
102

(6) Such board shall hold hearings at such places
as are deemed necessary, upon reasonable notice to
the executors, ancillary administrators, all other
interested persons, and the taxing officials of the
states involved, all of whom shall be entitled to be
heard.

103
104
105
106
107
108

(c) Such board shall have power to administer109
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1

110 oaths, take testimony, subpoena and require the
111 attendance of witnesses and the production of books,
112 papers and documents and issue commissions to take
113 testimony. Subpoenas may be issued by any mem-
-114 ber of the board. Failure to obey a subpoena may
115 be punished by a judge or justice of any court of
116 record in the same manner as if the subpoena had
117 been issued by such judge or justice or by the court
118 in which such judge or justice functions.
119 (d) Such board shall apply, whenever practicable,
120 the rules of evidence which prevail in federal courts
121 under the federal rules of civil procedure at the time
122 of the hearing.
123 (e) Such board shall, by majority vote, determine
124 the domicile of the decedent at the time of his
125 death. Such determination shall be final and con-
-126 elusive, and shall bind this commonwealth and all
127 of its judicial and administrative officials on all
128 questions concerning the domicile of the decedent
129 for death tax purposes.
130 (/) The reasonable compensation and expenses
131 of the members of the board and employees thereof
132 shall be agreed upon among such members, the
133 taxing officials of the states involved, and the exec-
-134 utors. In the event an agreement cannot be
135 reached, such compensation and expenses shall be
136 determined by such taxing officials, and if they can-

-137 not agree, by the appropriate probate court of the
138 state determined to be the domicile. Such amount
139 shall be borne by the estate and shall be deemed an
140 administration expense.
141 (g) The determination of such board and the rec-
-142 ord of its proceeding shall be filed with the author-
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143 ity having jurisdiction to assess the death tax in the
144 state determined to be the domicile of the decedent
145 and with the authorities which would have had
14G jurisdiction to assess the death tax in each of the
147 other states involved if the decedent had been found
148 to be domiciled therein.
149 Section 5. In any case where it is determined by
150 the board of arbitration that the decedent died
151 domiciled in this commonwealth, penalties and
152 interest for nonpayment of the tax, between the
153 date of the election and the final determination of
154 the board, shall not exceed, in the aggregate, four
155 per centum of the amount of the taxes per annum.
156 Section 6. The provisions of this chapter shall
157 apply only to cases in which each of the states in-
-158 volved has in effect a law substantially similar to
159 this chapter.
160 Section 7. If, in any case to which this chapter
161 applies, the provisions of this chapter conflict with
162 any other law of this commonwealth, this chapter
163 shall control.

1 Section 2. Section one of chapter fifty-eight of
2 the General Laws is hereby amended by striking
3 out the first sentence, as appearing in the Tercente-
-4 nary Edition, and inserting in place thereof the fol-
-5 lowing new sentence: The commissioner of cor-
-6 porations and taxation, in chapters fifty-eight to
7 sixty-five B, inclusive, called the commissioner, may
8 visit any town, inspect the work of its assessors and
9 give them such information and require of them such

10 action as will tend to produce uniformity throughout
11 the commonwealth in valuation and assessments.
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Section 3. This act shall apply to the settlement
of disputes among states with respect to death taxes
which come within its scope, without regard to
whether the decedent died before or after the effec-
tive date hereof.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-Three.

An Act to restrict the sale, use, and the keeping

OR OFFERING FOR SALE OF FIREWORKS.

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

one hundred and forty-eight
hereby amended by striking

as appearing in the Tercen te-
sting in place thereof the

1 Section 1. Chapter
2 of the General Laws is
3 out section thirty-nine,
4 nary Edition, and in;

5 following:
6 Section 39. No person shall sell, or keep, or offer
7 for sale, or use, explode, or cause to explode, any

8 combustible or explosive composition or substance or

9 combination of substances, or article prepared for
10 the purpose of producing a visible or audible effect
11 by combustion, explosion, deflagration or detonation,
12 including blank cartridges or toy cannons, in which
13 explosives are used, the type of balloon which requires
14 fire underneath to propel the same, firecrackers,

15 torpedoes, skyrockets, Roman candles, bombs, spar-

-16 klers, rockets, wheels, colored fires, fountains, mines,
17 serpents, or other fireworks of like construction oi

18 any fireworks containing any explosive or flammable
19 compound, or any tablets or other device containing

20 any explosive substance; provided, that the term

21 “fireworks” as used herein shall not include toy

Cfic Commontuealtf) of
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22 pistols, toy canes, toy guns, or other devices in which
23 paper caps containing twenty-five hundredths grains
24 or less of explosive compound are used, if they are
25 so constructed that the hand cannot come in contact
26 with the cap when in place for the explosion, or toy
27 pistol paper caps which contain less than twenty
28 hundredths grains of explosive mixture, the sale and
29 use of which shall be permitted at all times; and
30 provided, further, that this section shall not apply
31 (1) to the sale of any article herein named to be
32 shipped directly out of the commonwealth, or (2) to
33 the sale of any such article for the use of, and its use
34 by, persons having obtained a permit for a supervised
35 public display of fireworks from the marshal or some
36 officer designated by him therefor, under the provi-
-37 sions of section thirty-nine B of this chapter, or (3) to
38 the sale of fireworks for the use of, and their use by,
39 railroads or other transportation agencies for signal
40 purposes or illumination, or (4) to the sale or use of
41 blank cartridges for a duly licensed show or theatre
42 or for signal or ceremonial purposes in athletics or
43 sports, or (5) to experiments at a factory for explo-
-44 sives, or (6) to the sale of blank cartridges for the
45 use of, or their use by, the militia or any organization
46 of war veterans or other organizations authorized by
47 law to parade in public a color guard armed with
48 firearms, or (7) in teaching the use of firearms by
49 experts.

1 Section 2. Said chapter one hundred and forty-
-2 eight is hereby further amended by inserting after
3 section thirty-nine, as amended by the preceding
4 section, the following new section:
5 Section 39A. The marshal shall make rules and
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6 regulations for the granting of permits for supervised
7 public displays of fireworks by municipalities, fair
8 associations, amusement parks and other organiza-
-9 tions or groups of individuals. Such rules and regula-

-10 tions shall provide in part that (a) every such display
11 shall be handled by a competent operator to be
12 approved by the chiefs of the police and fire depart-
-13 ments, or officer or officers having similar powers
14 and duties, of the municipality in which the display
15 is to be held and shall be of such a character, and so
16 located, discharged or fired as, in the opinion of the
17 chief of the fire department or the officer or officers
18 having similar powers and duties, after proper inspec-
-19 tion, not to be hazardous to property or to endanger
20 any person or persons; (6) application for permits
21 shall be made in writing at least fifteen days inadvance
22 of the date of the display; and (c) no permit so
23 granted shall be transferable.

1 Section 3. Section fifty of said chapter one
2 hundred and forty-eight, as so appearing, is hereby
3 amended by inserting after the word “fluids” in the
4 fifth line the words: —, or any of the articles named
5 in section thirty-nine A, so as to read as follows;
6 Section 50. Upon complaint made to a court or

7 justice authorized to issue warrants in criminal cases
8 that the complainant has probable cause to suspect
9 and does suspect that gunpowder, dynamite or any

10 other explosive, crude petroleum or any of its products,
11 or explosive or inflammable fluids, or any of the
12 articles named in section thirty-nine A, are kept or

13 are to be found in any place contrary to this chap-
-14 ter or regulations made hereunder, such court or

15 justice may issue a search warrant in conformity
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16 with chapter two hundred and seventy-six, so far
17 as applicable, commanding the officer to whom the
18 warrant is directed to enter any shop, building, manu-
-19 factory, vehicle or vessel specified in the warrant, and
20 there make diligent search for the articles specified
21 in the warrant, and make return of his doings forth-
-22 with to the court or justice having jurisdiction thereof.
23 Such warrants may be directed to an inspector or to
24 the head of the fire department.

1 Section 4. Said chapter one hundred and forty-
-2 eight is hereby further amended by striking out
3 section fifty-three as so appearing.
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