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The Tenth Annual Report of this Commission, pub-
lished as a legislative document in January, 1947 (House,
No. 1641, session of 1947), gave an account of the Com-
mission’s activities and proceedings during the calendar
year 1946. The report now submitted continues the
account until the end of 1947.

During the year the Commission held six meetings
and numerous informal discussions between members
and the Executive Secretary in order to obtain opinions
and instructions. Formal meetings were held on Jan-
uary 9, February 4, March 4, May 12, October 21 and
November 25, all in the State House. The Committee
on Water Resources held a meeting on February 26 in the
Commission’s office at 15 Ashburton Place. At these
meetings questions of policy and proposals for action are
considered and decided, and reports on projects pre-
viously authorized and on interstate meetings attended
by members are made. Details will be given in later
sections of this report.

The number of interstate meetings in which the Com-
mission was represented was less than in 1946. A list of
these meetings and the names of members of the Commis-
sion who attended is as follows:

ELEVENTH ANNUAL REPORT TO THE
GENERAL COURT.

January 16-18. —Biennial General Assembly of the Council of State
Governments, Edgewater Beach Hotel, Chicago, Illinois.
Senator Sumner G. Whittier and Representative George Ward
Stetson, Vice Chairman.

February 20, 21. Twelfth Annual Regional Conference on Highway
and Motor Vehicle Problems, Hotel Roosevelt, New York, N. Y.

Representatives Hollis M. Gott and Fred A. Blake
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July 16, 17. —Annual Meeting of Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission, Hotel Roosevelt, New York, N. Y. Representa-
tive George Ward Stetson and John W. Plaisted, Executive
Secretary.

September S, J. Annual Executive Meeting, New York Joint Legis-
lative Committee on Interstate Co-operation, Hoiks Inn, Inlet,
N. Y. Senator Edward W. Staves, Chairman.

November SO, SI. Meeting of Council of State Governments’ Com-
mittee on Legislative Processes and Procedures, Edgewater
Beach Hotel, Chicago, Illinois. Representative George Ward
Stetson, Vice Chairman.

The Executive Secretary also attended a hearing held
by a sub-committee of the Senate Committee on Public
Works at Washington, D. C., April 21 and 22, on S. 418,
the Taft-Barkley Bill providing for federal aid in con-
trolling water pollution.

Membership and Committees
Early in the year, several changes in the membership

of the Commission were made. None of the Senators
who were members in 1946 had been a candidate for
re-election. Senator Grant had been elected mayor of
Fall River in 1945, and Senator Coolidge had been elected
Lieutenant Governor in 1946. In the House, Repre-
sentatives Brown of Beverly, Rand of Boston and Powers
of Boston had not been candidates for re-election, but
Representative Powers had been elected to the Senate.
When the General Court was organized, the President of
the Senate appointed Senators Edward W. Staves,
Sumner G. Whittier and John E. Powers as the Senate
members of the Commission, and the Speaker of the
House appointed Representative Henry L. Shattuck,
Harland Burke and John J. Toomey to fill the three
House vacancies. At a meeting of the Commission, held
in the State House January 9, the new members all
reported that they had been duly qualified by the Secre-
tary of the Commonwealth to serve as members of the
Commission. Senator Staves was then elected chairman
and Representative Stetson was re-elected vice chairman.
On January 13, the Governor appointed ex-Senator
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Richard S. Bowers to fill the vacancy that had existed
since the death of Hon. James C. Scanlan in October, 1945.
Mr. Bowers was qualified January 15. The complete
membership for the year is listed on page 6.

The Committee fist was changed somewhat from that
in effect in 1946. The Committees on Agriculture and on
Conservation were merged into one, and the Committees
on Labor and Industry and on Post-War Planning were
discontinued. A new Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
was established, in accordance with suggestions from the
Council of State Governments, and certain changes in
titles were made. These changes resulted in organiza-
tion of the following committees for the year:

1. Agriculture and Conservation.
2. Crime and Defense.
3. Social Welfare.
4. Taxation and Fiscal Policy.
5. Transportation (including Highways and Aeronautics).
6. Veterans’ Affairs.
7. Water Resources (including Flood Control and Pollution).

The members of the Commission were polled to de-
termine their preferences for committee assignments.
Tentative appointments on the basis of this poll were
approved by vote of the Commission at a meeting held
February 4. The complete committee list appears in
Appendix B. 1 In response to requests by the Regional
Office of the Council of State Governments, Hon. Richard
S. Bowers was appointed to the Regional Continuing
Committee on Motor Truck Problems, and Senator
John E. Powers to the Regional Committee on Social
Welfare and Relief. Later, Senator Staves was appointed
to the Continuing Committee on Motor Vehicle Problems,
and Representative Blake to the Continuing Committee
on State Safety Programs, to fill vacancies due to retire-
ment of former members.

Subjects Considered
During the session of the General Court, which con-

tinued from January 1 to July 1, inclusive, the Commis-
1 See p. 51
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sion gave much of its attention to legislative matters.
A detailed account of the Commission’s legislative activ-
ities is given under the next heading in this report.
Certain questions involving federal legislation also came
up, principally in regard to aeronautics and water re-
sources. These were given attention as conditions seemed
to require.

Social welfare and relief problems and those affecting-
veterans were less agitated than in 1946. On the other
hand, problems of water resources and pollution, carried
over in part from 1946, were much more urgent and im-
portant in 1947, and required frequent attention. The
subject of river valley authorities and related problems
was brought before the Commission from various sources.
This subject will be discussed more fully under the heading
“Water Resources”. 1 Resolutions adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the Council of State Governments in
January and by the Governors’ Conference in July were
considered as they became available. Copies of special
reports on problems of national, state and local taxation
and fiscal policy published during the year were distributed
to members of our Committee on Taxation and Fiscal
Policy. A statement on national-state-local taxation
adopted by a joint conference of committees of Congress
and of the National Governors’ Conference was given
special consideration. Certain questions raised by the
Regional Conference on Highway and Motor Vehicle
Problems were considered when the records of the Con-
ference were received. In its October and November
meetings, the Commission discussed proposals for state
and federal legislation, for state action, amendments to
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Compact, the bill
to provide for contributions among tortfeasors, and the
bill to provide for regulation and control of distribution
and use of insecticides, fungicides and other economic
poisons, and for federal action, legislation to nullify the
effects of the Tidelands Decision, so called. 2 Amend-

1 See p. 40.
United States v. California, 332 U. S. 19, 67 Sup. Ct. Rep. 1658
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ments to the Marine Fisheries Compact will, of course,
require the consent of Congress.

After adjournment of the six New England legislatures,
an examination of laws passed by them was undertaken
at the request of the Industrial Development Committee
of the New England Council to ascertain what changes
had been made in laws affecting manufacturing opera-
tions in the several States in order to bring up to date the
digest of these laws prepared for the Council in the latter
part of 1946. The changes and additions were summa-
rized for all States except New Hampshire early in De-
cember, and the summaries had been submitted to
appropriate officials in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont
and Massachusetts and approved by them. Copy for
Rhode Island was forwarded to officials of that State in
December. The session laws of New Hampshire were
not received in time for study before the end of the year.

The Council of State Governments did not issue a
report on Suggested State Legislation in November, as
in previous years. We are informed that hereafter the
report will be issued biennially late in even-numbered
years, as all but a few state legislatures meet early in the
odd-numbered years. We understand, also, that the
Council’s endorsement of proposals suggested in its report
of November, 1946, can be considered as continuing.
Three of these proposals are represented by bills filed in
the General Court before the time limit for fifing. The
Commission has voted to support two of these, the bill
on tortfeasors and the bill on insecticides, fungicides, etc.
The third bill, on enrichment of bread, flour and rolls has
not yet been considered by the Commission. As the
Council made no report on Suggested State Legislation,
it did not call any Pre-Session Legislative Conference in
November, as it did in 1946.

Legislative Activities.
Measures before the General Court which the Com-

mission considered were mainly in four groups, and will
be discussed in order.
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1. Measures Recommended by the Council of
State Governments.

The proposals contained in the Report on Suggested
State legislation, issued by the Council of State Govern-
ments in November, 1946, had been discussed in detail
by a regional conference held at Trenton, N. J., Novem-
ber 14 and 15. The proceedings were considered by this
Commission at meetings held November 20 and Decem-
ber 18, 1946, as described in our Tenth Annual Report. l

Recommendations regarding aviation and airports con-
tained in the Council’s report had already been adopted
in part by the General Court in 1946, particularly the
proposal that cities and towns be required to receive
federal aid for airport construction through state au-
thorities. Upon inquiry, the Director of the Aeronautics
Commission indicated that certain minor amendments,
technical or verbal, to existing legislation were needed,
and that more complete legislation on airport districts,
specifying how such districts should be organized and
administered, ought to be enacted. In this situation this
Commission decided that the initiative in sponsoring
suggested bills should be left to the Aeronautics Com-
mission, and that this Commission should support any
legislation proposed if such action seemed desirable.
Thereafter the Executive Secretary followed the progress
of aviation bills and consulted from time to time with the
Director of the Aeronautics Commission; he also attended
some hearings before the Joint Committee on Aeronautics.
There was no call for action by this Commission and none
was taken. On the Aeronautics Commission’s recom-
mendations, three bills concerning definitions and pro-
cedure were enacted, and a bill authorizing municipalities
to establish, maintain and operate airports as joint
enterprises became chapter 501, Acts of 1947.

A bill authorizing state acceptance of federal grants-in-
aid for hospital surveys and construction, suggested in
the Council’s report, was referred to the Department of
Public Health, which replied that no legislation would

House, No. 1641, session of 1947, pp. 37, 38,



1948.] HOUSE —No. 1803. 13

be needed until 1948, consequently no action was re-
quired, and none was taken.

A bill authorizing investments by state financial
institutions in obligations of the International Bank was
referred to the Commissioners of Banks and of Insurance.
The Commissioner of Banks informed us that savings
banks and trust companies could invest small percentages
of their assets in these obligations under existing law,
and that they did not wish to have this authority en-
larged until the status of the bank is more certain. No
opinion was obtained from the Insurance Commissioner
whether or not insurance companies could invest in
these obligations. Near the close of the session the
Governor sent a message to the General Court recom-
mending that obligations of the bank be made eligible
for investment by domestic insurance companies; this
bill was passed by the House but rejected by the Senate.

A bill suggested to remove disabilities due to minority
of certain veterans and their wives was considered un-
necessary by the Commission in view of the enactment
of chapter 408, Acts of 1945. The Commission was
also of opinion that protection of minors under existing
laws should not be further relaxed, and so did not favor
any action on this subject. A bill to supplement chapter
408 was introduced, however, as House, No. 673, and a
redraft, House, No. 1891, was enacted as chapter 259,
Acts of 1947.

A second injury fund bill included in the Council’s
report was considered unnecessary because the subject
was fully covered by chapter 623, Acts of 1945, and no
bill on this subject was introduced.

As to federal aid to a school lunch program, existing
arrangements were found to be satisfactory to the De-
partments of Education and of Public Welfare, and could
continue until June 30, 1948, so that the departments
would not recommend action in 1947. Therefore the
subject was tabled.

Action on the proposed bill regulating the sale and
use of insecticides, fungicides and rodenticides, on which
the Council apparently considered uniform action espe-
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cially important, was dependent on the attitude of the
Department of Agriculture, which at first was undecided.
The bill was later introduced on petition (House, No.
1418) with the support of the Department and this
Commission, but it was rejected in the House on recom-
mendation of the Committee on Ways and Means.

A bill for control of pullorum disease of domestic
poultry, included in the Council’s program, was not
introduced in its original form and not advocated by
this Commission, but a bill (House, No. 1824) with a
similar purpose, prevention of the spread of poultry
diseases, was reported on a bill of much narrower scope
relating only to pheasants and quail, and enacted as
chapter 397, Acts of 1947. The progress of the bill was
followed but no other action taken by this Commission.

No action appeared necessary regarding the Uniform
Seed Law, chapter 377, Acts of 1946, possible amend-
ment of which was suggested, and no bills appeared on
that subject.

Regarding dimensions of motor trucks, enrichment
of flour and bread, and two bills regarding veterans
carried over from the 1946 Council program, no action
appeared desirable and none was taken. A bill to permit
use of wider motor trucks, not recommended by the
Council, was opposed by the Commission during the
session and defeated as out of line with the Northeastern
Highway Conference standard. The bill providing for
enrichment of flour and bread was included in the Coun-
cil’s report, but was not introduced during the session.
One of the two suggested bills concerning veterans, re-
lating to proof of death, missing or other status, and one
not recommended, relating to proof of wills, were intro-
duced by officials of the Veteran’s Administration, but
failed to pass.

2. Uniform State Laws
The state Commissioners on Uniform State Laws

introduced again, as Senate, No. 131, the bill to provide
for contributions among tortfeasors. At a meeting held
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December 18, 1940, the Commission voted to support
this bill actively. The Executive Secretary therefore
appeared in favor of the bill at the hearing before the
Joint Committee on Legal Affairs February 10. The
Committee reported the bill without dissent on March 5,
but the Senate rejected it the following day. The bill
appears to be an improvement over present Massachusetts
law, but involves too complete a change to be acceptable
to many lawyers and some insurance interests.

3. Water Resources.

Before the beginning of the session, the Commission
had discussed water resources problems in meetings
held November 20 and December 18, 194(5. These
discussions had brought out the fact that a New England
Flood Control Committee, consisting of three members
appointed by the Governor of each of the six States, was
working to formulate a compact or agreement to deal
with flood control, pollution, navigation and recreation
on interstate waters. A copy of the Flood Control Com-
mittee’s report, transmitted to the Commission from
the Governor’s office, was presented at a meeting of the
Commission held January 9. This report suggested three
compacts to establish (1) a New England Water Resources
Commission, (2) a Connecticut River Valley Board,
and (3) a New England Pollution Board. The report
was referred to the Commission’s Committee on Water
Resources, and copies furnished to all members of the
committee. As matters developed, nothing further was
done on this report, which was practically superseded
by other proposals.

Early in the session three bills relating to pollution of
waterways, lakes and ponds, Senate, Nos. 25, 135 and
330, were filed and referred to the legislative Joint Com-
mittee on Public Health. The first two provided for
investigations, and the third, introduced on petition by
Miss Elisabeth M. Herlihy, for ratification of a New Eng-

(a) Control of Water Pollution
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land Interstate Water Pollution Control Compact. At a
meeting of the Commission held February 4, all three
were referred to our Committee on Water Resources for
study and report. Soon after the members of the com-
mittee were notified of a conference to be held in the
office of the State Planning Board on February 17 to dis-
cuss and revise the compact. The chairman and other
members of the committee and the Executive Secretary
attended this conference and took part in the discussion,
which resulted in considerable changes in some sections
of the compact.

A meeting of our Committee on Water Resources was
held in the Commission’s office February 26 to consider
what action the committee would recommend to the
whole Commission. Arthur D. Weston, Chief Sanitary
Engineer of the Department of Public Health, and Otis D.
Fellows, Chief Engineer of the State Planning Board, at-
tended the meeting by invitation, and both favored the
compact, which wT as an official project of the State
Planning Board. The decision was to recommend en-
dorsement of the compact by the whole Commission, and
support of a bill to ratify it. A revision of the wording
of Article 111 to permit more latitude in making appoint-
ments to the interstate commission established by the
compact wr as unanimously approved. Afterward, this
change was adopted by officials of other States interested
in the compact.

The Interstate Water Pollution Control Compact pro-
vides for ratification by the six New England States, and
participation by New York. It establishes an Interstate
Commission of five members from each ratifying State, ap-
pointed by such methods as the several States may au-
thorize. One member must represent the state health
department and one the state water pollution control
board if the state has such an agency. Each State can
exercise an option regarding the other three appoint-
ments in its legislation applying to the compact, but
unless it decides that its best interests require other
qualifications, the compact provides that one member
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shall represent municipal interests, one industrial interests,
and one an agency acting for fisheries or conservation.
The Commission is authorized to employ a secretary who
is a professional engineer and other necessary employees.

The terms of the compact apply to streams, ponds and
lakes contiguous to two or more signatory States or
which flow through two or more signatory States or have
a tributary contiguous to two or more such States or
flowing through them; they also apply to tidal waters
ebbing and flowing past the boundaries of two such
States. The compact recognizes the varied uses of
waters to which it applies, and that no single standard of
sewage and waste treatment and no single standard of
quality of receiving waters are practical, but that the
degree of treatment of wastes should take into account
the classification of receiving waters according to present
and proposed highest use. Each signatory State under-
takes to prepare a classification of its interstate waters
accordingly and submit its classification to the Interstate
Commission for approval. The Commission is directed to
establish reasonable physical, chemical and bacterio-
logical standards of water quality satisfactory for various
classifications of use. After approval of its classifica-
tion, each State is obligated to establish programs of
treatment of sewage and industrial wastes that will meet
the Commission’s standards, and to put and maintain
waters to which the compact applies in satisfactory condi-
tion. The compact is not to be construed to prevent any
signatory State from imposing additional conditions or
restrictions to lessen pollution within its jurisdiction.

Each State agrees to appropriate money for expenses of
the Commission, but the obligation of each State is ex-
pressly limited. It should be noted that the Interstate
Commission established by the compact has no manda-
tory authority. For the test of the compact see Appendix
C. 1

Our Committee on Water Resources reported to a
meeting of the whole Commission held March 4. It

1 See p. 53.
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recommended that the Commission approve the revised
compact with the changed wording of Article 111, and
request the Joint Committee on Public Health to report
Senate, No. 330, with the revised compact substituted
for the original form and additional provisions covering
appointments, compensation, terms and other details
concerning the five commissioners representing this
Commonwealth, and other necessary implementation
of the compact. The Commission voted to accept the
committee’s report and adopt its recommendations.
Meantime the Joint Committee on Public Health had
given a hearing February 20 on both Senate, Nos. 135
and 330. After the Commission had voted on March 4
to endorse and support an improved form of the bill,
word of its action was communicated to the joint com-
mittee.

On March 24 the joint committee reported Senate,
No. 504 on both Senate, Nos. 25 and 330. The new bill
contained only the revised form of the compact without
any implementing provisions, so that it was obviously
incomplete. As the bill was referred immediately to the
Senate Committee on Ways and Means, Messrs. Fellows
and Weston and the Executive Secretary undertook to
prepare a new draft to present at the committee’s hearing
if one should be held. The redraft was based in part on
legislation authorizing the State Planning Board to
negotiate compacts on water resources problems and
partly on the act ratifying the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Compact, chapter 489, Acts of 1941. Copies
of the redraft were presented to the Senate Committee
at a hearing held April 8, and the committee reported
the redraft on the same day as Senate, No. 529. The
Senate passed this bill to engrossment June 9. In the
House it was referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means, favorably reported May 7, and passed to en-
grossment May 12. It reached the Governor May 16
and was signed May 19 ;
In its final form the act
State Planning Board and
fied procedure to complete

5 chapter 421, Acts of 1947.
authorized and directed the
be Governor to follow speci-
•atification of the compact.
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We were informed late in March that the Rhode Island
Legislature had ratified the compact, and soon after
chapter 421 was signed we learned that a ratifying act
had been passed by the Legislature of Connecticut,
though the Governor did not sign the act for some time
after the end of the session. A possibility that the New
Hampshire Legislature might also ratify was not realized,
as conditions did not appear to the Governor to be
favorable for recommending ratification. As soon as
ratification by Connecticut was certain, the State Plan-
ning Board had official copies of the compact prepared
and signed by the legally authorized officials of the three
ratifying States. One of these signed copies was deposited
in the office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth and
notice of the Board’s action given to the Governor, as
the ratifying act requires. Subsequently, the Governor
nominated four members of the Interstate Commission
to serve with Dr. Ylado A. Getting, Commissioner of
Public Health, whom the ratifying act requires to be a
member. These nominees were Lee Marceau of Spring-
field, Lewis R. Hovey of Haverhill, Robert H. Russell of
South Hadley Falls, and Lawrence K. Miller of Pittsfield,
with terms of four, three and two years and one year,
respectively.

Ratification of the compact by the General Court
and by Rhode Island and Connecticut raised the ques-
tion of obtaining Congressional consent, without which
the compact would not be valid. 1 It was found that
certain bills pending in Congress to provide for federal
aid to the States in controlling and eliminating pollution,
particularly the Taft-Barkley Bill, S. 418, contained
provisions giving general consent to interstate compacts
and agreements for this purpose, but there was no as-
surance that any of these bills would be passed, and it
turned out that none were. Senators and Representatives
of the three ratifying States were therefore requested to
introduce bills to give Congressional consent specifically
to the New England Water Pollution Control Compact.
Senator Baldwin of Connecticut introduced S. 1418 for

U. S. Constitution, Article I, sect. 10.
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himself and the other five Senators from the three States
concerned. Congressman Seely-Brown of Connecticut
introduced H. R. 3875; Representative Clason of Massa-
chusetts introduced H. R. 3876; and Representative
Forand of Rhode Island introduced H. R. 3877. Ap-
parently the wording of all these was identical. S. 1418
was passed before the end of the session and was signed
by the President July 21 as Public Law No. 292, but
official notification of the fact was delayed until October,
when the four nominations to the Interstate Commission
were confirmed.

While the bill ratifying the Pollution Control Compact
for the Commonwealth was pending, W Te were notified
of hearings on S. 418, the Taft-Barkley Bill, to be held
by a sub-committee of the Senate Committee on Public
Works at Washington, beginning April 22. Arthur
Weston, Chief Sanitary Engineer, Department of Public
Health, suggested that someone representing this Com-
mission ought to attend, and the Executive Secretary
was delegated. In the session of the sub-committee on
April 22 he made a brief statement outlining the prospects
for interstate co-operation in New England to deal with
water pollution problems, and submitted copies of the
latest available form of the compact ratification bill
then being considered by the General Court, Senate,
No. 529, which proved to be the form ultimately passed.

Senate, No. 135, the third bill relating to pollution
mentioned on page 15, was in the form of a resolve pro-
viding for a scientific investigation by a special commis-
sion of the cost of eliminating pollution from the streams,
ponds and flats of the Commonwealth. This resolve
was reported to the House, but after an adverse report
by the House Committee on Ways and Means it wr as
rejected.

( b ) Flood Control, Power and Ndvigation.

Two petitions referred to the Joint Committee on
Constitutional Law proposed memorials to Congress
concerning waterways. The first of these, House, No.
1058, proposed resolutions memorializing Congress in
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favor of federal aid for developing the rivers and water-
ways of the Commonwealth. The committee reported
a revised draft, House, No. 1805. This was contrary to
principles usually followed by this Commission, which
believes that federal aid should be limited as much as
possible, and not sought by the States. The House
adopted the resolutions March 4, but the Senate rejected
them March 10.

The second proposal, House, No. 1289, was much more
definite, as it favored endorsement and support of a bill
introduced in Congress by Representative Thomas J.
Lane of Lawrence to establish a Merrimack River Valley
Authority in New Hampshire and Massachusetts. Ex-
amination of a copy of the bill disclosed that it would
involve large parts of Essex and Middlesex counties and
might even include Wachusett and Quabbin reservoirs.
The proposed resolutions were adopted in the House
February 27, but were rejected as soon as they were
received in the Senate, March 4. In a meeting held the
sarnie day, the Commission voted to notify its Senate
members that it disapproved the resolutions as contrary
to its established policy", and asked that they" be defeated.
After the meeting the members learned that the Senate
had already" rejected the resolutions.

In this connection it may be pertinent to mention that
projects for establishing river valley authorities by
federal legislation and extending the operations ofregional
power administrations already established were brought
to the Commission’s attention during the spring. The
problems involved were discussed briefly at a meeting
held February 4. It was agreed that the present Con-
gress is not likely to favor development of river valley
authorities or large expenditures for expansion of existing
power administrations; consequently the subject was
laid on the table.

Several bills relating to flood control and power de-
velopment were referred to the Joint Committee on
Power and bight. The committee was advised that it
would be desirable to ascertain definitely the power and
other potentials of the waterways of the Commonwealth,
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and therefore reported a resolve for an investigation by
a special commission, Senate, No. 502. This was re-
ferred to the Joint Committee on Rules, which reported
a redraft, House, No. 1989.

Meantime the Joint Committee on Harbors and Public
Lands had been considering a resolve providing for an
investigation of the advisability of dredging the Merri-
mack River to make it navigable (House, No. 1523), and
the report of a special commission on the advisability of
opening the Connecticut River to navigation between
Hartford and Holyoke (House, No. 1730). The committee
reported resolves providing for both of these investiga-
tions, and ultimately the subject matter of the reports by
both joint committees were combined in oneresolve signed
by the Governor June 13 as chapter 55. This resolve made
comprehensive provision for an investigation and study
by a special commission concerning development of in-
land waterways of the Commonwealth. A suggestion was
made to the Governor that this Commission ought to be
represented in the membership of the special commission
so established, but the suggestion was not adopted.

4. Highways and Motor Vehicles.

A proposal to permit an increase in the width of motor
trucks has already been discussed. 1 Recommendations
of the 12th Annual Regional Conference on Highway and
Motor Vehicle Problems, held at New York in February,
were not considered torequire immediate action, especially
those concerning school buses, which are not, as such,
operated in interstate traffic, and are often private vehicles
used part-time for purposes other than transporting school
children. Bills requiring other traffic to stop before pass-
ing school buses were consolidated in House, No. 1943,
with an exception for traffic proceeding in the opposite
direction on divided highways. This bill was enacted
May 14 and signed May 19 as chapter 418, Acts of 1947.
This Commission did not take any official action on it,
but kept informed of its progress.

e p. 14.
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Soon after the end of the session we were asked to fur-
nish the New York office of the Council of State Govern-
ments with copies ofall special reports made to the General
Court during the session, and complied with the request
as soon as the desired copies could be assembled. We were
also requested by the same office to supply a list of all in-
vestigations and studies authorized and ordered during
the session, and did so as soon as the list could be thor-
oughly verified. The progress of some of these investi-
gations, especially the one relating to flood control, light
and power, has been followed during the summer and fall.

Agriculture and Conservation.
No Eastern States Conservation Conference was held

during the year, as sufficient material for consideration in
such a conference was lacking.

Marine Fisheries.
The Commission has continued its contacts with the

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, on which
its Vice Chairman, Representative George Ward Stetson,
is the delegate from this Commission. The Fisheries
commission continued through 1947 with the same mem-
ber States as in 1946; North Carolina was still unwilling
to join. The attempt to organize a similar commission
on the West Coast under an interstate compact suc-
ceeded ; the compact was ratified by all three West Coast
States and Congressional consent to it was obtained. The
interstate commission authorized by the compact has
been appointed and organized and was functioning early
in December. At the request of representatives of the
Gulf Coast States the staff of the Atlantic States Com-
mission prepared a draft compact for the Gulf Coast,
which was approved, with some changes, in April, and
later ratified by Alabama and Florida. It will be submit-
ted to the legislatures of Louisiana and Mississippi early
in 1948 and to the legislature of Texas in 1949. A bill to
give Congressional consent to this compact will come up
for consideration early in the regular session that begins
in January, 1948.
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The Sixth Annual Meeting of the Atlantic States Com-
mission was held at New York July 17 and 18, about
two months earlier than usual. Reports and discussions
illustrated the variety of activities in which the Com-
mission was engaged, through its sectional panels and
otherwise, all along the Atlantic Coast. The problem
of pollution of waters as affecting marine fisheries and
present and proposed federal and state legislation for
abatement and control of such pollution were discussed
at some length, but the Commission did not take any
specific action regarding them.

Tidelands Decision. This decision, in the case of
United States v. California, 1 decided by the United
States Supreme Court on June 23, and its probable effect
on state powers over off-shore fisheries, were discussed
rather briefly. The decision asserted federal authority
over lands under tide-water off the coast of California
within the three-mile limit, and denied the right of the
State to lease any part of them to oil companies for
drilling oil wells. The Fisheries Commission was advised
that the court had distinguished and not overruled earlier
leading cases that had held that the States could regulate
coastal fisheries until Congress affirmatively undertakes
to regulate them or a part of them, so that the decision
does not immediately affect the position of the Atlantic
Coastal States regarding fisheries in their off-shore
waters. Further, the point was made that the Fisheries
Commission is in a favorable position because Congress
passed an act authorizing in advance the negotiation
of the compact establishing the Commission, and a
second act specifically consenting to the compact as
ratified by the States. Another suggestion was that
the scope of the decision would be evidenced by the
decree, which had not been formulated at the time of the
Fisheries Commission’s meeting, whether it asserts
ownership or proprietorship of the tidelands in the
United States. Some weeks after the meeting, informa-
tion was received that the court had expressly excluded

332 U. S., 19, 07, Sup. Ct. Rep. 165!
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the words “ownership” and “proprietorship” from the
decree, so that legal title to the lands in dispute was not
decided to belong to the federal government. At the
time of the meeting, the general opinion was that the
States should await further developments, meantime
continuing their regulation of marine fisheries under the
authority of the leading cases cited and not overruled
by the court.

Additional discussion of the Tidelands Decision will
appear later in this report under the heading “Water
Resources.”

Proposed Amendments to the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Compact.

The Fisheries Commission’s meeting also considered
two proposed amendments to the compact under which
it operates. The first of these provides that any two or
more States agreeing to the amendment may designate
the Atlantic States Commission as a joint regulatory
authority with such powers as they may jointly confer
from time to time for regulation of specific fisheries in
which such States have a common interest. The repre-
sentatives of such States on the Commission would
constitute a separate section of the Commission for
exercising the additional powers granted, provided the
States concerned appropriate additional funds for the
purpose. The second amendment provides that any
two or more States agreeing to it may establish common
conservation zones with respect to particular species
of fish or fisheries or areas in which they have a common
interest, and by appropriate state action may make
regulations applicable to these subjects. A statement of
principles to govern the establishment of conservation
zones was also embodied in the amendment.

The statement was made that the first amendment
had been included in substance in the original draft of
the Atlantic States Compact in 1940, but had been
omitted from later drafts because of fear that apparent
delegation of authority might prejudice the prospect of
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securing ratification of the compact in some States.
Subsequent events have shown that such a provision
would have been of great assistance to several groups of
States in dealing with common problems; for example,
to Maine and New Hampshire in their joint study of
the Piscataqua area; to New York and New Jersey in
joint management of Hudson River shad; to the Dela-
ware River States in connection with their program for
restoration of the shad fishery in that river; to Maryland
and Virginia in dealing with the oyster fishery in the
Potomac and with other problems in the Chesapeake
Bay area; and to South Carolina, Georgia and Florida
in developing their joint shrimp program. After brief
discussion this amendment was unanimously approved,
and the secretary of the Commission was instructed to
transmit copies with explanations to commissioners in
the several States for introduction at the next sessions
of their respective legislatures.

There was no general agreement regarding the second
amendment, and after extended discussion it was referred
back to the Drafting Committee for further study and
presentation at a later meeting. In November a revised
draft was circulated, but it did not appear that it had
been approved in a general meeting of the Fisheries
Commission, though it was satisfactory to the Drafting
Committee. We were informed that this redraft of
Amendment No. 2 could be recommended to the General
Court.

The Commission on Interstate Co-operation considered
both of the proposed amendments in its meetings of
October 21 and November 25. The point was emphasized
that both amendments are permissive and not manda-
tory. Believing that joint action by neighboring States
on a voluntary basis under the two amendments would
improve administration of marine fisheries law's and
promote conservation of fisheries resources, this Com-
mission decided to recommend ratification of the amend-
ments by the General Court. Legislation approving and
ratifying the amendments is accordingly submitted with
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the recommendations contained in this report. 1 We are
informed that the amendments will be proposed in the
five other Atlantic Coast States that are to have regular
legislative sessions in 1948, Rhode Island, New York,
New Jersey, Virginia and South Carolina, as well as
Massachusetts.

Further discussions of possible interstate agreements
for regulating milk marketing did not lead to any practical
results. The three northern New England States con-
tinued to be sufficiently satisfied with the federal pool
controlling the Boston market, so that they were still
not interested in making any interstate compact on the
subject or in giving their milk control agencies power to
do so. Early in the year the possibility of an interstate
agreement applying to the New York City market was
discussed by dairy organizations and state officials of
Vermont, Connecticut, New York and New Jersey. The
Massachusetts Milk Control Board was approached re-
garding the proposal because milk producers in the Berk-
shire area would be affected by any agreement that
might be made. We understand, however, that the
Massachusetts Board did not participate actively in the
negotiations. In Vermont the Legislature passed an
act authorizing the Milk Control Board of that State
to “enter into agreements or compacts subject to con-
gressional approval thereof and amendments thereto;
also to enforce such order or compacts.” 2 If this lan-
guage had not been qualified it would have given the Ver-
mont Milk Control Board the authority regarding inter-
state compacts that the Massachusetts Board, supported
by this Commission, has for several years been urging as
desirable for all New England milk control authorities.
But the Vermont act then proceeded to impose a definite
restriction; the next paragraph reads thus

Milk Marketing.

1 See p. 43.
2 Public Acts of the General Assembly of Vermont, No. 80, sec. 1; approved April 26,

1947.
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Any such compact, order or amendment shall apply only to milk
delivered to plants which are or may hereafter become approved by
any health authority as sources of milk for New York City or the
counties of Westchester, Suffolk (except Fisher’s Island) and Nassau
in the State of New York. No such compact or order or any amend-
ment to such order shall be effective, however, until the board shall
find that it is approved by two thirds of the producers of this state
whose milk is delivered to plants approved as provided in the preceding
sentence.

This language, of course, precluded any action by the
Vermont Board looking toward an agreement applicable
to the Boston milk market. Negotiations had made
some progress when the Attorney General of New York
delivered an opinion that the milk control agency of that
State did not have any authority to enter into the pro-
posed agreement. 1 This opinion ended work on the
agreement for the time. As long as the federal pool for
the Boston milk market continues in effect, no inter-
state agreement or compact applying to that market
appears to be practicable, but if some State supplying
Massachusetts markets should authorize interstate agree-
ments on milk marketing, other States might follow"
and change the present situation materially.

Soil Conservation.

In our Tenth Annual Report, we noted the organization
of ten soil conservation districts. 2 In 1947 districts were
organized in Franklin, Middlesex, Barnstable and Dukes
County, making a total of fourteen, which include the
whole State except Nantucket and Suffolk counties.
The extent of agricultural activity in these two counties
is too small to make the organization of districts in them
advantageous, so that no petitions for such districts
are likely to be filed.

In order to observe actual soil conservation practice
in the field, the Executive Secretary accompanied Dr.
A. B. Beaumont, State Conservationist, and Mr. R. P.
Sime, District Conservationist for Bristol, Norfolk and

1 Opinion of the Attorney General of New York, July 17, 1947
2 House, No. 1641, session of 1947, p. 26.
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Plymouth Districts, in October, on a field trip in Norfolk
and Plymouth, where the progress of several projects
of varying types could be seen. Interviews with land-
owners and district officials brought out numerous points
as to the nature of operations and results obtained. A
memorandum on the trip was prepared for the informa-
tion of members of our Committee on Agriculture and
Conservation. An examination of projects in other parts
of the State, particularly the Connecticut Valley, will
be desirable when arrangements can be made. The
districts are gradually acquiring machinery and equip-
ment and locating competent operators. Further study
of their progress is recommended.

Crime and Defense

Our Committee on Crime and Defense did not have
any major problems referred to it during the year. A
suggestion that the Council of State Governments would
undertake a detailed study of juvenile delinquency and
related questions did not result in any action of which
we were informed. We were furnished with copies of
material concerning the Second Annual Meeting of the
Association of Administrators of the Interstate Compact
for Supervision of Parolees and Probationers, held at
Long Beach, California, on September 11. This material
did not indicate a need for action by our Commission,
especially as the Commission has no duties relating to the
Compact, ratification of which was authorized by the
General Court before this Commission was organized.
Administration of the Compact was then committed
to the State Parole Board and has continued there. The
chairman of the Parole Board represents the Common-
wealth in the Association of Administrators of the
compact.

Social Welfare.

During the year, questions were raised about our
membership in the Regional Continuing Committee on
Social Welfare and Relief, and we were informed in
November that a meeting of the Regional Committee
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would soon be held, but no notice of the date of the
expected meeting had been received at the end of Decem-
ber. Contact was maintained with the Department of
Public Welfare and inquiries about possible projects were
made from time to time without disclosing any need for
action by this Commission, either in the Commonwealth
or regionally. We understand, however, that something
will develop early in 1948.

Taxation and Fiscal Policy.

The subject of taxation, federal, state and local, has
been increasingly agitated during the year, especially
since the effort to reduce federal income taxes failed
early in the year. In December, 1946, the Tax Com-
mittee of the Council of State Governments 1 issued a
Tentative and Preliminary Report on Postwar State
Taxation and Finance, copies of which were received in
January. The final report on this subject was issued in
April. The purpose of the report was stated to be “to
assist the States in the development of their postwar
tax and fiscal policies and to suggest a program for
strengthening state finances.”

Regarding objectives of state fiscal policies the report
says-

Although the revenues and expenditures of the 48 States may seem
small in comparison with the war-time and postwar revenues, ex-
penditures and debt of the federal government, they are, nevertheless,
all-important to the States themselvesand of considerable significance
in the national economy. Moreover, the co-operative development
of state and federal financial policy is essential to the most effective
functioning of the federal system. In order for the States to fulfill
their responsibilities, their fiscal policies should be directed toward
the following four objectives:

First, fiscal policies should assist in providing maximum public
services to citizens at minimum cost. This requires careful appraisal
of governmental activities and the highest possible level of economy
and efficiency in the collection and management of the state income
and in the expenditure of public money for goods and services.

Second, fiscal policies should have as a goal the maximum of equity
to taxpayers in the raising of public revenues. Taxes should there-
fore be apportioned according to ability to pay in so far as this cri-

1 Composed of eleven important officials from as many different States.
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terion does not need to be modified by other important considerations,
such as adequacy, economy, practicability of administration or others
seriously affecting the general welfare. Business taxes should be
non-discriminatory and should bear equally on various types of
enterprise. Collection should be as nearly complete as possible, in
fairness to the honest taxpayer.

Third, fiscal policies should be designed to strengthen state and
local government in every possible way. Since the power of the purse
is one of the most effective powers in government, maintenance of a
sound locally based system depends upon the ability of the States
and their subdivisions to finance the bulk of their program adequately
from their own resources. Democratic local government must rest
on a foundation of sufficient stable revenues, equitably collected,
carefully budgeted, and wisely spent. Full co-operation of each State
with its local subdivisions, the other States, and the federal govern-
ment, will help to ensure this foundation.

Fourth, fiscal policies should contribute to a high level of business
activity, to a high real national income, and to a high level of produc-
tive employment. These factors are now generally recognized as
necessary bases for providing adequate governmental revenues with-
out undue strain on the economic system or burden on taxpayers.
While the direct effect of fiscal policy on the economic system is a
primary concern of the federal government, the States should avoid
policies which will have a depressing effect or which will tend to offset
federal policies designed to promote an expanding economy.

The Tax Committee’s report then proceeds to review
earlier reports and to repeat certain recommendations
for state action made in those reports.

Among recommendations made in 1942 and considered
still applicable were
Legislation to permit surplus financing
Establishment of reserves for emergency and postwar use
Maintenance of tax rates to permit building up of reserve
Removal of.interstate trade barriers.
Preparation of programs and blueprints for public works, and means

of financing them to offset possible postwar depressions.

Applicable recommendations made in 1944 included
3s or payments in lieu of taxes on
ff federal property.

Development of a fair policy of ta;
federal property and for disposal

Careful timing of public works e
competition with private constru

:penditures to avoid inflationary
tion.

Study of state tax systems
Establishment of a unified state budget
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Adoption of sound principles for state grants and shares or supple-
mentary taxes for local government.

Elimination of interstate conflicts in taxation. It may be noted that
a unified state budget and several other practices included in the
recommendations have been in effect in Massachusetts for twenty
years or more. We must concede, however, that this Common-
wealth does not have such an integrated system of taxes as would
be most desirable.

The report then continues with a summary of the
progress made by the States in carrying out these recom-
mendations, and offers further recommendations. The
report proposes a state program, an interstate program, a
state-federal program and a state-local program, sum-
maries of which as set forth in the committee’s report,
will be found in Appendix D. 1 The report then discusses
each of these programs in some detail. This report had a
wide circulation, but its effect could hardly be appraised.

In the early fall a report on The Co-ordination of
Federal, State and Local Taxation was issued by a joint
committee of the American Bar Association, the National
Tax Association and the National Association of Tax
Administrators. Hon. Henry F. Long, Commissioner of
Corporations and Taxation for Massachusetts, was chair-
man of each of the three committees that participated in
formulating the report. The report is rather technical,
discussing various types of taxes and their application by
federal, state and local governments, with special refer-
ence to cases of duplication and overlapping. The prin-
cipal types of taxation considered are net income taxes,
death and gift taxes, taxes on automobile and air trans-
portation, tobacco, alcohol, general sales, property,
amusement and unemployment taxes.

The report notes that “many proposals for the co-
ordination of federal, state and local taxation have been
advanced in the past and few of them have been adopted.
On the other hand, more progress in tax co-ordination has
been accomplished than most persons realize, and this
progress should continue . . .

.” It goes on to say that
the problems of tax co-ordination are inherent in the
governmental structure of the nation, with its partially

1 See p. 58.
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independent federal and state governments, and that no
panacea for these problems is in sight. All grades of gov-
ernment must accept the responsibility of undertaking-
specific improvements in the co-ordination of taxes, and
the work should be delegated to competent personnel to
carry out. 1 Co-ordination at both the administrative and
legislative levels is necessary in all grades of government.
The report proposes that each grade withdraw from some
fields of taxation now used by more than one, thus re-
ducing or eliminating present duplication and overlapping,
and leaving such fields exclusively to the federal, state or
local governments. For example, the report recommends
that both federal and state governments continue to apply
taxes on net income, with some change in deductions; that
the federal government should give up death and gift
taxation and taxes on motor vehicle fuel, while the States
should relinquish tobacco taxation; general sales taxes
should be left to the States. This report also has had
wide circulation, so far with unknown results.

The most concise statement regarding federal-state tax
relations wr as issued by the Council of State Governments
as the result of a Joint Conference of Committees of
Congress and a Committee of the Governors’ Conference
held at Chicago September 17. This statement asserted
that while the power to tax is the power to destroy, “it
is equally true that a sound, co-ordinated use of the
taxing power of all levels of our government can con-
tribute to the strength and durability of the American
system.” The Conference declared, further, that

The unprecedented high total tax bill now being paid by the Ameri-
can taxpayer to support all levels of government requires an immediate
readjustment of the federal-state tax relationship for the purpose of
preserving a working federal system. *

The statement then went on to say that the conferees
had agreed upon a plan of action, and recommended as
first steps the following:

I. That the federal government should reduce federal excise taxes
as soon as practicable. 2

1 Report on the Co-ordination of Federal, State and Local Taxation, pp. 95, 96.
2 Special consideration should be given to local telephone calls, intrastate electric energy

gasoline and admissions taxes.
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2. That the federal government should amend inheritance and
estate taxes to provide more equitable division of this revenue between
the federal government and the States.

3. That the federal government should relinquish to the States the
federal tax on employers levied to cover the administrative expenses
of the state employment security programs, and the States will assume
the responsibility for the administration of the unemployment com-
pensation and employment service programs.

4. That the Congress take the earliest possible action to correct by
federal law the income tax inequities existing between the community
property and the non-community property States.

5. That the States should avoid encroachment upon tax fields
which are peculiarly adaptable to federal uses.

The complete text of the statement and a list of the
conferees is given in Appendix E. 1

Another report that should be mentioned is one by a
committee of the Council of State Governments on
State-Local Relations. This was prepared in 1946, but
not generally circulated until 1947. It discusses Ad-
ministrative Relations of States and Localities, the
Relative Fiscal Strength of States and Localities, Im-
proving the Fiscal Position of Local Governments, Legal
Relations of States and Localities, and the Multiplicity
of Local Governments. This report deals at length
with numerous phases of state and local taxation and
fiscal policy. Copies have been made available to ap-
propriate state and local officials.

The several reports on taxation and fiscal policy were
referred to the Commission's committee on that subject
as copies were received. The committee did not make
any recommendations until the statement of the Joint
Conference held at Chicago in September became avail-
able. The statement was considered at the Commission’s
meeting held October 21, and on motion by Mr. Curtis,
chairman of the Committee on Taxation and Fiscal
Policy, it was tabled for later consideration, and the
secretary was instructed to send copies to all members
not already supplied with them. In the meeting held
November 25, Mr. Curtis explained the statement and
recommended that copies be sent to each Senator and

See p. 61
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Representative in Congress from this Commonwealth,
with a letter advocating action to make the recommenda-
tions in the statement effective. A motion to this effect
was seconded and carried. Inquiry after the meeting
disclosed that copies of the statement had been printed
in full in the November issue of “State Government,”
the monthly magazine published by the Council of State
Governments, and that copies of this issue had been sent
to all members of Congress, so that our sending copies
of the statement would be duplicating material already at
hand. Doing this seemed inadvisable, but the letter
wras sent directing attention to the statement and the
November issue of “State Government” and urging
action as recommended. Replies were received from
both Senators and eleven Representatives, some definitely
agreeing with the statement and others promising to
give it careful consideration. ' The statement ought to
carry weight in the session of Congress beginning in
January, 1948, especially as several committees of Con-
gress that deal with taxation and financial problems were
represented in the conference that formulated it.

Transportation.

Legislative action in the General Court concerning
aeronautics problems, as far as it concerned this Com-
mission, is described in an earlier section of this report. 1

Communications from the Council of State Governments
showed that a number of state legislatures had not passed
laws requiring federal aid for airports to be channeled
to cities and towns through state authorities. Before
the Commission’s meeting on May 12, we were informed
that Senator Owen Brewster of Maine had introduced a
bill to amend the Federal Airport Aid Law passed by
the 79th Congress so as to require all federal aid to be
channeled through state authorities, and prohibit any
direct advances to municipalities or local airport districts.
As this amendment was in line with previous action by

Aeronautics.

1 See p. 12.
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the Commission a motion was adopted endorsing the
proposed Brewster amendment. The Senators and
Representatives in Congress from Massachusetts were
informed of this vote, but we did not receive any further
information on the subject. We conclude that the
amendment was not adopted.

Highways and Motor Vehicles.
Earlier in this report we have accounted for legislative

action in this field that appeared to have an interstate
bearing. 1 The Twelfth Annual Regional Conference
on Highway and Motor Vehicle Problems was held
at the Hotel Roosevelt, New York City, February 20
and 21. Representatives Gott and Blake attended as
delegates for this Commission. The Commerical Motor
Vehicle Division, Department of Public Utilities, and
the Registry of Motor Vehicles were also represented.
Delegates attended from fifteen States, and in addition
to the usual state departments, officials from the depart-
ments of education of some States were present. Hon.
Harold C. Ostertag, for many years chairman of the
Conference, was unable to attend on account of illness,
and Assemblyman Wheeler Milmoe of New York served
as acting chairman.

In opening the conference the acting chairman sum-
marized the accomplishments of the conferences since
its inception: the reduction or removal of hampering
interstate restrictions on highway transportation; the
virtual achievement of uniformity among all the States
of the region as to maximum permissible sizes and weights
of motor trucks; the wide adoption of uniform regula-
tions governing the transportation of explosives and in-
flammable liquids; progress toward uniformity in re-
quirements for marker lights on trucks and emergency
flares; and the growth of reciprocity regarding motor
truck licenses. He then pointed out that much work still
remains to be done, that the Conference had not yet at-
tained 100 per cent compliance on any one of its major

See p
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objectives, and had achieved only 50 per cent or 60 per
cent compliance on others, while on still others it was
just beginning to get compliance in the northeastern
region. Among problems to be considered are periodic
inspection of vehicles, uniformity in pavement markings
and other traffic regulations, and, finally, the whole area
of important problems dealing with safety, safety educa-
tion and the transportation of school children.

Reports were made by committees on Safety Educa-
tion and State Safety Programs, Uniform School Bus
Laws, Traffic Regulation and Control, and Motor Vehicle
Problems. All these reports were discussed at consider-
able length.

On the first day the Committee on Safety Education
and State Safety Programs recommended that its work
be divided between two committees, one on safety edu-
cation and one on state safety programs. The first would
emphasize the educational side of safety work and would
be composed mainly of state education officials; the
second would include administrators responsible in their
respective States for planning and development of
traffic accident prevention programs. This recommenda-
tion was adopted. The report made specific recommenda-
tions regarding traffic accident reporting, periodic
inspection of motor vehicles, pedestrian safety, safe
driving facilities in motor cars, periodic examination of
selected drivers, license classification, adoption of the
Uniform Motor Vehicle Code, endorsement of the pro-
gram of the National Traffic Safety Committee, and es-
tablishment of one agency in each State as “safety co-
ordinator.” The discussion that followed stressed safety
work with children and the importance of driver-training
in schools.

The report of the Committee on Uniform School Bus
Laws stated that over 4,500,000 school children are trans-
ported each year, requiring about 100,000 vehicles and an
expenditure of over 8100,000,000. Most States have es-
tablished regulations and standards for school buses, but
these are not uniform. Uniformity was urged as a
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necessity because many motor vehicles cross state lines,
and variation of school bus laws from State to State in-
creases the danger of accidents resulting from operation
of such vehicles. The report proposed that state laws
require state departments of education or other suitable
agencies to establish rules and regulations governing pupil
transportation, rather than provide detailed requirements
by statute. It recommended that buses used exclusively
for transportation of school children be painted a uniform
color, and that all States adopt the same requirement to
govern other vehicles following or passing school buses.
In the discussion following the report, several speakers
made the point that traffic accidents involving school
buses had been few in their States and the number of
fatalities very small. One or two suggested that other
hazards much more important should be given as much
or more attention.

On the second day, the first report was made by the
Committee on Traffic Regulation and Control. This
report emphasized "the importance of a well designed
and properly used system of pavement markings in
obtaining an orderly movement of traffic and a reduction
of highway accidents.” It stated that suggested national
standards for such markings had been followed by only
a few of the States, and that these standards permit so
much latitude that uniformity cannot be attained under
them; moreover, they are not entirely satisfactory to
the States in the northeastern region. The report offered
a group of seventeen recommendations for pavement
markings to be considered by the States in the region
as a means of attaining a degree of uniformity in the
design and location of pavement markings. The com-
mittee also made a partial report on speed regulation,
saying that its study indicated an amazing lack of uni-
formity among the States in laws regulating speed, the
manner in which speed limits may be established and
penalties that may be imposed for their violation. The
report suggested seven principles to be considered in
drafting a uniform state law regulating speed, the first
of which was establishment of a state-wide maximum
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speed limit, to be absolute and not prima facie. A com-
plete report on speed was to be undertaken for the next
annual conference.

The Committee on Motor Vehicle Problems sum-
marized progress already made and presented a prelimi-
nary table on motor vehicle reciprocity. The chairman
of the committee referred to the minimum standards for
maximum permissible sizes and weights of motor trucks
worked out by earlier conferences and applied throughout
the nation as a wartime emergency measure at the request
of federal authorities. In this region the standards have
become a permanent part of the regional pattern of
motor truck regulation. Of the original members of
the conference, only Maine, Connecticut and Pennsylvania
have failed to adopt all the standards, and only as to the
single item of over-all length. This is also true of Virginia,
whose participation in the conference is much more
recent. Indiana, another recent participant, is not so
near complete compliance. The report also covered
the extent to which States had adopted uniform laws or
regulations governing transportation of explosives and
inflammable liquids, periodic motor vehicle inspection,
uniform lighting and flare equipment, and other recom-
mendations for motor vehicle operation.

In an address at luncheon on this day, the high per-
centage of defective motor vehicles was described, and
compulsory inspection in all States very strongly urged
because so many motor vehicles are not maintained in
good condition. In the afternoon session the subject of
motor vehicle reciprocity was discussed, and resolutions
were presented and adopted.

In submitting the resolutions to the several Com-
missions on Interstate Co-operation, special considera-
tion was requested for Nos. IV and V, concerning pave-
ment markings and uniform school bus laws. The two
delegates from this Commission, Representatives Gott
and Blake, reported at the Commission’s meeting held
March 4. They said that Massachusetts appeared to
meet practically all standards of safety and other require-
ments discussed at the conference. They dissented from
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two proposals made during the sessions, one for estab-
lishment of state-owned service stations to inspect all
cars, and the other to require all traffic moving on a high-
way in both directions to stop when a school bus stops
to take on or unload passengers. They agreed that the
present inspection system in this State, by private garages
under state supervision, is generally satisfactory, and
that on wide roads stopping all traffic when a school
bus stops would be unreasonable. The secretary referred
to correspondence with an official of the Registry of
Motor Vehicles regarding requirements for school buses,
in which objections were made to a uniform color for
such buses because the proposed color, national school
bus chrome, is not distinctive, being the same as that
used on numerous other vehicles, or similar, and because
in this State many vehicles used as school buses are
privately owned and used for other purposes when not
transporting school children. The point was also made
that school buses are rarely used in interstate transporta-
tion. Amendment of the law requiring other vehicles
to stop for school buses is mentioned on page 22. Further
inquiry developed information indicating that present
legal requirements for school buses and their operators
in this State are adequate. Regarding Resolution No. 4
on Pavement Markings, Representatives Gott and
Blake did not recommend action and none was taken.

Veterans’ Affairs.
Although a committee on this subject was established

at the beginning of the year, nothing developed that
required reference to the committee, and the only related
items came up in the General Court, where they were a
small part of this Commission’s legislative activities. 1

Water Resources.

Proceedings of the Commission concerning water
resources problems have largely been described in earlier
sections of this report. 2 A large number of letters of

1 See pp. 10, 13, 14.
3 See pp. 10,15—22.
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information and notices of meetings were received from
the office of the Co-ordinating Committee of National
and Regional Land and Water Organizations, mainly
opposing establishment of river valley authorities under
federal legislation. Protests were also received against
expansion of existing federal power administrations
in the West and Southwest. In August we were notified
of a National Water Conservation Conference to be
held at Kansas City, Missouri, September 18 and 19.
The meeting was devoted largely to problems of river
valley development, flood control and proper use of
land and water resources. An effort was made to estab-
lish a permanent organization and fix assessments on
the States to pay expenses. This Commission was not
represented, and an official of the State Planning Board
who attended did not commit the Commonwealth to
making any contribution in support of the proposed
permanent organization. No further developments have
been brought to our attention.

The Commission discussed the Tidelands Decision
at its meeting of November 25. 1 Opinions differed as
to the effect of the decision on lands in Massachusetts
formerly under tidewater. The decision was to consult
the Attorney General’s office regarding the proper action
to be taken. The opinion received was that the Attorney
General would not advise any action for the time being.
Word was received from Washington that bills would
be introduced in Congress to confirm and quiet title of
the States to tidewater lands, action which the Supreme
Court in its decision had said was within the power of
Congress. Introduction of these bills in the regular
session beginning in January, 1948, is anticipated.

The Council of State Governments.

Close co-operation with the Council through its New
York, Chicago and Washington offices has continued.
Communication is largely by correspondence, but the
eastern Representative, David W. Robinson, visits
Boston rather frequently, and the Executive Director,

pp, 10, 24



HOUSE —No. 1803. [Feb.42

Frank Bane, comes at longer intervals. As a source of
information about legislation and administration of the
general government and in other States, the Research
Bureau of the Council is of great value, especially when
these types of information are urgently needed at short
notice. The Legislative Bulletin on important bills in
Congress is also very informative and generally impartial.
In November, the Council, as secretariat for the National
Association of Attorneys General, arranged and managed
a very successful annual meeting of that organization
in Boston. The sessions discussed a number of pertinent
legal problems, particularly the content and implica-
tions of the Tidelands Decision, United States v. Cali-
fornia. 1 The Council is also secretariat for the Governors’
Conference, the National Association of Secretaries of
State, the National Association of State Budget Officers,
the National Association of State Purchasing Officials,
and an Association of Administrators of the Interstate
Compact for the Supervision of Parolees and Probationers.
A close affiliation is maintained between the Council
and the National Conference of Commissioners on Uni-
form State Laws. Other organizations of public officials
have inquired whether the Council could serve as secre-
tariat for them, but it has not yet sufficient staff and
facilities to do so. Frequent references to the relations
of this Commission with the Council appear in earlier
pages of this report. 2

All forty-eight States are now members of the Council,
and it is represented in each State by a Commission or
Committee on Interstate Co-operation, of which both
legislators and administrative officials are members.
The Council is “a joint governmental agency established
by the States, for service to the States, supported by
the States.” The major objectives of the Council have
been declared to be

To do everything possible to improve state government
2. To encourage and promote the fullest co-operation among the

States in the solution of interstate problems.

See pp. 10, 24, 41
8,-1
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3. To facilitate in every way possible federal-state relations with
respect to common problems and objectives.

Since the end of the war, the Council has begun to
give special attention to state-local problems, particularly
in the field of taxation. The Council has also devoted
much attention to regional problems and has aided greatly
in organizing a number of effective regional organiza-
tions and agencies, to which it gives vigorous assistance
and support.

This Commission is convinced that the Council plays
an essential part in the government of the United States,
performing functions of great value to local authorities,
the States and the nation. We take this opportunity
to endorse its work and to pledge our best efforts to aid
in that work in every way within our power.

Recommendations.
The Commission makes one recommendation for legis-

lation, and submits herewith a bill to make its recom-
mendation effective. It will also endorse and support
certain measures to be introduced by other state agencies
and private organizations, if the drafts of these measures
prove to be satisfactory when examined.

Amendments of the Atlantic States Marine Fish-
eries Compact.

This compact, ratified by the General Court in 1941,
has been similarly ratified by thirteen other Atlantic
coastal States, so that all except North Carolina are
represented on the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Com-
mission. Experience has shown that most fisheries prob-
lems affect only a part of the coast, and that some are of
consequence to only two, three or four neighboring States.
This situation led early to the establishment of panels for
various groups of neighboring States having common
problems, but these panels, like the whole Commission,
have no powers except of discussion and recommenda-
tion. The Fisheries Commission believes that advan-
tage would sometimes be gained if the States composing
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these panels, or smaller numbers of States having com-
mon problems, could in certain instances exercise joint
regulatory authority in order to attempt solutions of
these problems. The first proposed amendment author-
izes, but does not require, States to enable their members
of the Fisheries Commission to act with those of such
other States as may wish to join as joint regulatory agen-
cies of fisheries along their shores. This amendment
appears desirable, and since it is only permissive, so that
the Legislatures of any States concerned will have the
opportunity to pass upon specific proposals for action
under it, we recommend that the General Court ratify it
during the coming session.

The second amendment also is permissive. It provides
that any two or more States that ratify it may establish
common conservation zones with respect to particular
species or fisheries or areas in which such States have a
common interest, and by appropriate state action may
make regulations applicable to such species, fisheries or
areas. The amendment also provides for agreement on
certain principles to be applied in connection with the
establishment of conservation zones in waters outside
the traditional limit of territorial waters. These principles
deal with the interests of States participating, boundaries
of zones, applicability of regulations, subjects to be
covered and exceptions in favor of foreign vessels. Pro-
vision is also made for reservation of fisheries within the
territorial waters of each State to the citizens and vessels
of such State if the State so desires. As this amendment
is not mandatory and may be beneficial to Massachusetts
fisheries and citizens engaged in them, we recommend its
ratification.

Contributions among Tortfeasors.

In the session of 1947 this Commission supported a bill
recommended by the Commissioners on Uniform State
Laws, providing for contributions among tortfeasors
(Senate, No. 131). The bill had been considered by the
General Court in 1946 and had failed to pass. In 1947



1948.] HOUSE —No. 1803. 45

it was rejected in the Senate, though it had been favorably
reported by the Joint Committee on Legal Affairs. The
bill is designed to remedy a defect in the present law of
torts, under which all of the burden of liability for an
accident can be imposed upon one of the persons involved
in it, leaving scot-free others who may have been equally
or even more to blame. The Commissioners on Uniform
State Laws believe that in the interest of justice all per-
sons involved in causing an injury should be made liable
for their respective shares of the damage, and this Com-
mission agrees. As the Commissioners will introduce a
bill, we need not do so, but we recommend that their bill
be enacted.

Uniform Bill for Regulation and Control of In-
secticides, Fungicides, Rodenticides and Other
Economic Poisons and Devices.

This bill will be identical with one introduced in the
last session for several agricultural organizations and
recommended in the legislative program of the Council
of State Governments (House, No. 1418). Its purpose is
to provide for establishing standards for economic poisons,
regulating labeling, sale, transportation, marketing and
handling of such materials, and enforcement of the law
and rules and regulations made under it. In view of the
rapid increase in the number and use of these materials
and their dangerous character, provisions for controlling
their distribution and use are essential. The bill will
again be introduced by agricultural organizations and its
passage advocated by the State Department of Agricul-
ture. This Commission will therefore not introduce a
bill on its own account, but recommends enactment of
the bill to be proposed.



HOUSE —No. 1803. [Feb.46

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-Eight.

An Act ratifying proposed amendments to the At-

lantic STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMPACT, SO CALLED.

1 Whereas, It is desirable that the Atlantic States
2 Marine Fisheries Compact, ratified on the part of
3 the commonwealth by chapter four hundred and
4 eighty-nine of the acts of nineteen hundred and
5 forty-one, should be amended as soon as possible so
6 as to provide for joint or common action by any
7 two or more states that have ratified said compact
8 to establish joint agencies to regulate fisheries in
9 which such states have common interests, and to

10 authorize common conservation zones for certain
11 purposes; therefore this act is hereby declared to be
12 an emergency law, necessary for the immediate

preservation of the public health and convenience

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representative

in General Court assembled, and by the authority of the
same, as follows:

1 The general court hereby approves and ratifie.
2 the following amendments to the Atlantic State;

Appendix A.

LEGISLATION RECOMMENDED.

Cl)t Commontoealtf) of o§aosac|nisetts
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Marine Fisheries Compact, now ratified by the com-
monwealth and the states of Maine, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, South
Carolina, Georgia and Florida, for the purpose of
permitting the states that ratify said amendments
to establish joint regulation of specific fisheries
common to those states or any of them, through the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission and
their representatives thereon, and also to establish
common conservation zones for particular species of
fish, or fisheries or areas in which such states have
common interests, and to make appropriate regula-
tions applicable therein. Notice of intention to with-
draw such approval and ratification of either or both
of said amendments, in case such withdrawal shall
be desired at any time hereafter, shall be executed
and transmitted by the governor whenever authorized
thereto by the general court, shall be in accordance
with the provisions of Article XII of said compact,

,5

4
• )

6

i

8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
99

is to this commonwealth in
as shall have ratified said

and shall be effective
relation to such state

23
24

amendments or either of them before notice of inten-
tion to withdraw by this commonwealth has been
given as above provided.

25
26
27

28 AMENDMENTS, ATLANTIC STATES MARINE

29 FISHERIES COMPACT.

Article I.30

nd ratifying this31 The states approving
32 ment agree that any twe >r more of them may de:

Marine Fisheries Cornunate the Atlantic
34 sion as a joint regulate agency with such powers
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35 as they may jointly confer upon it from time to time
36 for the regulation of the fishing operations of the
37 citizens and vessels of such designating states with
38 respect to specific fisheries in which such states have
39 a common interest. The representatives of such
40 states on the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Com-
-41 mission shall constitute a separate section of such
42 commission for the exercise of the additional powers
43 so granted; provided, that the states so acting shall
44 appropriate additional funds for this purpose. The
45 creation of such section as a joint regulatory agency
46 shall not deprive the states participating therein of
47 any of their privileges or powers or responsibilities
48 in the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
49 under the general compact.

50

51 A. The states approving and ratifying this amend-
-52 ment agree that any two or more of them may estab-
-53 lish common conservation zones with respect to
54 particular species or fisheries or areas in which they
55 have a common interest and by appropriate state
56 action may make regulations applicable therein.
57 B. In order to avoid disputes which might other-
-58 wise arise, the states assenting hereto agree to the
59 following principles with respect to the establish-
-60 ment of conservation zones in waters outside the
61 traditional limit of territorial waters:
62 1. A state shall be considered to have an interest
63 in a fishery in such outside waters when its waters
64 inside such traditional limit are contiguous to the
65 area in which those fisheries are found or when its
66 vessels have customarily operated in such outside
67 fishery.

Article 11.
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2. The boundaries of any such zone to be jointly
established in outside waters shall be subject to prior
approval by a majority vote of the member states
of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commis-
sion. Such boundaries shall be specifically defined
in the laws of regulations promulgated by the several
states participating therein.

68
69
70
71
72
73
74

3. The regulations adopted by the states creating
such a conservation zone shall be recognized by the
other states assenting to this amendment with respect
to the fishery operations of the citizens and vessels
of such assenting states in the waters outside the tra-
ditional limit of territorial waters comprised within
the said zone; provided, that such regulations are
clearly for conservation purposes and have been
so certified by majority vote of the member states
of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commis-
sion. However, with respect to a state which has
assented to this amendment but has not joined in
the creation of a conservation zone which includes
waters directly off its shores, the obligations of this
amendment shall not apply to the fishing operations
of the citizens of such state in those waters of such
zone which lie directly offshore from the coast of
such state, but shall apply in all other waters of such

7o
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84
85
86
87
88
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4. The regulations adopted for and applying
within such outside conservation zones may relate
to types of gear and minimum sizes of mesh to be
used, open and closed seasons, minimum sizes of fish
to be taken, and reasonable limitations upon per-
missible take per unit of time, per man or per vessel;
and the establishment of quotas and licenses of all
kinds or any other suitable device ior the control of

94
95
96
97
98
99

100
101
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fishing pressure in each zone, but may not discrimi-
nate between vessels on the basis of size or power or
number of crew nor discriminate against citizens
or vessels of other states of the Atlantic Coast.

5. No regulation shall be enforced against any
vessel of foreign nationality except under the author-
ity of the government of the United States.

C. The States party to this amendment agree
that as has been established law and usage, each state
shall have sole jurisdiction over the fisheries within
the traditional limit of territorial waters, and the
right to reserve the fisheries in those waters for its
own citizens and vessels if such state so desires.
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1. Agriculture and Conservation;
Harland Burke, Chairman
George Ward Stetson
Harold 0. Cook
Frederick E. Cole, Commi
Milton G. Allen, New En

ssioner, Department of Agriculture
iland Council

Edward H. Cooley, President, Atlantic Coast Fisheries Cor-
poration

Harris A. Reynolds, Secretary,- Massachusetts Forest and Park
Association

Crime and Defense;
Richard S. Bowers, Chairman
Sumner G. Whittier
Harland Burke
John J. Toomey
William S. Kinney, Assistant Attorney General
J. Paul Doyle, Commissioner of Correction
Rufus H. Bond, Executive Secretary, Department of Public Safety

3. Social Welfare
John E. Powers, Chairman
John A. Daly
Patkick A. Tompkins, Commissioner, Department of Public

Welfare
Alfred F. Whitman, Executive Secretary, Children’s Aid Asso-

cintion

4. Taxation and Fiscal Policy:
Laurence Curtis, Chairman
Hollis M, Gott
Henry L. Shattuck
John A. Daly
Henry F. Long, Commissioner, Department of Corporations and

Taxation

Appendix B.

LIST OF COMMITTEES, 1947.
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5. Transportation
Edward W. Staves, Chairman
Hollis M. Gott
Fred A. Blake
John J. Toomey

R. L. Devine, Equipment Engineer, Registry of Motor Vehicles
Captain William V. Shimkus, State Police
Hon. Carroll L. Meins, Commissioner, Department of Public

Utilities

6. Veterans’ Affairs:
Sumner G. Whittier, Chairman
John E. Powers
Fred A. Blake
Laurence Curtis

7. Water Resources:
George Ward Stetson, Chairman
Henry L. Shattuck
Elisabeth M. Herlihy
Harold O. Cook
General Richard K. Hale, Director, Division of Waterways,

Department of Public Works

Regional Committee on Motor Truck Problems:
Richard S. Bowers

Regional Committee on Social Welfare and Relief:
John E. Powers
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Whereas, The growth of population and the development of
the territory of the New England states has resulted in serious
pollution of certain interstate streams, ponds and lakes, and of
tidal waters ebbing and flowing past the boundaries of two or
more states; and

Whereas, Such pollution constitutes a menace to the health,
welfare and economic prosperity of the people living in such
area; and

Whereas, The abatement of existing pollution and the con-
trol of future pollution in the interstate waters of New England
area are of prime importance to the people and can best be
accomplished through the co-operation of the New England
states in the establishment of an interstate agency to work with
the states in the field of pollution abatement;

Now, therefore, The states of Connecticut, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont do agree
and are bound as follows:

Article I
It is agreed between the signatory states that the provisions

of this compact shall apply to streams, ponds and lakes which
are contiguous to two or more signatory states or which flow
through two or more signatory states or which have a tributary
contiguous to two or more signatory states or flowing through
two or more signatory states, and also shall apply to tidal waters
ebbing and flowing past the boundaries of two states.

Article 11.
There is hereby created the New England Interstate Water

Pollution Control Commission (hereinafter referred to as the
commission) which shall be a body corporate and politic, having
the powers, duties and jurisdiction herein enumerated and such

Appendix C

NEW ENGLAND INTERSTATE WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL COMPACT.
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other and additional powers as shallbe conferred upon it by the
act or acts of a signatory state concurred in by the others.

Article 111.
The commission shall consist of five commissioners from each

state, each of whom shall be a resident voter of the state from
which he is appointed. The commissioners shall be chosen in
the manner and for the terms provided by law of the state from
which they shall be appointed. For each state there shall be
on the commission a member representing the state health de-
partment, a member representing the state water pollution con-
trol board (if such exists), and, except where a state in its ena-
bling legislation decides that the best interests of the state will
be otherwise served, a member representing municipal interests,
a member representing industrial interests, and a memberrepre-
senting an agency acting for fisheries or conservation.

Article IV
The commission shall annually elect from its members a

chairman and vice chairman and shall appoint and at its pleas-
ure remove or discharge such officers. It may appoint and
employ a secretary who shall be a professional engineer versed
in water pollution and may employ such stenographic or clerical
employees as shall be necessary, and at its pleasure remove or
discharge such employees. It shall adopt a seal and suitable
by-laws and shall promulgate rules and regulations for its man-
agement and control. It may maintain an office for the trans-
action of its business and may meet at any time or place within
the signatory states. Meetings shall be held at least twice each
year. A majority of the members shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business, but no action of the commission
imposing any obligation on any signatory state or on any munic-
ipal agency or subdivision thereof or on any person, firm or
corporation therein shall be binding unless a majority of the
members from such signatory state shall have voted in favor
thereof. Where meetings are planned to discuss matters rele-
vant to problems of water pollution control affecting only cer-
tain of the signatory states, the commission may vote to author-
ize special meetings of the commissioners of the states especially
concerned. The commission shall keep accurate accounts of
all receipts and disbursements and shall make an annual report
to the governor and the legislature of each signatory state setting
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forth in detail the operations and transactions conducted by it
pursuant to this compact, and shall make recommendations for
any legislative action deemed by it advisable, including amend-
ments to the statutes of the signatory states which may be
necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this compact.
The commission shall not incur any obligations for salaries,
office, administrative, traveling or other expenses prior to the
allotment of funds by the signatory states adequate to meet
the same; nor shall the commission pledge the credit of any
of the signatory states. Each state reserves the right to provide
hereafter by law for the examination and audit of the accounts
of the commission. The commission shall appoint a treasurer
who may be a member of the commission, and disbursements
by the commission shall be valid only when authorized by the
commission and when vouchers therefor have been signed by
the secretary and countersigned by the treasurer. The secre-
tary' shall be custodian of the records of the commission with
authority to attest to and certify such records or copies thereof.

Article V
It is recognized, owing to such variable factors as location,

size, character and flow and the many varied uses of the waters
subject to the terms of this compact, that no single standard
of sewage and waste treatment and no single standard of quality
of receiving waters is practical and that the degree of treatment
of sewage and industrial wastes should take into account the
classification of the receiving waters according to present and
proposed highest use, such as for drinking water supply, indus-
trial and agricultural uses, bathing and other recreational pur-
poses, maintenance and propagation of fish life, shellfish culture,
navigation and disposal of wastes.

The commission shall establish reasonable physical, chemical
and bacteriological standards of water quality satisfactory for
various classifications of use. It is agreed thateach of the signa-
tory states through appropriate agencies will prepare a classi-
fication of its interstate waters in entirety or by portions ac-
cording to present and proposed highest use and for this purpose
technical experts employed by state departments of health and
state water pollution control agencies are authorized to confer
on questions relating to classification of interstate waters affect-
ing two or more states. Each signatory state agrees to submit
its classification of its interstate waters to the commission for
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approval. It is agreed that after such approval all signatory
states through their appropriate state health departments and
water pollution control agencies will work to establish programs
of treatment of sewage and industrial wastes which will meet
standards established by the commission for classified waters.
The commission may from time to time make such changes in
definitions of classifications and in standards as may be required
by changed conditions or as may be necessary for uniformity.

Article VI.
Each of the signatory states pledges to provide for the abate-

ment of existing pollution and for the control of future pollution
of interstate inland and tidal waters as described in Article I,
and to put and maintain the waters thereof in a satisfactory
condition consistent with the highest classified use of each body
of water.

Article VII.
Nothing in this compact shall be construed to repeal or pre-

vent the enactment of any legislation or prevent the enforcement
of any requirement by any signatory state imposing any addi-
tional condition or restriction to further lessen the pollution
of waters within its jurisdiction. Nothing herein contained shall
affect or abate any action now pending brought by any govern-
mental board or body created by or existing under any of the
signatory states.

Article VIII.
The signatory states agree to appropriate for the salaries,

office, administrative, travel and other expenses such sum or
sums as shall be recommended by the commission. The state
of Massachusetts obligates itself only to the extent of sixty-five
hundred dollars in any one year, the state of Connecticut only
to the extent of three thousand dollars in any one year, the state
of Rhode Island only to the extent of fifteen hundred dollars
in any one year, and the states of New Hampshire, Maine, and
Vermont each only to the extent of one thousand dollars in any
one year.

Article IX.
Should any part of this compact be held to be contrary to the

constitution of any signatory state or of the United States, all
other parts thereof shall continue to be in full force and effect.
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Article X.
The commission is authorized to discuss with appropriate

state agencies in New York state questions of pollution of waters
which flow into the New England area from New York state or
vice versa and to further the establishment of agreements on
pollution abatement to promote the interests of the New York
and New England areas.

Whenever the commission by majority vote of the members
of each signatory state shall have given its approval and the
state of New York shall have taken the necessary action to
do so, the state of New York shall be a party to this compact
for the purpose of controlling and abating the pollution of water-
ways common to New York and the New England states signa-
tory to this compact but excluding the waters under the juris-
diction of the Interstate Sanitation Commission (New York,
New Jersey and Connecticut).

Article XL
"This compact shall become effective immediately upon the

adoption of the compact by any two contiguous states of New
England but only in so far as applies to those states and upon
approval by Federal law. Thereafter upon ratification by other
contiguous states, it shallalso become effective as to those states.
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EXTRACT FROM REPORT AND RECOMMENDA-
TION OF THE TAX COMMITTEE OF THE
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS ON POST-
WAR TAXATION AND FINANCE.

Appendix D.

Summary of Recommendations.
State Program.

1. Continue anti-inflationary policies, especially maintenance
of tax rates, retention of reserves, and deferment of all except
urgently necessary capital expenditures, until inflationary pres-
sures are eased, especially in the construction industry.

2. Prepare a long-range program for the financing of the state
government, including accumulation of surpluses, incurring
and management of bonded indebtedness, and changes in tax
rates, so that an adequate, stable and expanding basis for state
expenditures may be maintained through cyclical fluctuations
in business activities. The program should include, where
possible, maintenance of high tax rates in periods of high busi-
ness activity and income, and lower tax rates during periods of
recession and low income, so that an adverse effect on employ-
ment may be avoided.

3. Provide for a unified annual executive budget comprehend-
ing all the revenues and expenditures of the State, including
state assistance for localities, prepared by a strong permanent
budget office responsible to the Governor and embodying the
principles of item veto, elimination of earmarking of tax re-
ceipts for special purposes, and appropriations for general classes
of expenditures by each department or agency, rather than
itemized line-by-line appropriations.

4. Integrate all aspects of financial administration, except
post audit, in a single department of finance responsible to the
Governor, and vest authority to assess and collect all state
taxes in a single department of revenue or taxation responsible
to the Governor.
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5. Establish a balanced combination of taxes to provide ade-
quate average revenues through cycles in employment and
business activity and to ensure that each section of the tax
code is well drafted and contains no major defects in the tax or
loopholes in the law.

Interstate Program

6. Enact reciprocal legislation providing for exchange of tax
information and full administrative co-operation with other
States and the federal government, and for access to the courts
of the State to enforce the tax laws of other States.

7. Adopt reciprocal uniform legislation for allocation of tax
bases of interstate taxpayers in the following fields:

(a) Determination of domicile of taxpayers and decedents.
(b) Allocation of income arising from interstate transactions or

arising out of the taxpayer’s State of domicile
(c) Apportionment of property of interstate firms, especially rail

roads and other utilities.
(d) Allocation formulas for taxation of interstate airlines

8. Repeal of all provisions of tax and license laws which
create interstate trade barriers or otherwise discriminate
against out-of-State taxpayers, except where clearly necessary
to collect equitable non-discriminatory taxes, to protect health
or safety, or to protect state highways or other transportation
facilities.

9. Extend the fullest possible administrative co-operation
to officials of other States in the development of uniform report
forms, exchange of information, joint administration, machinery
for compromise of jurisdictional disputes, exchange of research,
exchange of personnel, and other types of administrative co-
operation.

State-Federal Program

10. Eliminate conflicts with the federal government through
mutual abandonment of competing fields of taxation, so far as
this is feasible; for example, the States should consider with-
drawal from taxation of aviation gasoline and tobacco products,
especially if coupled with federal offers of distribution to the
States of tobacco tax collections and withdrawal from taxation
of highway gasoline; both state and federal governments
should relinquish taxation of admissions and amusements to
local units.
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11. Request the federal government to adopt the following
legislative programs to assist the States:

(a) Development of a clear and consistent policy for federal grants
to the States, eliminating rigid dollar-for-dollar matching and re-
quirements for earmarking of state funds.

(6) Development of a consistent policy for payment of taxes or
payments in lieu of taxes to state and local governments for certain
types of federal property located within their jurisdiction.

(c) Modernization of federal estate and gift taxes and extension of
a substantial credit against the whole federal estate and gift tax for
similar taxes paid to the States.

12. Request the Congress and its committees, the Treasury
Department, Bureau of Internal Revenue, the Bureau of the
Budget, and the equivalent agencies of all the States to extend
to one another the fullest co-operation, including clear channels
for consultation on all issues of mutual concern, and expansion
of the administrative co-operation now existing in the collec-
tion of taxes common to both jurisdictions.

State-Local Proqram.

13. Strengthen the property tax as a source of local revenue
by enacting an adequate classified property tax law with strong
enforcement provisions and a minimum of exemptions, and by
improving the organization and procedures of local adminis-
tration and state supervision.

14. Authorize local governments to utilize other suitable
sources of local revenue, including service charges, such as
parking meters, and certain taxes such as those on admissions
and amusements which can be easily adapted to local adminis-
tration.

15. Develop a consistent policy for aiding the finances of
services of essential state-wide interest, varied according to
need or other sound formula. Among these services are health,
education and welfare programs in which the maintenance of
high standards is of concern to the entire State. However, aids
for these purposes should be made in such ways that they will
not occasion unwarranted expenditures or perpetuate un-
economic units of government.

16. Consider the assumption of administrative responsibility
for certain hitherto local services, where the problems involved
have become statewide in scope and local financial resources
are inadequate to meet the need.
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STATEMENT OF JOINT CONFERENCE REPRE-
SENTATIVES OF THE CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES AND OF THE GOVERNORS’
CONFERENCE.

September 27, 1947, Chicago, Illinois.

We recognize that the power to tax is the power to destroy.
But it is equally true that a sound, co-ordinated use of the tax-
ing power of all levels of our government can contribute to the
strength and durability of the American system.

Tax systems and the raising and spending of public moneys
substantially determine in the last analysis the type of govern-
ment we have.

The American form of government is founded upon the
principles of local government and citizen participation in
government. If these principles are to be developed and main-
tained local, state and federal governments all must be strong.

The unprecedented high total tax bill now being paid by the
American taxpayer to support all levels of government requires
an immediate readjustment of the federal-state tax relationship
for the purpose of preserving a working federal system.

This Conference of representatives of the Congress and
Governors of the States, recognizing these principles, has agreed
on a plan of action, and has demonstrated that the problem is
a joint problem and that progress can be made toward con-
structive solution by joint action.

To achieve a higher degree of efficiency, reduce duplication,
and to achieve economy and stability in our co-ordinated sys-
tem of federal, state and local governments, our States must
cease relying upon the federal government to do things for them
and their citizens which they can do for themselves as well as,
or better than, the federal government. In order that the state
and local governments may be enabled to assume those func-

Appendix E.
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tions, the federal government should reduce those taxes which
can be administered best by state and local governments.

The accomplishment of these objectives is largely dependent
upon economy in government and the establishment of fiscal
self-sufficiency among the various levels of government. Re-
duced governmental expenditures are a prerequisite to tax
reduction and payment of the national debt.

These are long-term objectives, but first steps can now be
taken. Accordingly, this Conference is of the opinion

1. That the federal government should reduce federal excise taxes
as soon as practicable. 1

2. That the federal government should amend inheritance and
estate taxes to provide more equitable division of this revenue between
the federal government and the States.

3. That the federal government should relinquish to the States the
federal tax on employers levied to cover the administrative expenses
of the state employment security programs, and the States will assume
the responsibility for the administration of the unemplojunent com-
pensation and employment service programs.

4. That the Congress take the earliest possible action to correct by
federal law the income tax inequities existing between the community
property and the non-community property States.

5. That the States should avoid encroachment upon tax fields
which are peculiarly adaptable to federal uses.

The Conference believes that the beginning here made has
demonstrated the desirability of co-operation between the
federal government and the States in the consideration of tax
and revenue problems. It is therefore recommended that the
procedure initiated at this Conference be established on a con-
tinuing and regular basis.

Governors’ Conference Committee,

Gov. Horace Hildreth, Maine.
Gov. Millard F, Caldwell, Florida.
Gov. Frank Carlson, Kansas.
Gov. Charles M. Dale, New Hampshire.
Gov. Phil M. Donnelly, Missouri.
Gov. Alfred E. Driscoll, New Jersey.
Gov. Ralph F. Gates, Indiana.
Gov. Dwight H. Green, Illinois.
Gov. Lester C. Hunt, Wyoming.
Gov. William Lee Knous, Colorado.

1 Special consideration should bo given to local telephone calls, intrastate electric energy
gasoline and admissions taxes.
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Gov. Wm. Preston Lane, Jr., Maryland.
Gov. Clarence W. Meadows, West Virginia.
Gov. Earl Snell, Oregon.
Gov. J. Strom Thurmond, South Carolina.
Gov. Mon C. Wallgren, Washington.

Congressional Committees.
Home IPays anti Means Committee

Sub-committee, appointed by Chairman Harold Knutson:
Rep. John W. Byrnes, Wisconsin.
Rep. A. Sidney Camp, Georgia.
Rep. Carl T. Curtis, Nebraska,
Rep. John D. Dingell, Michigan.
Rep. Hubert S. Ellis, West Virginia.
Rep. Robert W. Kean, New Jersey.
Rep. Thomas E. Martin, lowa
Rep. Noah M. Mason, Illinois.

Senate Finance Committee

Sub-committee, appointed by Chairman Eugene D. Millikin
Sen. Harry F. Byrd, Virginia.
Sen. Albert W. Hawkes, New Jersey.
Sen. Edward Martin, Pennsylvania.

House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments
Sub-committee, appointed by Chairman Clare E. Hoffman:

Rep. Porter Hardy, Jr., Virginia.
Rep. Melvin C. Snyder, West Virginia

Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments.

Sub-committee, appointed July, 1947, in accordance with Senate
Resolution 152, authorizing the Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Department to make a study and report on inter-
governmental fiscal relations:

Sen. John W. Bricker, Ohio.
Sen. Herbert R. O’Conor, Maryland
Sen. Edward J. Thyb, Minnesota.




