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REPORT OF A SPECIAL COMMISSION RELATIVE TO
THE PRESERVATION OF DIGHTON ROCK AS A
NATURAL HISTORICAL MONUMENT.

The Commission appointed under the provisions of chapter 74 of
the Resolves of 1957 to make an investigation and study relative to
the preservation of Dighton Rock as a natural historical monument
has made an inspection of the rock and the land in the immediate
vicinity; held several meetings on the matter, and respectfully
submits the following report and recommendations.

Dighton Rock is a sandstone boulder, roughly angular in shape,
near the easterly shore of the Taunton River in the town of Berkley;
it is situated between the low and high water marks and is com-
pletely submerged during periods of high tides. The soil on which
the rock rests is a heterogeneous mixture of stones of all sizes, sand,
silt and clay covered with muck; the rock is also covered with muck
and marine growth. Its dimensions at the mud line are approxi-
mately seven feet by eleven feet and its height is about three feet;
the weight is estimated to be forty tons.

The rock is adjacent to an eighty-five acre tract of land that was
taken by eminent domain in 1955 by the Department of Natural
Resources for state park purposes. The land was acquired by the
Commonwealth for the primary purpose of preserving the rock and
displaying it in a dignified manner to the public for all time.

The northwesterly face of the rock is a broad, smooth, sloping
surface on which are carved many inscriptions, the most recent inter-
pretations of which are attributed to Miguel Cotereal, a Portuguese
explorer, in 1511.

Over six hundred articles and books about the rock and its in-
scriptions have been written in many languages. That fact rein-
forces the opinion that Dighton Rock is perhaps one of the world’s
most famous inscribed rocks and we believe the Commonwealth is
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directly responsible for its protection and preservation for posterity
as an historical monument.

After careful study, investigation and debate, we are of the firm
opinion that the rock should be moved from its present location to
the high ground where it may be carefully protected and best dis-
played for public view. We considered, and discarded, the proposal
that it be left in its present location where it is unprotected and may
only be viewed at low tide. We, likewise, determined that a pro-
posal to place a cofferdam around the rock in its present location*
would be exorbitantly expensive, technically most difficult to accom-
plish, and undesirable for public display.

We believe that, with proper precautions, it is possible to move
the rock without damage and we, therefore, recommend that it be
done.

The major problem is to prevent any kind of damage during the
process of moving the rock. Scarring any portion by carelessness or
improper handling of equipment, would ruin the value and interest
in the rock forever. It is even more important to avoid setting up
stresses in the rock because they would inevitably split it, perhaps
in a number of places. No kind of handling which sets up tensile
stress is at all permissible. The rock must not be rolled or pushed
laterally or handled in chain slings because such handling would
inevitably set up internal stresses which are likely to crack the rock.
The rock must, in some fashion, be raised from below employing
adequate support in the form of a cradle of steel or cement.

We stronglyrecommend that engineering specifications for moving
the rock include detailed descriptions of the methods to be em-
ployed and that the work be done with extreme care by sympathetic
contractors. These specifications should be submitted to an engi-
neering firm which has not been involved in the proposed project
in order to secure an impartial opinion as to their feasibility.

The Department of Natural Resources should use every reason-
able precaution in connection with this project and the Departments
should attempt to obtain a performance bond, with suitable penalty”
clause, for the contractor.

The Department of Natural Resources should provide adequate
protection for the rock to prevent vandalism and malicious mischief.

The services and advice of a qualified engineering geologist and
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an archaeologist should be obtained for assistance in the preparation
of plans and specifications.

In connection with our investigation and study we were extremely
fortunate to have the unpaid services of our fellow commissioners,
Dr. Joseph Hartshorn, geologist, and Frederick Johnson, archaeol-
ogist, who made a detailed study and report for the Commission’s
guidance.

CHARLES S. MARSTON, 3rd,
Chairman.

FREDERICK JOHNSON.
JOSEPH H. HARTSHORN
FRANCIS W. SARGENT.
FREDERICK T. McDERMOTT.
HERBERT S. TUCKERMAN.
STEPHEN L. FRENCH.
RODOLPHE G. BESSETTE.

FRANK B. OLIVEIRA,
FRANK F. LEMOS,

Dissenters.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-Eight.

An Act authorizing the department of natural resources
TO MOVE DIGHTON ROCK.

1 Section 1. The commissioner of natural resources is hereby
2 authorized and directed to remove Dighton Rock from its
3 present location in Taunton river and deposit it on adjacent
4 land of the commonwealth in a suitable location selected by
5 him.

1 Section 2. Said removal shall be done in accordance with the
2 recommendations contained in a report of a special commission
3 made pursuant to the provisions of chapter seventy-four of the
4 resolves of nineteen hundred and fifty-seven.

1 Section 3. For the purposes of this act there may be expended
2 by the department of natural resources such sums as may be
3 available or may be appropriated therefor.

1 Section 4. This act shall take effect upon its passage.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

Ciic Commontocalti) of

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:
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While I am not in disagreement with the substance of the report
of the majority, I have been disturbed throughout the life of the
Commission by the fact that one of its members, appointed by

Furcolo on September 9, 1957, was, in my judgment, an
improper person to act in that capacity. As Chairman of the Com-
mission I have from time to time made my position upon this matter
clear to all of its members; I feel impelled, now, to make it a part
of the public records.

On May 16, 1957, the day before the Governor approved chap-
ter 74 of the Resolves of 1957, which established the Commission,
one Joseph D. Fragoso of New Bedford, representing himself to be
the president of Miguel Corte Real Memorial Society, Inc., wrote
a letter to the Governor making certain unfounded allegations
concerning actions taken by the Department of Natural Resources
in the vicinity of the “Dighton Rock”. On May 27, 1957, the
Governor sent this communication to the Department, requesting
its comments. On June 20, 1957, Francis W. Sargent, Commis-
sioner, in a three-page letter to the Governor, pointed out the
several misstatements of facts contained in Mr. Fragoso’s com-
munication, gave a brief history of his long-standing and self-made
feud with the Department, culminating in litigation instituted by
him against it, and referred the Governor to the former Senator
from New Bedford and to the office of the Attorney General for
further details.

Notwithstanding his receipt of this information, and the fact
that Miguel Corte Real Society, by Mr. Fragoso, had already
started an action against the Commonwealth, seeking damages of

.8100,000 under the eminent domain statutes for the taking of some'•fifty acres of unimproved woodland to be added to the Dighton
Rock State Park, the Governor appointed Mr. Fragoso to this
Commission on September 9, 1957, as an “historian”.

In the light of his obstructionist tactics in the past, and the strong-
likelihood of his personal financial interest in the claim of Miguel
Corte Real Society against the Commonwealth, Mr. Fragoso’s

MINORITY REPORT.
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impartiality was seriously open to question, and his appointment
to the Commission by Governor Furcolo was, at the least, ill ad-
vised; in my judgment, it also constituted an inexcusable breach
of the duty owed by the Executive to the people of the Common-
wealth to see that their affairs are run by qualified, unbiased citizens.

CHARLES S. MARSTON, 3rd,
Chairman.
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MINORITY REPORT OF REPRESENTATIVE FRANK G.
RICO, THIRD BRISTOL DISTRICT OF TAUNTON,
HOUSE CHAIRMAN OF THE DIGHTON ROCK COM-
MISSION, TO THE MEMBERS OF THE GREAT AND
GENERAL COURT.

In making a minority report to the Great and General Court,
I want to make it clearly understood that I will abide by the ma-
jority report of the Dighton Rock Commission. However, since
I was one of three members of the Commission who voted for the
preservation of Dighton Rock on its present location, protected by
a cofferdam and superimposed structure, I feel that I should make
mv reasons known.

Guiding myself by the report of a subcommittee consisting of
Dr. Joseph Hartshorn, geologist, Mr. Frederick Johnson, archaeol-
ogist, members of the Dighton Rock Commission, assisted by
John P. Schafer, glacial geologist, and Curtis R. Tuttle, engineering-
geologist, both of the United States Geologist Survey, who reported
that Dighton Rock was irreplaceable, comparing it with an antique
piece of furniture or a painting by an old master, I formed my
opinion. They stated in their report that Dighton Rock is a gray,
feldspathic, massive sandstone, having no visible internal structure,
and that it is composed of very ancient, cemented sand grains,
which are not arranged in orderly fashion, so that, except for the
fractures which are relatively far apart, no layers or bands or other
arrangement of the grain can be discerned. In their opinion, if the
rock is to be moved, they emphasize that this is an operation which
has to be performed with great care by sympathetic contractors.
They further reported that the major problem is to prevent any
kind of damage during the process of moving the rock. Scarring any
portion of it by careless use of equipment or by improper handling
would ruin the value and interest in the rock forever. It is even
more important to avoid setting up stresses in the rock because these
would inevitably split it, perhaps in a number of places. No kind
of handling which sets up tensile stresses is at all permissible. After
reading the book, “Dighton Rock”, written by Professor Edmund



HOUSE No. 2681. [Jan.10

Burke Delabarre, I have learned that Dighton Rock has been
known throughout the world since 1680, and that several hundred
articles and many books have been written relative to Dighton
Rock and the inscriptions found on it, proving to me that Dighton
Rock is a priceless and irreplaceable historical landmark.

Therefore, since everyone is in agreement that Dighton Rock is
priceless and irreplaceable, I voted to preserve Dighton Rock on
its present location, protected by a cofferdam and superimposed
structure because there is only one Dighton Rock and if it is moved
we would be exposing it to danger of scarring or splitting and
destroying its historical value forever.

I feel this is the safer method to be employed in preserving
Dighton Rock.

FRANK G. RICO.
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MINORITY REPORT OF A SPECIAL COMMISSION REL-
ATIVE TO THE PRESERVATION OF DIGHTON
ROCK AS AN HISTORICAL MONUMENT.

I am in accord with the majority report in so far as that report
that Dighton Rock is one of the world’s most famous inscribed

rocks and that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts is directly
responsible for its preservation and protection as an historical
monument. This famous rock is invaluable and is deserving of
recognition as an historical record, the earliest one known in New
England.

However, I cannot concur with the majority’s choice of display-
ing the rock to the public. Chapter 74 of the Resolves of 1957
empowering this Commission to make an investigation and study
relative to the preservation of this rock specifically provides that the
commission “recommend the best method of displaying said rock to
the public having due regard . . . for the -physical condition of said
rock itself . .

.”. The rock is a gray feldspathic massive sandstone
having an estimated weight of forty tons. There are cracks or
fractures visible on the inscribed face averaging less than two inches
in depth but some are as much as four inches deep. The Commission
was informed by its subcommittee that these fractures indicated
probable planes of weakness. Yet, in spite of this, the majority
of the commission voted to move the rock in preference to preserving
it in its natural situs protected by a cofferdam and a superimposed
structure.

I am of the firm belief that the rock should remain in place and
that the present sediments should be removed and backfilled with a
suitable subgrade material, and a cofferdam built. The sub-
committee reported ‘ ‘ The question of building a cofferdam, so that

*the area including the rock may be dried out, is a problem in engi-
neering design on which the Commission should get expert advice.”.
The Commission sought no such advice.

The whole tenor of the majority report as relates to the recom-
mendations for the moving of the rock is that of extreme caution
for fear of destruction of this priceless gem. Now then, what could
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have been the motivating evidence heard by this Commission that
compelled the majority to vote for the moving of therock? Could it
be the possible cost of building a cofferdam? If so, then a price tag
was placed on the rock. This Commission does not insist that the
Department of Natural Resources acquire a suitable performance
bond from the contractor moving the rock, but suggests that the
Department attempt such acquisition. The contention raised that
no surety would take the risk if the penalty clause were set too high
is somewhat paradoxical to the attitude of moving the rock. If no |i
surety will accept such a risk, then the rock should not be moved.

It might very well be that my colleagues are much braver than
I in recommending the rock’s removal, but I feel a sense of responsi-
bility to the Commonwealth, the Nation and the World with refer-
ence to any recommendation for the preservation of Dighton Rock,
and I feel that it would be extremely foolish to make elaborate plans
for a park for Dighton Rock while we run the risk of destroying the
feature attraction, the rock.

Respectfully submitted,

GILBERT M. COROA.
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