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Cbe Commontoealtfc of Massachusetts.

E x e c u t i v e  D e p a r t m e n t ,  B o s t o n ,  May 2 8 ,  1 9 2 6 . 

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith, without my approval, House 
Bill Xo. 1505, entitled “ An Act to incorporate the Boston 
Harbor Bridge and Tunnel Company and to authorize said 
Company to construct a Bridge over or a Tunnel under 
Boston Harbor.”

I believe that there should be a bridge to East Boston. 
Others who have studied this cpiestion believe there should 
be a tunnel; but whichever is decided upon there are several 
possible ways of constructing it. The advantages and dis
advantages of the various methods should be most carefully 
considered. If this is a great public necessity, as I believe 
it to be, why should not the city of Boston or the Metro
politan or some similar district construct it? If this is not 
feasible, because the great cost of the bridge would hold in 
abeyance more meritorious and urgent public projects, why 
should not the city of Boston or the Metropolitan or some 
similar district build a toll bridge? A city or a district 
could borrow money for a toll bridge for less than one half 
of the capital charges called for under the present bill. 
Under the present bill, a ten per cent return, at least, is 
possible on millions of dollars worth of stock. That the 
people using the East Boston bridge should be obliged to 
pay tolls for facilities which other people in the Common
wealth have supplied to them by public fund would seem 
enough. To impose upon them higher tolls because of bank
ing and other charges incident to private financing and 
ownership seems unnecessary. I believe that in a short 
while, under the present bill, the users of this bridge would 
be chafing under the tolls charged and that criticism would 
be made because a franchise was granted carrying with it 
such large earnings to invested capital.



It is seldom if ever that a measure of the importance 
of this meets with legislative approval the first year. A 
group of advisors, chosen because of their study of this 
present situation and those of a similar nature, share the 
opinion that this bill could be very much improved in both 
form and substance. The present bill need not be accepted 
by the Mayor of Boston in less than a year and a half from 
now. If this time for study and consideration was reduced 
to six months, action by the Legislature could then be 
postponed to the next session without necessarily causing 
the least delay in this undertaking. This would give the 
Legislature and public officials more time for study. Al
though in sympathy with the object of the bill, I am re
luctant to give my approval to this legislation, which can 
be perfected in many respects to protect the public interest. 
There should be no serious objection to giving it further 
study. I do see the possibilities of doing much for the 
public in this connection, even to the point of so drawing 
the bill that the charges would be very materially reduced.

Eventually the city of Boston or the Metropolitan or some 
similar district or the Commonwealth will be called upon 
to take the bridge over. Such a contingency is not to be 
lost sight of and the provisions to take care of such a situa
tion must be most carefully prescribed.

Some years ago the Commonwealth had a contract with 
the Boston Elevated for a five-cent fare, which seemed 
satisfactory. When it became unworkable, it was found 
necessary for the Commonwealth, in effect, to take the 
street railway over. The fares are now double the rate at 
that time and municipalities of the Metropolitan District 
are held responsible for deficits. The Boston Elevated now 
owes the municipalities over two million dollars for money 
so advanced. The Cambridge subway was built by the 
Elevated and in a few years this also had to be taken over 
by the public. The purchase price was $7,868,000.00.

In the light of these experiences, in my opinion, we are 
justified in stressing the point, that there may come a time 
when the East Boston bridge, erected by a private company, 
may have to be taken over by the public and paid for out 
of public moneys.



I am earnestly desirous of acquiring this improvement at 
the lowest possible cost to the people. I believe this present 
bill, if it is eventually decided that a private corporation 
should construct and operate the bridge, can be drawn much 
more satisfactorily to all concerned, and particularly made 
less speculative, with the consequent result that lower tolls 
could be charged. In other words, the less speculative the 
project becomes, the lower will be the interest rate on the 
securities, and lower fixed charges of cost and operation will 
make for lower charges to the public. This can be accom 
plished without necessarily delaying the building of the 
bridge a day.

Before this intra-city bridge is built, it surely should have 
the enthusiastic approval of the city authorities. The 
M ayor has stated to me that he would undoubtedly present 
perfecting amendments to next year’s Legislature before 
he would accept this bill. That being the case, why should 
not the Legislature and other public officials have this 
additional time to study further this important piece of 
legislation, particularly when there is general agreement 
that the bill can be improved.

This in a way is pioneering legislation. W e are charting 
a new course. It is not claimed that this is a philanthropic 
undertaking. The capital engaged in this enterprise calls 
for a high return. It has been claimed by some that the 
dividends on the stocks issued would run as high as eighteen 
per cent.

During my study and inquiry relative to this bill, I find 
that there are honest differences of opinion concerning a 
great many of its provisions as well as the important 
principles involved in the question as to whether or not 
there should be a bridge or tunnel and whether one or the 
other should be constructed and operated by public or 
private agencies.

The Commissioner of Public Works of the Common
wealth has stated that he feels the bill is unwise in some of 
its details. I have already dwelt upon some of the financial 
aspects of the situation. The argument has been presented 
that the amortization features of the bill should be more 
accurately defined; that what is involved in the definition of



“ original cost ’ should be made specific, and this cost be 
made definite both as to time and to the manner of com
putation; that the powers of the city should be exercised 
by the M ayor and the City Council rather than by the 
M ayor alone; that the proprietary interests of the city in. 
the subways and similar structures should not be taken 
except under provisions which adequately provide for the 
payment of just compensation; that serious consideration 
should be given to the matter of providing for consequential 
damages; that careful study should be made before it is 
decided that betterments may be levied for the benefit of a 
private organization; that the maintenance and amount of 
depreciation and obsolescence funds be provided for in ex
press terms; that the statutory provisions as to the issuance 
and supervision of securities be most carefully drawn; that 
the interests of the city of Boston should be further safe
guarded so that its property and streets may not be taken 
without adequate compensation and so that in case the city 
proceeds to re-locate, widen or reconstruct highways that 
the city ’s reimbursement therefor should be made certain; 
that the terms of the bill be so drawn that no one would 
even attempt to raise the question as to the Common
wealth’s right to take the property for public purposes at 
any time by eminent domain; that there is a serious 
question whether a provision that would permit a given 
mayor to tie the city up in a 20-year subsidy is wise; that 
the Department of Public Utilities should have express 
power to determine tolls; and that the provisions relating 
to the surety bond for the completion of the work should 
be changed so that the State Treasurer may approve the 
surety company and fix the amount of the bond.

This will indicate to you some of the points that have 
received my attention. Some of them, of course, can be 
cured by amendment. It is equally clear that other points 
cannot be properly decided except after a most careful 
study. It is these considerations that have led me to re
turn the bill to you without my signature.

A LV A N  T . FU LLER.






