
The Finance Commission,
Boston, Mass., January 14, 1924.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives in General Court assembled.
The Street Commissioners, on request, have furnished the Finance Commission

with a .copy of the plan shoving the proposed widening of Cambridge and Court
Streets, from Charles to Brattle Street.

Chapter 489 of the Acts of 1923 provides that;

The board of street commissioners of the city of Boston may, with the approval of
the mayor, widen and construct to a width not less than one hundred feet and not ex-
ceeding one hundred and fifty-five feet Cambridge street from Charles street to Lindall
place, and to a width not less than one hundred feet from Lindall place through Bowdoin
square and Court street to Brattle street, upon plans to be prepared by said board of
street commissioners and to be approved by the Boston planning board before the com-
mencement of the widening and construction and before the commencement of any
proceedings for the taking of any real estate or interest therein. ...

An examination of these plans indicates that the Street Commissioners have not
provided for a street 100 feet in width, if consideration is given to the space occupied
by the subway exits in Court Street and Tremont Row, and to the subway opening
for surface ears in Cambridge Street between Joy and South Russell Streets.

The statute is definite in authorizing a street not less than 100 feet wide from
Lindall Place through Cambridge Street, Bow'doin Square and Court Street to
Brattle Street. When this statute was enacted, space in these streets was occupied
by these subway structures, and it must be assumed that the members of the Legis-
lature and those wRo advocated the widening knew of their existence; yet there is
nothing in the act to authorize the Street Commissioners to widen and construct
Cambridge and Court Streets at any point less than 100 feet in width. The au-
thority of the statute is to “widen and construct” not less than 100 feet in width.
It seems clear that these streets will not be constructed for public use 100 feet
in width, if large areas within theirbounds are closed to general street traffic. The
subway opening and the wall about it on Cambridge Street occupy a space 231 feet
in length and 30.5 feet in width in the middle of the present street. This occupancy
of Cambridge Street was authorized by the provisions of chapter 741 of the Acts of
1911 which provided in Part I, Section 10, as follows:

To provide for the connection of the tunnel extension with the surface tracks in
Cambridge street, the commission, acting of this purpose in place of, and with all the
powers of the board of street commissioners of the city of Boston and of the officer
authorized to construct streets by chapter three hundred and ninety-three of the acts
of the year nineteen hundred and six, may widen, alter and construct Cambridge street
in such manner as the commission may deem necessary or advisable, and may assess
betterments for the improvement under section five of said chapter.

Under this provision the Transit Commissioners in constructing this subway
opening widened Cambridge Street on the northerly side for a distance of about
340 feet, so that this opening and the structure about it occupy a space 30.5 feet
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wide in the middle of the street, with a traffic roadway, excluding sidewalks, 24feet wide on each side. On the northerly side of the street where the widening wasmade by the Transit Commissioners, new buildings have been erected to the streetline of a character superior to the other buildings in that vicinity on Cambridge
Street.

The plans furnished by the Street Commissioners provide for a further widening
of Cambridge Street on the southerly side, opposite the subway opening by taking
a strip of land varying in width from 3.08 to 5.11 feet. It is also proposed to widen
the sidewalk on both sides of the street to a uniform width of 10 feet, so that after
the proposed widening is made there will be a traffic roadway on the northerly side
of the subway opening 23 feet in width, exclusive of the sidewalk, or 1 foot narrower
than at the present time; and on the southerly side a traffic roadway, exclusive of
the sidewalk, approximately 27 feet in width, or about 3 feet wider than at present,but not enough wider to accommodate an additional line of traffic.

In bothroadways there are street car tracks on the side adjoining the subway wall.
Frequent observations of vehicular traffic on this portion of the street show' that,
particularly on the southerly side, there are frequent delays, owing to a rather steep
upgrade, which makes the traffic of heavily loaded trucks and of street cars neces-
sarily slow. A street car on the track as at present located occupies 10 feet, 9 inches
of the roadway, leaving 16 feet, 3 inches for other traffic. On the northerly side
the congestion is not as great, due perhaps to the descending grade and the fact that
the street cars make a stop on Chambers Street, before turning into Cambridge
Street.

The legal width of a motor truck (chapter 252, Acts of 1919) is 8 feet. With an
electric car in this space and a truck at the curbstone opposite, there remains a
width of but 8 feet, 3 inches on the southerly roadway, hardly sufficient to accom-
modate a single line of traffic, while on the northerly roadway there would remain
but 4 feet, 3 inches, not enough to admit the passage of either a horse-drawn or
motor-drawn vehicle. The maximum width of horse-drawn vehicles, as established
by the rules of the Street Commissioners, is 10 feet, and certain pieces of fire ap-
paratus are 8 feet, 2 inches wide.

The street as designed at this point would be certain to cause a congestion in
traffic, particularly of fire apparatus. Nor would therebe any opportunity for the
faster moving vehicles to pass the slower moving vehicles on this part of the street.
Two horse-drawn or motor-drawn vehicles proceeding abreast would block the
passage of any other like vehicle on either side of this subway entrance. It is
obvious that the widening as proposed opposite the subway opening mil not im-
prove the present congested condition.

One of two courses ought to be pursued at this time with reference to this part of
the Cambridge Street widening. Either the subway opening for electric cars on
Cambridge Street should be removed, or the street at this location should be further
widened, so that the aggregate width of the two roadways, including sidewalks,
will be 100 feet as contemplated by the act.

On Court Street, between Hanover and Brattle Streets, another problem exists
on account of the subway exit for passengers from the Scollay Square subway
station. This structure is 12.2 feet wide, and approximately 66 feet long. Length-
wise the structure forms an angle of approximately 8 degrees with the lines of the
street after the proposed widening. Therefore the effective width which is taken
from the street by this structure is approximately 20 feet. The widening of Court
Street at this point as proposed is all on the easterly side, so that the westerly
traffic roadway, Tremont Row, will remain as at present with a minimum width,
including the sidewalk, of 31.0 feet, wiiile the easterly traffic roadwray and sidewalk
on Court Street, as widened, will have a minimum width of 49 feet; thus, for the
whole widening as now7 proposed the total minimum width of roadw-ay is 80 feet,
and not 100 feet as provided in the statute. This condition will certainly cause
very great congestion in this locality, not only because of reducing traffic moving
southerly from four lines to two lines, but also because of the large number of people
who come out of the subway into the street, and who must cross one roadway or
the other to get to the sidewalk. Apart from the inadequacy of the width of the
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Tremont Row roadway under the proposed scheme, subway exits for passengers
into the centre of the square, where they must hold up traffic to reach the sidewalk,
should be abolished.

The act provides for the widening of Cambridge and Court Streets only. No
mention is made in the act of Tremont Row, a public street. The Street Com-
missioners have, however, considered Tremont Row as a part of Court Street in
their proposed plan. While the division line between Tremont Row and Court
Street disappeared in 1870, when the Scollay Building and steamer-house No. 4
were removed, both streets have maintained their separate identity. The con-
struction of the subway entrances and exits in Scollay Square in 1898re-established
the division line between these two streets. The separate identity of Tremont Row
was recognized by the Legislature in chapter 741, section 10, of the Acts of 1911,
in authorizing the East Boston tunnel extension. It appears, therefore, that the
widening of Court Street to a width of 100 feet, as authorized by the act, means a
■widening 100 feet easterly from wherever the westerly line of Court Street is found
to be. A taking of land as now proposed on the easterly side of Court Street under
authority of the widening act, may involve the city very heavily, because the act
does not mention Tremont Row, or define the westerly line of Court Street between
Sudbury and Brattle Streets.

Although the proposed 'widening ends at the southerly side of Brattle Street, your
attention is called to the subway structure in Scollay Square. Traffic congestion
at this point is already acute. With a widened street, as proposed, bringing addi-
tional traffic into Scollay Square, a situation will be created that will be intolerable.
This subway structure, discharging and receiving thousands of passengers every
day, in all probability will be more than ever an obstruction to traffic and a danger
to passengers.

Taking Narrow Strip.

A further examination of the plan submitted by the Street Commissioners in-
dicates a proposed taking of a very narrow strip from the front of the property on
the southerly side of Cambridge Street, between Garden and Hancock Streets.
The following schedule shows eleven lots affected, the names of the owners, the
linear feet of frontage on each block, the average width of the strip taken, the num-
ber of square feet proposed to be taken, and the assessed value of the proposed
taking.

w .
„

Frontage, lAv Square AssessedNumber Owner. |
“

| Width. Value.

162-184 James M. Burr 102.09 1.26 205 $1,230
156-160 Jos. P. Manning 34.20 3.06 105 840
152-154 Arthur J. Phalen 34.12 3.06 104 728
148 George E, Penniman 29.89 3.36 100 300
140-144 Abram C. Berenson 32.45 3.93 128 640
136 Arthur D. Cassell 17.80 4.48 80 480
130-134 Arthur D. Cassell 34.97 4.81 169 1.014
124-128 City of Boston ...... 34.79 5.09 177 1,151
118-122 Walter G. McCauley 40.60 4.49 182 1,638
110-112 Ellen Baird Heris 22.42 2.44 55 495
94-108 Perez Smith Heirs 109.29 4.11 390 3,120

1,695 $12,136

It will probably cost the city as much to take the narrow strip of frontage proposed
as it would cost to take a strip ten or twelve feet in width.

In the block between Garden Street and Irving Street the total number of square
feet taken is only 209 over a length of 120 feet, a width varying from nothing at
Garden Street to 2.52 at Irving Street, or an average width of 1.26 feet. There
seems no practical reason why this additional widening could not have been made
on the northerly side of the street with practically no additional expense to the city.
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This small additional width taken on the northerly side would not be noticeable
over so great a distance.

In the block between Joy and Hancock Streets, a distance of approximately 123
feet, with a width varying from 2.45 to 5.58, or an average width of 4.12 feet, there
appears to be no reason why the minimum width could not be secured by a further
widening on the northerly side. An examination of the northerly side at numbers
93-98 shows that after the proposed taking is made there will remain a narrow
strip along the back of these front lots, less than two feet in average width. This
narrow strip will obstruct a frontage to the rear land owned by another on Cam-
bridge Street when widened. The parcel is so small that it will be of no use to the
owner and so must be paid for in full by the city. Nor can any betterments be
assessed upon it because of its size and value.

The Finance Commission recommends;
1. That Cambridge Street be widened in accordance with the obvious intent of

the statute at the location where the East Boston tunnel comes to the surface, so
that the aggregate width of the roadways at this location, including sidewalks, will
be at least 100 feet; exclusive of the subway opening; unless the subway opening
is removed from the street.

2. That a further effort be made to have the subway exit now maintainedbetween
Tremont Row and Court Street, nearly opposite Brattle Street, removed to loca-
tions in the sidewalks of Tremont Row and Court Street.

3. That a further effort be made to have the subway structure in Scoliay Square
removed and entrance to and exit from the subway established in the sidewalks or
private land adjacent.

4. That the proposed taking of land along both Cambridge and Court Streets be
made so as to avoid, wherever possible, the taking of narrow frontages.

5. That the proposed taking of land for the widening of Cambridge and Court
Streets be made in such a way as to avoid leaving a narrow strip in any parcel.

6. That the question whether Court Street, in the language of the act, includes
Tremont Row, as the Street Commissioners assume, be judicially determined or an
amendment to the act be procured, before any property is taken on the easterly side
of Court Street, between Sudbury and Brattle Streets.

Respectfully submitted,

Chairman.

THE FINANCE COMMISSION,
Michael H. Sullivan,


