
Department of the Attorney General, Boston, February 20, 1924.

Mr. James W. Kimball, Clerk, House of Representatives.

Dear Sir: —We have the honor to acknowledge the receipt this morning from
you of an attested copy of an order adopted by the House of Representatives on
February 18th, requesting transmission to the House of a copy of the final de-
cision of the Board of Review constituted to investigate the claim of Holbrook,
Cabot & Rollins Corporation against the Commonwealth, for damages claimed on
account of the construction of the Commonwealth Dry Dock at South Boston, to-
gether with a copy of the release executed by the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins
Corporation.

In compliance with the order, a copy of the final decision and of the release
are transmitted herewith.

Respectfully
JAY R. BENTON,

Attorney General.

JAMES JACKSON,
Treasurer and Receiver General.

WILLIAM F. WILLIAMS,
Commissioner of Public Works.

No. 1320HOUSE

CJ)t Commontoealtf) of Massachusetts
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COPY OF DECISION OF THE BOARD OF REVIEWESTABLISHED UNDER CHAPTER 74 OF THE RE
SOLVES OF 1923, AS FILED WITH THE GOVERNOR
AND COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 31, 1923.

The Board of Review was appointed under the following resolve:
Resolved, That the attorney general, the state treasurer and the commissioner o£

public works shall constitute a board of review for the investigation of the claim
of Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation against the Commonwealth for damages
claimed on account of the construction of the commonwealth dry dock at South Bos-
ton, as more particularly set forth in the report of the arbitration board appointed
to consider said claim, whose report is contained in house document No. 1173 of nine-
teen hundred and twenty-one, and for this purpose may hold hearings, take evidence,
administer oaths and issue subpaenas; and if, after investigation of said claim, said
board of review shall determine that in equity and in good conscience the common-
wealth should respond in damages, there shall be paid from the state treasury for
settlement in full of such claim from the Development of the Port of Boston Invest-
ment Fund for the purposes of this resolve, such amount not exceeding two hundred
thousand dollars as said board shall determine to be just and reasonable under all
the circumstances of the case.

Any payment made under authority of this resolve shall be made from the fund
established by section four of chapter two hundred and twenty-five of the acts of
nineteen hundred and twenty.

DECISION OE THE BOARD OF REVIEW APPOINTED UNDER CHAP-
TER 74 OF THE RESOLVES OF 1923 —TO INVESTIGATE THE
CLAIM OF HOLBROOK, CABOT & ROLLINS CORPORATION
AGAINST THE COMMONWEALTH FOR DAMAGES ON ACCOUNT
OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE DRY DOCK AT SOUTH BOSTON.

The Board of Review consists of Jay R. Benton, Attorney General, James
Jackson, State Treasurer, and William P. Williams, Commissioner of Public
Works.

An organization was effected, the Attorney General being chosen chairman.
Public hearings were held on July 12, 13, 30, 31 and August 2, at the State
House. The 'Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation was represented by Robert
G. Dodge, Esq. Voluminous evidence, both verbal and documentary, was sub-
mitted in the controversy.

In the preparation of this report and in the conclusions which have been
reached, the Board has not restricted itself to the information brought out by
the examination of witnesses and documents at the hearings. It has reviewed
carefully not only the evidence and arguments submitted at the public hearings,
but also has examined the record in the case as put in before the Board of Arbi-
tration in 1920, the report of the Board of Arbitration as contained in House
Document No. 1173 of 1921, the record of the case as heard before Mr. Justice
Morton in the Superior Court in the spring of 1922, and many documents on file
in the Departments of Public Works and of the Attorney General. The Board
has continued its deliberations at many executive sessions, and has reached the
following conclusions.

(Cnmmonurealth nf ißassarhusetta
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Statement op the Case.
In 1914, proceeding under the authority given them by the Legislature, the

Directors of the Port of Boston advertised for bids for the construction of a
dry dock upon land of the Commonwealth at South Boston. The bids were
opened on June 15, 1914, and the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation was
declared to be the low bidder. A contract was signed by the contractor and the
Port Directors on June 22, 1914. Sixteen months later the award was approved
by the Governor and Council. It is alleged by the contractor that because of
certain acts and omissions during the carrying out of the contract, the Common-
wealth, in equity and good conscience, should respond in damages.

The Three Claims of Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation.

First Claim. Damage due to Misrepresentation hy the Commonwealth as to
the Character of Bock to he excavated.

The Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation claims that the Commonwealth
submitted to bidders, in connection with the specifications for the work, a certain
report of Professor William 0. Crosby, a geologist, which was to the effect that
the rock to be excavated was of a character which would furnish all of the rough
and broken stone likely to be needed in the construction of the dry dock; that
the Commonwealth held out that, so far as known to it, this report was in all
respects accurate and reliable; that it finally turned out that the rock was not
suitable for concrete, and, as a result, the contractor suffered very serious
damages.

Finding.

The specifications described certain borings made upon the site of the work.
There is no question but that these borings were made as stated, or that the
samples of rock thereby procured were made available to all the bidders. Mr.
Rollins, the principal witness for the contractor, testified that he saw these
borings at Engineer Hodgdon’s office, and also saw certain supplementary borings
made for the contractor by Civil Engineer Harris of the United States Navy.

The geologist employed by the Commonwealth was Professor William 0.
Crosby, of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Counsel for the contractor, in his closing argument before this Board, ad-
mitted that he was not charging anybody with bad faith or any representative
of the Commonwealth with conscious misrepresentation in regard to this rock.
The claim is advanced that the Commonwealth knew that the accuracy of the
Crosby report was very doubtful, and that there was strong reason to believe
that the rock was unsuitable for crushing. The facts upon which the contractor
relies as showing such knowledge and belief on the part of the Commonwealth
are as follows:

The then Lieutenant Dewitt C. Webb, a civil engineer in the Navy, was de-
tailed to assist and advise the chief engineer of the respondent in the designing
and construction of the dock and in preparing the specifications. He was paid
by the Commonwealth and was under the direction of the chief engineer, Mr.
Hodgdon, who had the final responsibility.

Colonel Charles R. Gow, another civil engineer of Boston, not then in the em-
ploy of the Commonwealth, went over the plan with Webb, and told him that
in his opinion no such amount of rock for concrete would be excavated, and that
the statement in the specifications would tend to deceive contractors, and in sup-
port of his opinion told Webb of his knowledge of the excavations. Mr. Hodg-
don knew nothing of this conversation. The specifications contained no refer-
ence to Gow’s opinion. The Crosby report proved inaccurate, and the greater
part of the rock excavation turned out to be unsuitable for concrete.

While this proceeding is based on equity and good conscience, and considera-
tion of legal technicalities is not to preclude the contractor from recovering
damages, it is felt that the fact that the contract contained several provisions
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that representations made as to the charaeter of the rock were in no way bind™on the Commonwealth should not be entirely ignored. It should not be forgotten that this contractor and all the bidders were put upon their own inquiryconcerning these things. For the purposes of this report it is sufficient to citethe pertinent provisions, to wit: Article 1 of the proposal; articles XXIIXXVII and LI of the contract, and sections G. 4 and G. 5 of the specifications’
All these provisions are clear and unambiguous. This claimant and all the bid-ders were warned, not once, but at least seven times, that they went forwardupon their own responsibility and at their own risk.

As to the opinion of Colonel Gow communicated to Lieutenant, now Com-mander, Webb, the finding of Judge Morton in the Superior Court on this mat-ter is illuminating. Judge Morton said:
It is very doubtful whether the knowledge of Webb can be attributed to the reiispondeut. If it could be, the facts do not show that there was any intentional failure

*

on Webb’s part to disclose Gow’s opinion and reasons.

The Board thought that in this connection it was important to take the depo-
sition of Commander Webb, and this was done at the Navy Yard at Norfolk,Ya., July 27, last. The Board was represented by Assistant Attorney Genera!
James H. Devlin and the claimant by John M. Raymond, Esq. Commander
Webb testified that the conference with Colonel Gow took place about nine years
ago, and that his recollection of the details was very vague. He did recollect
that the question of the suitability of the stone for use in concrete was discussed;
that Colonel Gow was somewhat doubtful as to the certainty of a large part of
this stone being suitable for such use. It was Commander Webb’s belief, how-
ever, that the matter was covered, so far as the uncertainty to the contractor
was concerned, by the separation of the rock excavations into two classes, tor
which separate prices were requested. Commander Webb was asked:

And you also believe that if Colonel Gow had expressed himself to you as em-
phatically as he did in his testimony, that you would have certainly taken it up with
Hodgdon? A. It would seem so.

As to the first claim, we cannot find any evidence of any fraud or conscious
misrepresentation on the part of any one. This claim would be on a very dif-
ferent footing if there was any evidence that there had been any fraud or con-
scious concealment or misrepresentation on the part of the Commonwealth.
The relation of the Commonwealth with the contractor in this case was a purely
business relation. It was a relation founded upon a written contract. The con-
tractor was experienced and well able to protect his interests. The Common-
wealth is engaged in business transactions involving millions of dollars. In
some of these transactions the persons with whom the Commonwealth deals make
money, and in others they lose money. Sometimes when they make money it is
because of conditions much more favorable than were anticipated at the time of
making the contract. Had the burden of performance proved less than antici-
pated, it scarcely will be claimed that the Commonwealth could in an appropriate
action have had relief from the contract through rescission or to receive any
excess in payment over reasonable compensation. Nobody has ever heard of any,
ease in which it occurred to a contractor to refund or offer to refund to the Com-
monwealth any part of the contract price when conditions have proved favorable.
If such questions could be brought up upon the completion of every contract,
there would he endless disputes, and none of the certainty and definiteness which
is one of the principal purposes of a written contract. Considering the case
merely from the point of justice and good conscience, it would seem that no rule
should be established which works only one way, and which might require the
Commonwealth to pay for losses without establishing any corresponding duty on
the part of contractors to make refunds of gains.

There was no knowledge on the part of the Commonwealth of this impediment
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to performance, no misrepresentations of conditions, exaggeration of them nor
conscious concealment of them. To hold that the Commonwealth should now
respond in damages on this "bad rock” claim would be inconsistent with sound
public policy and would make the Commonwealth of Massachusetts the insurer
of the uniformity of all work, and cast upon the State responsibility for all the
conditions which a contractor might encounter, and make the cost of the Com-
monwealth’s projects always an unknown quantity.

The Board therefore is of the opinion that, in equity and good conscience, the
Commonwealth should not respond in damages on the first claim.

The Board also considered a claim shown by the records to have been made
by the contractor during the progress of the work, that the Class A masonry
used for building the walls of the dry dock in place of Cyclopean masonry be
paid for at the price fixed by the contract for Class A masonry instead of at the
price established for cyclopean masonry as ordered by the commissioners.

The Board rejects the claim, but Mr. Williams dissents from this decision,
holding that the use of Class A masonry was the logical outcome of the dis-
covery that the rock excavated from the basin was not suitable for use in the
construction of the walls of the dry dock, and that the commissioners had no
authority to change the terms of the contract without the consent of the con-
tractor; therefore, in equity and good conscience, the contractor is entitled to the
additional sum of $101,935.40, which is the difference between the amount paid
them for cyclopean masonry and the amount that should have been paid under
the price fixed by the contract for Class A masonry.

Second Claim of the Contractor. Damages from delays occasioned by action
of State authorities before and after the break in the coffer-dam.

The second claim of the contractor is based on the following facts: The con-
tractor was required to construct a coffer-dam across the open end of the area
in which the dry dock rvas to be built. In the spring of 1916 difficulty was en-
countered in obtaining suitable material from the dry dock excavation which
would remain stable at the necessary slope when deposited in water next to the
sheet pile walls of the timber dam. The contractor requested permits from the
Directors to dredge suitable material for this purpose elsewhere in the harbor in
order properly to support the walls of the coffer-dam. Permits for such dredg-
ing were given for Mystic River and Wollaston. Subsequently the contractor
requested a permit to dredge suitable gravel filling for the supporting embank-
ments from areas just outside of the dry dock site in the Reserve Channel where
such material was available. It was almost three months after the first request
to dredge from the Reserve Channel was filed by the contractor that the Directors
granted permission for the securing of the required material, and then upon
condition that the contractor should pay for the same. This was on July IS,
1916. Meanwhile, the coffer-dam structure had been weakening, and finally, on
July 25th, about one hundred linear feet of the coffer-dam collapsed and the site
was flooded. The contractor was prepared to proceed directly to repair the
break. Officials of the Commonwealth suggested that the repair operations
should be suspended. The actual time between the date of ceasing work and
recommencing work on the coffer-dam was forty-seven days, but for the two
following weeks very little was done, as it took that time to reorganize the work-
ing force, which had been scattered during the weeks of idleness. This delay
occurred during the warm summer months and threw the work of starting the,
excavation and prosecuting the first part of the work into the winter months,when it was difficult for the men to work all day in the mud and water, as was.necessary during the beginning of the work, thereby rendering the work muchmore difficult and expensive.

This Board is of the opinion that the attitude of the Commonwealth’s officers
and their delayed action in the matter of permitting the contractor to dredge
gravel filling from the Reserve Channel to support the embankments of the cof-fer-dam was unreasonable, and that the contractor was not given the co-opera-
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tion that he should have had. We are further of the opinion that the contrarywas unreasonably delayed as referred to in the matter of repairing the bmTthe coffer-dam. There, is no question that the contractor was subiecM !
serious embarrassments and additional expense in this matter He lost his fnof workmen, had to reorganize them later, and was subjected to a loss in tWmatter of plant rental and overhead expenses. This board is of the emailthat the Commonwealth on this claim should respond, in equity and goodscience, in damages to the contractor, in the sum of $23,600.

Third Claim of the Contractor. Loss of anticipated profit on account ofgeneral fill placed hy the Commonwealth.
The third claim of the contractor is based on the following facts:Item 2 of the statement of quantities submitted to the bidders estimated 700-000 cubic yards of earth excavation and filling to be placed behind the finisheddry dock walls and the lands adjacent thereto. During the progress of the workthe Commonwealth permitted outside parties to dump free filling on these several

areas. The contractor alleges that the contract reserved these areas for the ex-clusive use of the contractor, and that as a result of the Commonwealth's per-mitting other people to dump in these areas, and for other reasons, the actualamount of filling placed by the contractor was reduced to 359,816 cubic yards
instead of 700,000 cubic yards, as originally contracted for.

The contract, using that word to distinguish the principal agreement from the
specifications which accompany it, contains no clause which reserves to the con-
tractor any dumping space whatever. The contractor must ground this third
claim wholly upon the provisions of the specifications. The pertinent specifica-
tions are sections 2.7, 2.11, 2.12 and 2.13.

The Board finds that a reading of the specifications clearly indicates that the
Commonwealth was not reserving any space for excavated material. On the
contrary, it is clear that the intention was to reserve a source of filling to the
Commonwealth rather than an exclusive dumping space for the contractor. The
earth in question was to be used only “in so far as may be necessary to complete
the filling of said areas.” The word “complete” plainly implies that the Common-
wealth was to avail itself of other sources of filling. Moreover, the question
whether any of the earth excavated from the dry dock was “necessary” to com-
plete the filling of the adjacent areas was to be determined by the engineer. If
the Commonwealth could obtain free filling for these areas elsewhere, it was
unnecessary to use the earth from the dry dock at increased expense.

The Board determines that, in equity and good conscience, the Commonwealth
should not respond in damages on the third claim.

The Commonwealth’s Claims.
In the hearings before the Board of Arbitrators the Commonwealth submitted

counter claims against the contractor. These claims have been considered by
this Board. We find as follows:

First Claim of the Commonwealth. Damages for delay in the constmction
of the dry dock.

The first claim of the Commonwealth is based on the following facts:
Under Article XII of the contract the entire work was to have been com-

pleted on August 14, 1918. The entire work under the contract was actually
completed on December 22, 1919. The number of working days between that
date and August 14, 1918, was four hundred and eleven. Article XX of the
contract fixed $4OO per day as liquidated damages, which made the total claim
on this item $164,400. The contract provided, in article XVI, that if the
Directors should decide that a delay was unavoidable or extraordinary a corre-
sponding extension of the time for the completion of the work would be allowed.
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On June 11, 1918, because of war conditions, which made it impossible for the
contractor to obtain labor and materials in sufficient quantity and satisfactory
quality, an extension of time of one year was requested. From the evidence it
would appear that the matter received no attention from the Commission. It
further appears that final plans for the approach piers to the dry dock were not
definitely determined upon by the Commonwealth until February 26, 1919. As a
matter of fact, the Commonwealth, the Federal government and the contractor
all co-operated to complete the dry dock as quickly as possible in 1918 and 1919.

Under all the circumstances, this Board is of the opinion that the Common-
wealth should not, in equity and good conscience, press this claim for liquidated
damages.

Second Claim of the Commonivealth. Damages for extra cost of dredging
approach channel.

The second claim of the Commonwealth is based on the following facts
At the time of the bidding for the dry dock work the Commonwealth, in the

information for bidders, represented that there would be 1,400,000 cubic yards
of material to be excavated, 700,000 cubic yards of which would be required for
filling purposes, the remaining 700,000 cubic yards to be taken to sea and
dumped. A considerable portion of this material to be taken to sea was to be
dredged from the approach channel to the east of the dry dock. The contract
price for this was sixteen cents per cubic yard.

On September 13, 1916, Engineer Hodgdon wrote to the contractor, calling
attention to the fact that about all the material that should be taken to sea had
been taken, and that in his opinion the balance would be required for filling
around the dock. He therefore gave the following direction to the contractor;

You will therefore conduct your work in the future so that sufficient material will
be retained, as provided for in the contract, to make the necessary fills, and I would
suggest that not more than 14,000 to 20,000 cubic yards of material be dredged and
taken away from the work after September 9th, until after the required fills have been
made.

The contents of this letter were based on the total excavation estimate of 1,180,-
000 cubic yards, which was found to be an error by a later estimated total of
1,361,400 cubic yards.

In accordance with this order, the contractor suspended dredging operations,
and in the following month the subcontracting dredging company removed its
plant from the dry dock site and left Boston Harbor.

Early in 1917 both parties became cognizant of the fact that the rock being
excavated from the dry dock site would not be suitable for concrete, and that
this unsuitable rock, which amounted to 111,000 cubic yards, would be used as
fill; that a large quantity of fill was being and would be placed in future by out-
side parties. These conditions were known by the end of 1917, and it was clear
that large quantities of material would have to be dredged from the approach
channel. It was not until April 1919, over two years from the time of noticeto stop dredging, that the Commonwealth notified" the contractor to dredge out
the approach channel.

We are of the opinion that the delay in notifying the contractor to dredge the
great quantities of gravel in the channel was wholly unreasonable; that the
conditions were known and the notice could have been given not later than theend of 1917. We further feel that, after having made an error of 181,400 cubicyards in estimating quantities, the Commonwealth could not wait over two years
and then, in equity and good conscience, shift its position and require further
tvork by the contractor at a great additional expense.

There were, however, 14,644 cubic yards which, even with the error in cal-culation, the contractor should have taken care of. The Board finds that onthis the Commonwealth should be allowed $5,125.40, and this amount should beset off against any damages awarded the contractor.



HOUSE No. 1320. [Feb.8

Third Claim of the Commonwealth. Damage for extra cost due to floodinapaid to Bethlehem Steel Bridge Corporation.
The third claim of the Commonwealth is based on the following facts;
The specifications of the contract provide:
The contractor shall enclose the area within which the dry dock is to be built, by asubstantial' coffer-dam, and shall unwater the dry dock site and keep it free fromwater.

In February 1919, the dock was partially flooded, due to a portion of the
water pumped by the hydraulic dredge of the contractor seeping through and
flowing in upon the dock floor. The flooding of the dock materially interfered
with the work on the caisson, causing the Bethlehem Steel Bridge Corporation,
which was erecting it, a considerable additional expense. It submitted to the
Commonwealth a bill, of which $685.87 represents the cost, which amount was
paid to the Bethlehem Steel Bridge Corporation. The cost was due to the act
of the contractor in not keeping the dock site dry, as required by his contract.

The Board finds that the claim is a proper one and should be set off against
any damages awarded the contractor.

Summary op the Board’s Findings.

We therefore find that-—•
On the Contractor's Claims.

1. On the first claim, the Commonwealth should not respond in damages.
2. On the second claim, the Commonwealth should respond in damages in the

sum of $23,600,000.
3. On the third claim, the Commonwealth should not respond in damages.

On the Commonwealth’s Claims.
4. On the first claim, that it should he disallowed.
5. On the second claim, $5,125.40 should be allowed the Commonwealth.
6. On the third claim, $685.87 should be allowed the Commonwealth.
This leaves a balance due the contractor of $17,788.73, which amount we

hereby find that the Commonwealth, in equity and good conscience, should re-
spond in damages to the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation.

JAY R. BENTON,
Attorney General,

JAMES JACKSON,
Treasurer and Receiver General,
WILLIAM F. WILLIAMS,

Commissioner of Public Works.
Board of Review Established under Chapter 74 of the Resolves of 1922.

Know all men by these presents :

That the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation, a corporation duly estab-
lished under the laws of the State of Maine, and having a usual place of busi-
ness in Boston in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in consideration of Uo
sum of seventeen thousand, seven hundred eighty-eight and 73/100 (17,788.(3)
dollars to it paid by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts under the authority ox

Resolves of 1923, chapter 74, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, in
full satisfaction of all claims for damages on account of the construction ot the
Commonwealth dry dock at South Boston, does hereby, for itself, its successors

COPY OF THE RELEASE.
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and assigns, remise, release and forever discharge the said Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, its successors and assigns, its officers, employees, servants and
agents, of and from all manner of actions and causes of action, suits, debts, dues,
accounts, bonds, covenants, contracts, agreements, judgments, claims and de-
mands whatsoever, in law and equity, which against the said Commonwealth of
Massachusetts the said Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation ever had, now
has or which its successors and assigns, or any of them, hereafter can, shall or
may have for or by reason of any cause, manner or thing arising out of the con-
struction of the said dry dock.
In Witness Whereof, the said Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation has

caused its corporate seal to be affixed and these presents to be executed in its
name and behalf by W. S. Patten, its treasurer, duly authorized, this 7th day of
January, in the year 1924.

Treasurer.(Seal)
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Suffolk, ss.
On this seventh day of January, 1924, before me appeared William S. Patten,

to me personally known, who, being by me duly sworn, did say that he is the
Treasurer of the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation, and that the seal
affixed to said instrument is the seal of said corporation, and that said instrument
was signed and sealed in behalf of the said corporation by authority of the Board
of Directors, and said William S. Patten acknowledged said instrument to be
the free act and deed of said Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Corporation.

(Signed) ARTHUR L. PATTEE,
Notary Public.

Commission expires Oct. 16, 1925. (Notarial Seal.)
1924.

At a meeting of the board of directors of the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins Cor-
poration, duly called and held in Boston, Mass., on the sth day of January, 1924,
at which a quorum was present, the foregoing release was read and the fol-
lowing vote was passed:

Voted, That W. S. Patten, Treasurer, be and hereby is authorized to execute,
acknowledge and deliver in the name and on behalf of the Holbrook, Cabot &

Rollins Corporation the release to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts which
has just been read, releasing the said
mands arising in any way out of the
dock at South Boston.

Commonwealth from all claims and de-
construction of the Commonwealth dry

Attest. (Corporate Seal.)
(Signed) A. L. PATTEE,

Secretary of the Corporation.
Holbrook. Cabot & Rollins Corporation.

I, A. L. Pattee, the duly elected Secretary of the Holbrook, Cabot & Rollins
Corporation, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Maine, hereby certify the following to be a true extract from the by-laws of
this corporation and that the same has not been modified or rescinded;

HOLBROOK, CABOT & ROLLINS CORPORATION
(signed) W. S. Patten,

Article 5. Powers of Directors.
The property affairs and business of the corporation shall be managed by the board

of directors who may exercise all such powers of the corporation as are not by lawrequired to be otherwise exercised. Without in any way by reference inference or
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otherwise restricting the generality of the foregoing the board of directors shall havepower without the assent or vote of the corporation or stockholders to -sell transfer 0rotherwise dispose of any or all of the property of the corporation and to cause to beexecuted mortgages and liens upon its real and personal property to secure the my.inent of bonds and other debts of the corporation. p •’

A true extract from the by-laws.

Attest.
(Signed) A. L. PATTEE,

Secretary.
(Corporate Seal.)

Boston, January 3, 1924.






