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(Senate, No. 473 of 1961)

Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council be directed to investigate
and study the subject matter of current senate document numbered 363, es-
tablishing the Massachusetts Recreation Board, and to file the results of its
statistical research and fact-finding with the clerk of the senate from time to
time, but not later than the fourth Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred
and sixty-one.

Adopted
By the Senate, May 25, 1961
By the House, in concurrence, May 26, 1961
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

Gentlemen: In accordance with Senate Order, No. 473 of
1961, the Legislative Research Council submits herewith a report
on the advisability of establishing a State Recreation Board.

The report was prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau
and, as stipulated by statute, is restricted to fact finding and sta-
tistical research without recommendations for legislative action.
It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the undersigned
members of theCouncil.

Respectfully submitted,

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE
RESEARCH COUNCIL

Sen. John E. Powers of Suffolk,
Chairman.

Rep. John T. Tynan of Boston,
Vice Chairman.

Sen. Newland H. Holmes
of Norfolk and Plymouth

Rep. James A. Kelly, Jr. of Oxford
Rep. Armand N. Tancrati of Springfield
Rep. Sidney Q. Curtiss of Sheffield
Rep. Wallace B. Crawford of Pittsfield
Rep. Harold L. Dower of Athol I

QIIj? (CnmmmiUTcaUlj nf lUiaaaarljuarttja

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council.

Gentlemen: Senate Order, number 473, adopted on May 26,
1961, directed the Legislative Research Council to investigate and
study the subject matter of Senate number 363. The latter pro-
posal, filed by Senator Frank Foster of Suffolk, proposed the crea-
tion of a State Recreation Board.

The Legislative Research Bureau submits herewith the results of
its investigation and study. In accordance with statutory provi-
sions, this report is restricted to fact-finding and statistical re-
search, with no recommendations or legislative proposals.

This report was the primary responsibility of Samuel Brown, As-
sistant Director of the Bureau, with assistance from Professor
Lashley G. Harvey of Boston University.

Respectfully submitted,

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,
Director, Legislative Research Bureau.

*
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
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STATE BOARD TO COORDINATE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Senate Order, No. 473 directed the Legislative Research Council
to investigate, study and report on the advisability of creating a
Massachusetts Recreation Board, as proposed by Senate No. 363.

Under the terms of the latter bill, filed by Senator Frank Foster
of Suffolk, the proposed Board would consist of nine members, five
of them appointed by the Governor and the remaining four repre-
senting state departments involved in recreation. The Board w ould
assist and advise local communities on recreational matters, coor-
dinate efforts of both public and private agencies in the field, and
serve as a clearing house for information and services.

Legislative Background

The first bill seeking a state recreational board was filed in 1945,
and another in 1949. Both of them failed of passage. They were
followed by various unsuccessful petitions to set up recreational
authorities and other efforts to establish some form of central state
coordination in the field of recreation. On three previous occa-
sions, in 1957, 1958 and 1960, Senator Foster has unsuccessfully
sponsored legislation designed to effect recreational coordination
by means of a state board. Senate No. 363 is, therefore, his fourth
effort in this area.

Public Recreation in Massachusetts

Slate Activities by Agencies
Department of Natural Resources. Two of the five divisions of this

Department are concerned with recreation. The Division of Fish-

2% QlmnmmnurallJj nf UJassarljuarttß

SUMMARY OF REPORT
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cries and Game supervises public fishing grounds and propagates
both game and fish. It is self-supporting, in that its annual appro-
priation equals the revenue of about a million dollars collected from
over 300,000 hunting, fishing and other licenses and fees.

The Division of Forests and Parks controls 72 state forests, 25
state parks and two state reservations, aside from M.D.C. reserva-
tions. A Bureau of Recreation within the Division, operates rec-
reational facilities for swimming, boating, camping, picnicking,
fishing or hunting in 26 forests, 15 parks and one reservation.

Department of Public Works. The Department is responsible for
construction and maintenance of roadways in all state forests,
parks and reservations, except those under M.D.C. jurisdiction. Of
more direct concern to recreation are the four beaches operated by
the Department, the Salisbury, Province Lands, Horseneck and
Scusset Beaches, which are visited by five million persons
annually.

Metropolitan District Commission. The Parks Division of the M.D.C.
is a recreational entity in itself, with jurisdiction over 16 miles of
salt-water beaches, 18 square miles of inland forests and reserva-
tions and 143 miles of highway. Its facilities include, in addition,
fresh water swimming pools, ice-skating rinks, boat docks, tennis
courts, baseball diamonds, football fields, fishing preserves, camping
sites and playground areas. M.D.C. functions are limited to the
38 cities and towns in eastern Massachusetts which are members
of the Parks Division.

In 48 differentlocations in those cities and towns, the M.D.C. oper-
ates hundreds of outdoor recreational activities under the general
headings of Recreation Areas, Picnic Areas, Woodland Facilities,
Swimming, Water Sports, Winter Sports, Historic Sites and Monu-
ments and Golf Courses, plus associated Service and Auxiliary Fa-
cilities. A detailed tabulation in the body of this report indicates
each individual facility and its purpose.

Other State Recreational Functions. To a minor degree, several
other state departments and agencies are involved in recreational
activities. Among them are the Department of Public Health, De-
partment of Commerce, the Youth Service Board, the Council for
the Aging, and the Massachusetts Committee on Children and
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Youth. The Department of Education conducts substantial recrea-
tional programs at all the state colleges.

Recreational Activities of Cities and Towns
Various statutes beginning in 1908 authorize local expenditures

for and operation of a steadily expanding list of recreational func-
tions, including playgrounds, swimming pools, gymnasia, and band
concerts.

Some 60 Massachusetts communities have autonomous Recrea-
s?,' tion Departments, though sometimes they have set up combined

Park and Recreation Departments. These agencies are generally
administered by boards with recreation directors serving as execu-
tive secretaries or administrative heads. They offer year round,
well-coordinated programs of both outdoor and indoor recreation
for all age groups. Substantial annual budgets for these depart-
ments in comparatively wealthy communities like Brookline and
Newton range over $300,000. Experts on local recreational pro-
grams are critical of the fact that the great majority of Massachu-
setts communities apparently do not have well rounded recrea-
tional programming, and that in many instances they have neither
recreation departments nor directors.

Institutional Recreation
Several state departments are involved in recreation to the ex-

tent that institutions under their jurisdiction utilize it in treatment
and therapy. In addition to the Department of Education, already
referred to, they include the Departments of Correction, Mental
Health, Public Health and Welfare.

Of these, the Department of Correction has initiated an exten-
sive intra-mural schedule of sports in both men’s and women’s
prisons, in addition to sports contests with outside groups. Indoor
recreation is also being stressed, although too little money is said
to be available for sports equipment, musical instruments and other
equipment.

The Department of Mental Health utilizes recreation extensively
as a tool in treatment of patients. Its programs are geared to the
type of institution and patient, but, in general, include activities
such as sports, movies, dances, picnics and concerts.
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Private Recreational Activities in Massachusetts
Profit-Making Recreation

Although this study is restricted to non-profit recreation, some

attention of necessity was given to the great scope of private
profit-making recreation in the Commonwealth. That area in-
cludes the many vacation resorts, private camps, professional sports
events and many other comparable facilities and functions. Even
movie houses, theatres, nightclubs and restaurants would come
within a broad definition of “recreation”.

Private Non-Profit Recreation
In addition to both the private recreational activities for profit

and the public recreational activities there is the field of private
non-profit recreation. This field includes museums, concerts and
exhibitions, as well as the familiar activities of various church
groups and clubs which promote sports, dances, parties, theatricals
and picnics.

Practices in Other States

More than half the states deal with recreation as does Massachu-
setts, distributing their recreational functions at the state level
among several agencies, and do not provide a central supervisory
or coordinating instrumentality. The remaining states have used
six general methods in attempting to effect central supervision, as
follows:

2. “Inter-agency Council,” setting up a body consisting of rep-
resentatives from all state agencies dealing with recreation;

3. “Recreation Bureau” within another department, according
recreation an official, if subsidiary status;

4. “Recreation Authority,” with express though limited powers
in its particular field;

5. “Department of Recreation,” completely autonomous, with
jurisdiction in recreation equal to the jurisdiction of other

1. Combined “Park and Recreation Board”, granting recrea-
tion at least equal status with long established park depart-
ments;
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state departments like Public Welfare, Public Health, etc.
(not yet accepted by any state;) and

6. “State Board” or Commission, the type of coordination rec-
ommended for Massachusetts in Senate No. 363.

Three states, North Carolina in 1945, California and Vermont in
1947, have utilized the last method of approach, although the Cali-
fornia board has recently become a subordinate agency in another
department.

v.l In each of these three states, the unpaid boards are named by
the Governor, who also appoints or must approve, a professional
executive director or secretary. The California board has seven
members, that of North Carolina, eleven, and that of Vermont,
three. (The proposed Massachusetts board would have nine mem-
bers). In addition, North Carolina has an advisory council, consist-
ing of 30 members representing all areas of recreation, private and
public, profit-making and non-profit-making.

In general, the functions of such boards are advisory, consultant
and coordinating. They assume no control or jurisdiction over any
existing agencies.

Arguments for a State Recreation Board

Leaders in the recreational field believe that recreation deserves
equal recognition with other activities of government now subject
to state supervision, namely, public health, welfare and others.

They point to the alarming rejection rate among draftees, to the
President’s advocacy of a National Youth Fitness drive, to juvenile
delinquency and to the problem of increasing amounts of leisure
time, to an aging population, as impelling a greater respect and ap-
preciation for recreational cohesion.

They argue that a separate board is required to give recreation
complete attention, and that its creation would not disturb the au-
thority of other state departments.

And they stress the probability of substantial physical and
mental benefits to the population at the relatively small cost of
$50,000 - $lOO,OOO a year.
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Arguments Against a State Board

Opponents of Senate No. 363 are of the opinion that present state
recreational functions are progressing smoothly and that local
communities can receive whatever recreational assistance is re-
quired from those state agencies.

They believe that a new state board would merely add unneces-
sary administrative machinery to an already top heavy govern-
mental hierarchy.

Finally, they assert that, except for those persons specially A
active on recreational questions, there is no demand for a board
or any other type of central recreational agency.

i:
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Origin and Scope of Study
$ This study is based on an order passed on May 26, 1961 by the

Massachusetts House of Representatives, Senate, No. 473 after ap-
proval the previous day in the Senate. The order directed the Leg-
islative Research Council to investigate and study the subject mat-
ter of Senate, No. 363 of 1961.

The latter proposal was filed by Senator A. Frank Foster of Suf-
folk. It was referred to the Joint Committee on State Administra-
tion which reported the measure favorably. Since the bill called
for expenditure of state funds, it was sent along to the Senate Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, which recommended this study.

Senate, No. 363 proposed creation of a Massachusetts Recrea-
tion Board to consist of nine members. This membership was to
be made up of five appointees of the Governor, plus the four fol-
lowing state officials, or their designated representatives: the Di-
rector of the Division of State Planning in the Department of
Commerce, the Commissioner of the Metropolitan District Com-
mission, the Commissioner of Education, and the Commissioner
of Natural Resources. The five appointive members would each
serve five year terms, with one of them designated as chairman.
Further requirements specified that at least one member should
be a woman, and not more than two members should come from
metropolitan Boston. The Board would serve without compensa-
tion, except for traveling and other expenses. It would appoint an
executive secretary and such other employees as are necessary to
carry out the purposes of the legislation.

The bill assigned the following general duties to the Board:
1. To assist, advise, confer and cooperate with those branches

of state and municipal government and private organizations, that
are engaged in meeting the recreational needs of the citizens of the

STATE BOARD TO COORDINATE RECREATIONAL
ACTIVITIES

Chapter I. Introduction
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Commonwealth through non-profit recreational programs in the
counties, cities and towns and rural areas of the Commonwealth.

2. To seek to strengthen, coordinate and stimulate the efforts of
public and private agencies insofar as they are concerned with
meeting the recreational needs of the citizens of the Common-
wealth, to the end that the full use of recreational facilities may be
encouraged.

3. To serve as a clearing house for information and services on
community recreation.

4. To submit annually to the Governor a comprehensive report
of its activities and of the recreational needs of the State, and rec-
reational services rendered by the Commonwealth.

This proposal, Senate No. 363 of 1961, is only the latest in a
series of similar proposals which the same sponsor, Senator Foster,
filed in 1957, 1958, and 1960. The proposals have all been iden-
tical except for minor differences of language.

The movement for a state board had its inception during the
Second World War. At that time, Governor Leverett Saltonstall
called the “Conference on Wartime Recreation” of 1943. That
conference at the State House came to many conclusions, empha-
sizing the doctrines that “recreation should become a public re-
sponsibility”, and that “centralization of effort can well mark the
birth of a new era of recreation.” Among the resolutions which
were passed, the most important for purposes of this study were as
follows:

“Recreation is part of the democratic process and is ... an essential
factor in any program to relieve the effect of overcrowding in industrial
communities and speed-up in industry, and to meet juvenile delinquency
and teen-age problems .... ”

“We believe that this situation can be remedied only by well integrated
community action at all levels from the neighborhood to the state ”

The efforts of this conference towards centralization of recrea-
tional functions resulted in many of the original members filing the

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

History of Early Pi'oposals
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first bill calling for the creation of a state board of recreation
House, No. 435 of 1945. The proposal was promptly included in a
proposed omnibus study order concerning establishment of a State
Department of Commerce.

The order was passed, calling for a study by a distinguished
commission headed by Joseph P. Kennedy, former ambassador to
Great Britain and father of President John F. Kennedy. However,
to the disappointment of recreation leaders, the commission’s re-
port dealt only briefly with the recreational aspect of its omnibus
assignment. The report did recommend, however, that a Division
of Recreation be set up to become part of the proposed depart-
ment, with power to deal only with outdoor and commercial recrea-
tion, (House 300 of 1946). Even that curtailed recommendation
was not adopted.

A similar bill was filed by the same sponsors in 1949, but again
failed of adoption, (House, No. 458 of 1949).

Subsequent Proposals
Since that time, there have been several unsuccessful legislative

proposals dealing with the general subject of supervision, control or
coordination of recreation in the Commonwealth. They include
the following:

1. A proposed “Massachusetts Authority for the Preservation
and Development of Recreational Facilities and Historic Monu-
ments,” (House, No. 1243 of 1953) filed by Rep. Robert F. Murphy
of Malden, who is now Metropolitan District Commissioner. His
bill would have given the proposed Authority broad powers and
functions in the field of outdoor recreation.

2. A proposed Massachusetts Recreational Authority (House,
No. 2238 of 1955) filed by Rep. John W. Costello of Boston, who
is now a member of the Governor’s Council. The functions of the
Authority envisaged in this proposal were quite similar to those
proposed in the Foster bill which is the subject of this study.

3. A proposal to establish programs to prevent juvenile delin-
quency (House, No. 2172 of 1959), filed by Rep. Samuel Harmon of
Boston. This bill called for a “state youth recreation commission”
to advise local officials on programs designed to combat juvenile
delinquency.
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4. Finally, there have been the bills filed by Senator Foster
mentioned above, Senate, No. 129 of 1957, No. 64 of 1958, and No.
408 of 1960. Of these bills the 1958 petition was co-sponsored by
Rep. John F. X. Davoren of Milford.

Chapter 11. Public Recreation in Massachusetts

Origin and Development
Some forms of outdoor recreation have been the natural preroga-

tive of Americans since Colonial times. Long before governmental
recreational activity by state agencies, even before the creation of
the states themselves, Americans hunted, fished and otherwise en-
joyed their forests, streams and bodies of water. They continue
to do so, even though such activities are now promoted and regu-
lated by state and local administrative bodies.

However, until the advent of the 20th century there was no gov-
ernmental participation in the rights of the people to such tradi-
tional recreation. By that time, America was highly industrialized
after a steady and rapid migration from rural to urban areas. The
open lot had given way to the apartment block. The long working
day of 12 hours and more had been reduced to 10 hours, and labor
leaders were agitating for an 8 hour day. Child labor in factories
and sweat shops was at least greatly reduced.

Unfortunately, the greater recreational needs of teeming metro-
politan areas were met with lessened hunting, fishing and other
recreational opportunities. Some degree of regulated, formal rec-
reation soon became mandatory, at least for children.

Shortly after the turn of the century, the Los Angeles Public
Playground and Recreation Commission was established in 1904,
the first of its kind. Two years later, Massachusetts passed enabling
legislation permitting cities and towns to appropriate funds for rec-
reational purposes. Other cities and states followed in rapid suc-
cession. From this initial approach developed the enlarged func-
tions of governmental agencies concerned with recreational activi-
ties in Massachusetts which are briefly discussed in the following
text, agency by agency especially the major programs in the
Departments of Natural Resources, and Public Works, the Metro-
politan District Commission, but also in several other smaller state
agencies. It must be emphasized that the recreational functions
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of these agencies are primarily involved with operation and mainte-
nance of outdoor recreational facilities of all kinds. They pay
little attention to organization and programming of outdoor rec-
reation, or to indoor activities in any phase.

The State Department of Natural Resources was created by
statute in 1953 (c. 631) and replaced a Department of Conserva-
tion which had been established fourteen years previously. The
new Department was assigned five clearly distinct divisions, of
which the two divisions discussed below are of concern to this
report.

Division of Fisheries and Game. Although the Department of
Natural Resources is headed by a commissioner, the Division of
Fisheries and Game is practically autonomous and little subject to
his control. Instead, the Division’s policies are established by a
Fish and Game Board, consisting of five members designated by
the Governor, who appoint the director of the division. The func-
tions of the division are divided among the five following bureaus,
(1) general administration, (2) public fishing grounds, (3) infor-
mation and education, (4) propagation (both fish and game), and
(5) wildlife research and management. The division is self-sup-
porting, inasmuch as the income collected from licenses and fees
is the same as the annual appropriation of approximately a mil-
lion dollars.

The Fisheries and Game Division operates game farms and fish
hatcheries, and last year distributed throughout the streams and
forests of Massachusetts some two million trout, 60,000 pheasants
and quail and 2,000 rabbits. Over 300,000 licenses are issued for
fishing, hunting and trapping.

Division of Forests and Parks. The two functions of this divi-
sion were divided in the old Department of Conservation between
the divisions of (1) Forests and (2) Parks and Recreation, respec-
tively. In 1952 the studies of the “Baby Hoover Commission”

Department of Natural Resources

MAJOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN
STATE AGENCIES
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recommended their consolidation. This merger was accomplished
when the present combined Division of Forests and Parks was set
up in the Department of Natural Resources in the following year.

This Division is subdivided into four bureaus, one of which is
the Bureau of Recreation, although direct or indirect recreational
aspects are present in practically every activity of the Department
of Natural Resources. The Bureau of Recreation is, however,
primarily responsible for the substantial, organized outdoor recrea-
tional functions of the whole Department. The extent of those
activities is indicated by the fact that the Department has jurisdic-
tion over 72 state forests, 25 state parks, and two state reserva-
tions.

Within this large domain the Bureau of Recreation operates
recreational facilities for swimming, boating, camping, picnicking,
fishing or hunting in 26 of the forests and 15 of the parks. In ad-
dition, one of the two state reservations under the Department’s
jurisdiction is also provided with recreational facilities. Steady
progress is being made in opening up more forests and parks for
recreational purposes.

The Department of Public Works (D.P.W.) assumed its present
form in 1919 through a consolidation of agencies (c. 350) into five
divisions administered by a commissioner and two associates. Three
of these divisions in the Department are answerable to the commis-
sioners, namely, the Divisions of Waterways, Highways and
Bridges. The other two are answerable to the Governor, namely,
the Registry of Motor Vehicles and the Outdoor Advertising Board.

The D.P.W. is both indirectly and directly concerned with rec-
reation. Indirectly, the Highway Division is responsible for con-
struction and maintenance of the roads which traverse all state
forests, parks and reservations, with the exception of those on
M.D.C. lands. On these roads the Department maintains approxi-
mately 300 rest areas, and is adding from 20 to 30 more each year.
Directly, the Department, through its Waterways Division (Bureau
of Beaches), operates the four following public beaches which are
visited by 5,000,000 persons annually: (1) Salisbury Beach, near
the New Hampshire line; (2) Province Lands, at the tip of Cape

Department of Public Works
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Cod; (3) Horseneck Beach, on Buzzard’s Bay; and (4) Scusset
Beach, at Bourne on Cape Cod. Three of these beaches are equipped
with bathhouses, two have fishing facilities, and two have special
picnicking areas. It will be noted that the beaches listed above are
located at the extreme northern and southern tips of the Massa-
chusetts shore line. Many beaches in between are the jurisdiction
of the M.D.C. whose functions are described below.

In 1919, three boards or commissions which were administering
water, sewerage and park services in Greater Boston, were consoli-
dated into the Metropolitan District Commission (M.D.C.). This
important regional agency embraces 43 cities and towns, with a
population of 2y2 million people. Many of these localities use all
three services which are offered, i.e. water, sewerage and parks,
but some cities and towns utilize only two of the services and a
few use only one. Expenses are borne by the State and by the in-
dividual cities and towns receiving M.D.C. services.

The M.D.C., as a whole, is controlled by a commissioner and
four associates, with the commissioner constituting the executive
and administrative head. It has five divisions which are concerned,
respectively, with administration, construction, water, sewer and
parks.

Of the five M.D.C. divisions only the one dealing with the parks
concerns this report. The Parks Division, which operates more
recreational facilities than any other public agency in the Com-
monwealth, established a Bureau of Recreation in 1959 to organize
recreational programs. Its domain includes IB square miles of in-
land forests and river valley reservations, 16 miles of ocean
beaches and 143 miles of boulevards and roadways.

This Parks Division has jurisdiction over 16 salt water beaches,
various fresh water beaches, outdoor swimming pools, ice skating
rinks, picnic areas, boat docks, fishing preserves, camping sites,
tennis courts, baseball diamonds, football fields, various stadia, etc.
Its police department contains about 450 men and it employs life-
guards, bathhouse attendants, custodians and others.

Impressive though it is, the M.D.C.’s vast network of recrea-
tional activities is necessarily restricted to the 38 cities and towns

Metropolitan District Commission
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which are members of the Metropolitan Park District. The re-
maining 313 cities and towns of the Commonwealth do not con-
tribute to and are only incidentally beneficiaries of M.D.C. func-
tions. The accompanying chart lists all M.D.C. recreational areas
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and functions as of 1959. Others have since been added, the major
ones including swimming pools at the Breakheart Reservation and
in Brighton, Cambridge, Everett and Hyde Park; covered ice skat-
ing rinks in Brighton, Everett, the North End of Boston, Revere,
South Boston and Waltham; the Children’s Zoo at Franklin Park,
a travelling zoo, a music shell in Hyde Park, a recreational and his-
torical shrine on George’s Island in Boston Harbor, and, of course,
the Metropolitan Summer Theatre and Arts Center at Soldiers’
Field Road in Brighton.

I

Several other state agencies provide recreational services, but
in much smaller degree than those previously listed. In some cases
the services are direct, in others, indirect.

This Department has been given control over “inland waters” by
a series of statutes, (Acts of 1951, c. 448.) Some conflict would
seem likely with the jurisdiction over the same waters vested in
the Departments of Natural Resources, Public Works and the
Metropolitan District Commission. However, they work in har-
mony. The latter three agencies perform their statutory duties,
but call upon the Department of Public Health, through its Divi-
sion of Sanitary Engineering, to decide on problems of pollution in
connection with bathing places, drinking water and toilet facilities.

Bathing is forbidden by statute in waters constituting domestic
water supplies, and fishing and boating therein is restricted under
certain conditions. The Department of Public Health sets the
minimum standards used by local health agencies in their control
of the bacterial and chemical contamination of bathing places and
drinking fountains. It also classifies the uses of all rivers in the
State as suitable for: (1) all purposes, (2) bathing and recreation,
(3) public water supply, (4) fishing and (5) transportation of| v j
sewage.

The Division of Vacation and Travel of the State Department of
Commerce is primarily concerned with selling Massachusetts as a

MINOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN STATE AGENCIES

Department of Public Health

Department of Commerce
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vacationland. For that purpose it advertises various recreation
facilities, for both state and non-state residents. The Division
publishes many brochures and maps of recreation sites. In co-
operation with the Department of Natural Resources it has issued
a pocket leaflet entitled “State Forests and Parks of Massachu-
setts”, and in conjunction with the D.P.W., the “Official Route Map
of Massachusetts.” This map, available at tourist information
centers and local Chambers of Commerce, pinpoints all state for-
ests and parks, M.D.C. Reservations and D.P.W. beaches.

The concern of the Youth Service Board with recreation is
primarily preventive in character. For that purpose, the Board
employs a consultant to assist local communities to organize basic
community services or specialized recreational programs. The lat-
ter would depend upon the groups to be served. Thus, suggested
courses of recreational activities for 12-15 year old boys would be
different from those urged for 16-18 year old girls.

Established in 1954, the Council for the Aging aids local com-
munities on all problems affecting the aged and plays an energetic
role in coordinating and programming policies and procedures. It
is quite active in arranging group parties and excursions for the
aged to theatres, athletic contests and museums. However, the
Council does not go beyond the initial arrangement stage. Further
details of transportation are delegated to local recreation directors,
usually in conjunction with local Councils for the Aging.

Courses leading to both bachelor’s and master’s degrees in Fores-
try and Wildlife Management are offered at the University of Mas-
sachusetts. The university also cooperates with federal agencies
in training personnel for wildlife and forestry management. Its
two forests are open to the public for picnicking and fishing.

The Massachusetts Committee on Children and Youth was estab-
lished in 1959 to study the needs of children and youth, and to
make recommendations to the Governor and General Court for

Youth Service Board

Council for the Aging

Other State Recreational Functions
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courses of action where needed. The Committee is therefore in-
terested in all recreational programs for children and youth, but
has not yet made definite recommendations.

In Massachusetts, as in the other states of the Union, there was
no official recognition of formal recreation by city and town gov-
ernments until after the turn of the 20th century.

Cities and towns are political subdivisions of the Commonwealth.
As such, they cannot expend public funds for any purpose not au-
thorized by the General Court. In 1893, they were authorized for
the first time to purchase land and establish public playgrounds
(Acts of 1893, c. 45). These early playgrounds were nothing more
than open, grassy lots, sometimes covered with stones, where chil-
dren could play.

Beginning in 1908, the original 1893 statutes have been broad-
ened, amended and extended rapidly in steady succession. To in-
dicate the nature of this growth the most important statutory ac-
tions are listed below.

1908 An Act authorizing town appropriations for establishing
public gymnasiums, swimming baths and other means of instruc-
tion and exercise; for the establishment and operation of bathing
beaches and swimming pools, and for public band concerts (G.L.
c. 40, s. 5, 25, 25A and 26).

1908 Legislation permitting cities or towns to require one
public playground per 10,000 inhabitants for recreation and physi-
cal education (Acts of 1908, c. 513).

1910 An Act permitting adults to use playgrounds (Acts of
1910, c. 508).

1912 Permissive legislation authorizing one playground for
each 5,000 inhabitants; also permitting appointment of playground
directors (Acts of 1912, c. 223).

1919 An Act authorizing recreation commissions for the first
time to control the recreational activities which had formerly been

Statutory Authority to Cities and Towns

RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES OF CITIES AND TOWNS
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assigned only to park commissioners, school committees, and plan-
ning boards (G.L. c. 45, s. 14).

1938 An Act empowering towns to stock local forests and
inland waters with game and fish (G.L. c. 40, s. 5, 41).

— An Act allowing use of playgrounds and recreation cen-
ters by adults (G.L. c. 45, s. 18).

Shortly after the turn of the century, community recreation
directors first came into being in Somerville, Cambridge and prob-
ably one or two other cities. For a few years the salaries of these
early directors were paid by private civic, health and welfare
agencies, but cities then began to make appropriations for this
purpose.

Today, some 60 Massachusetts communities have established
local recreation commissions or boards with directors in charge
of nearly all of them. These communities operate and maintain
playgrounds, gymnasiums and other buildings devoted to recrea-
tional use. They have year round programs including services to
all age groups, covering seasonal sports, crafts, nature studies,
social events, water safety and many other courses.

The scope of local recreation programs varies greatly from one
locality to the next. Thus, the two wealthy communities of Newton
and Brookline have annual recreational budgets of approximately
$300,000. The largest item in these budgets is for personal services,
with the other major items including supplies and materials, new
equipment, contractual services and capital outlays.

Since Newton and Brookline are among the wealthiest communi-
ties in the Commonwealth, their total recreational activities should
not be compared with those of other less fortunate cities and towns.
Nevertheless, the extended year round programs of organized
outdoor and indoor recreational activities offered their citizens
will indicate the types and kinds of recreation made available in
other communities in lesser degree. On this score, the following
list indicates the 48 planned and optional recreational activities
which are currently being provided people of all ages in the City
of Newton:

Scope of Local Recreational Functions
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Archery Dancing Knitting Skating
Badminton Dodge Ball MetalCraft Skiing
Baseball Dominoes Paddle Tennis Snowshoeing
Baseball Trips Fist Ball Paperwork Social Dancing
Basketball Folk Dancing Parchesi Story Telling
Bat Ban Football Parties Swimming
Bathing Furniture Repair Picnics Tennis
Bean Bag Games Handcraft Puzzles Tobogganing

ICheckers Hiking Quoits Touch Ball
Coasting Horseshoes Sand Box Play Townline Pottery
Cooking Hockey Scouting Trips
Costume Making Life Saving Swings VoUeyBall

Surprisingly, some 250-300 Massachusetts cities and towns appar-
ently offer very little in the way of community recreation, or have
no departments or directors for this purpose.

Since the proposed State Recreation Board would coordinate all
non-profit recreational activities in the Commonwealth, brief ref-
erence is made below to several state departments operating vari-
ous types of recreational programs, designed to meet their indi-
vidual institutional needs. Among these departments are Correc-
tions, Mental Health, Education, Public Health and Welfare.

The recreational programs in the state university and state col-
leges, both outdoor and indoor, are obviously complete and ade-
quate. In any case, the students in those institutions do not lack
recreational facilities, and little attention need be paid that aspect
of public recreation.
Department of Correction

The Department of Correction has long provided minimal indoor
recreation to provide an outlet for emotions and as a rehabilitation
factor. In certain prisons this program takes the form of libraries
and some arts and crafts. Recently, the Department has begun an
extensive program of major sports in four men’s prisons and two
work camps, including football, baseball and basketball on both an
extramural and intramural basis.

CITY OF NEWTON RECREATIONAL DEPARTMENT

Planned and Optional Activities

INSTITUTIONAL RECREATION
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Similarly, at the correctional institutions for women in Fram-
ingham, sports, drama, bands and other activities are also part of
the Department’s recreational program. However, the Department
has not received appropriations for sports equipment, musical in-
struments and athletic facilities.

Department of Mental Health
Except for the state colleges, the Department of Mental Health

conducts the most extensive, organized programs of recreation in
state institutions. These programs are primarily therapeutic in
design and are supervised by some 18 recreational therapists.
Types of patient activity vary with the type of mental facility in-
volved. Thus, the recreation provided in the twelve psychiatric
hospitals is somewhat different from the programs under way in
the four hospitals for the mentally retarded, the hospital for epi-
leptics and the hospital restricted to geriatrics.

In general, however, the Department’s recreational programs in-
clude inter-hospital and intra-hospital baseball and bowling leagues,
picnics, concerts, visits to museums, parties, dances, movies, and
indoor games.

Private Recreational Activities in Massachusetts

Efficient coordination of recreation in the Commonwealth will
also require knowledge and utilization of non-governmental activi-
ties of both the profit-making and non-profit making variety. For
illustrative purposes, a very brief summation of these facilities
follows.

Private, Profit Making Recreation
Massachusetts abounds in all sorts of private enterprises devoted

to making recreation a profitable business. There are many vaca-
tion resorts, both on the seashore and inland, with private beaches
and pools, golf courses, tennis courts, and other recreational re-
sources. There are private camps for both children and adults.
Professional and semi-professional sports with outdoor and indoor
stadia cater to thousands of spectators. There are many resort
areas replete with merry-go-rounds, roller coasters, Ferris wheels

Chapter HI.
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and other amusement devices. And bowling and billiard emporiums
abound by the hundreds.

And, in a broad sense, all the movie houses, legitimate theatres
and even nightclubs and certain restaurants come within the scope
of the term “recreation”, along with both commercial and educa-
tional television and radio programs.

For private, non-profit recreation there is no city or town in
Massachusetts without a nearby country club. These clubs are
usually non-profit making ventures which supply facilities for golf,
tennis, swimming and various types of indoor relaxation.

Boston is world famous for its symphony orchestra and “Pops”
concerts, its museums and exhibitions of all kinds. A few other
cities in the Commonwealth supply similar forms of non-profit
recreation.

In addition, there are the well patronized forms of recreation
supplied by churches, by boys’ and girls’ clubs, and by various civic,
fraternal and community organizations. Such recreation forms
include outdoor and indoor sports, dances, parties of all kinds, pic-
nics and amateur theatricals.

These few highlights by no means describe all profit and non-
profit making activities of a private nature. They do serve, how-
ever, to indicate the vital part which they play in the whole recrea-
tional picture of Massachusetts and the serious consideration which
they require in anything like an adequate effort to coordinate rec-
reation on a statewide basis.

Chapter IV. Practices in Other States

Every state in the Union provides recreational services on the
state level in one form or another. On the other hand, not a single
state has reached the point of placing in the hands of one central
agency complete authority over all state recreational facilities, or
over the agencies conducting such activities.

Every five years, the National Recreation Association publishes
an elaborate year book containing a nation-wide inventory of rec-
reation and park services of local, county, state and federal agen-
cies. Although this document is somewhat inconclusive, in that it

Private, Non-Profit Recreation
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depends upon voluntary submission of statistics by the various gov-
ernmental agencies, it is, nevertheless, the only known source of
nation-wide comparative figures.

From the latest such publication, just issued for the year ending
December 31, 1961, various relevant statistics have been assembled
in the accompanying table comparing the recreational status of
Massachusetts with that of other states.

Insofar as these statistics indicate the comparative recreational
picture throughout the states of the nation, Massachusetts appar-
ently is holding its own.

In more than half the states, the status of recreation is quite
similar to that in effect in Massachusetts today, under which vari-
ous state agencies are directly or indirectly concerned with dif-
ferent aspects of the subject. Thus, one department is interested
in commercial development, another in parks, a third in wildlife
and others in institutional recreation. In these states, there is no
integration of efforts, no central administrative agency, no clearing
house for state or local recreational information.

The remaining states have made serious and definite attempts
to correlate their recreational activities on the state level. They
attempt to use the six following general patterns to centralize these
activities which are discussed textually below: 1

1. Combined park and recreation board;
2. Inter-agency council;
3. Recreation bureau within an administrative department
4. A “Recreation Authority”;
5. A single functional Department;
6. State board or commission, as proposed by Senate No. 363

for Massachusetts.

1. Combined Park and Recreation Department. In 1947, the
State of Washington established a State Parks and Recreation
Commission which contains a Recreation Division whose duties

Six Methods of Recreational Integration

1 Paul Douglass, “Why States are Sparking Recreation’s Growth”, in “American
Recreation Journal” Sept. 1960.
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are quite similar to those in the proposal to create a Massachu-
setts Recreation Board under Senate, No. 363. This Division has
operated as a service agency to local officials by offering consultant
advice on how to develop community support, how to finance, plan
facilities, personnel, organization and the legal phases of recreation.

Four states with similar divisions or departments are Colorado,
Louisiana, Rhode Island and Utah. These states have not estab-
lished subsidiary Recreation Divisions within parent departments,
but utilize independent Park and Recreation Departments as the
primary source of control. The exception is Rhode Island, where
the Division of Parks and Recreation is a part of the parent De-
partment of Public Works. There is some question, therefore,
whether Rhode Island should be considered in this category of
states with autonomous combined park and recreation boards, or
in the third category below which is concerned with recreation
bureaus within other departments.

2. The Inter-Agency Council. The simplest answer to the prob-
lem of separated and perhaps overlapping recreational functions is
through an inter-agency council. Under this approach each de-
partment in the state which is concerned with recreation appoints
a member to the council; these appointees then serve to coordinate
the activities of all state agencies in the field of recreation. This
plan was first adopted on a voluntary basis in Michigan, where 19
governmental agencies and several private organizations function
under coordinated control. Such councils have held annual confer-
ences since 1953 to define policies and to recommend standards and
procedures for the development of recreation programs.

In addition to the fact that the inter-agency council is the simplest
approach to coordination, other powerful advantages exist: (1)
Acceptance of control is obtained with less protest from the depart-
ments included; (2) the arrangement can normally be established
by executive order; (3) it achieves the easiest coordination of state
personnel and resources; and (4) it operates with the lowest appro-
priations.

If created by executive order, however, questions will be asked
about the scope of authority of such an agency and the absence of
a legislative basis for voting appropriations. Moreover, if the
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members of the agency include representatives of private organiza-
tions (and probably of municipal departments as well), such a body
could become quite unwieldy.

At least one other state, Virginia, utilizes the inter-agency method
of approach.

3. Recreation Bureau Within a Department. The New Jersey
General Assembly in 1950 created a Bureau of Recreation within
the Division of Planning and Development in the State Department
of Conservation and Economic Development. Under the super-
vision of the Commissioner of the Department and the Division
Director, the Recreation Bureau is given the duties of formulating
policies for the development of a recreational program by both gov-
ernmental and private agencies, for promoting the expansion of
recreational programs on a statewide and local basis, and for dis-
seminating recreational material to all agencies engaged in foster-
ing recreation.

This approach is not regarded with too much enthusiasm by rec-
reation experts because it places recreation in a subsidiary role and
also because its success must depend in large measure upon the
sympathy and goodwill of the parent department. As indicated
above, such a Recreation Bureau was unsuccessfully proposed for
the State Department of Commerce in the Kennedy Commis-
sion report of 1945 (H.300). Despite this reaction, it should be
noted that the setting up of a recreation bureau within a bigger
department is, nevertheless, the most common method of attain-
ing some degree of state centralization in the field of public recrea-
tion. This popularity is indicated by its use: in Florida, in the De-
partment of Education; Georgia, in the Department of State Parks;
Kentucky, in the Board of Park Commissioners; New Mexico, in
the Department of Education; New York, in the Department of
Education; Texas, in the Department of Public Welfare; and
Wisconsin, in the Department of Public Welfare. In addition, Idaho
has a “Division of Parks and Recreation” which is located within
the parent Department of Public Lands. As in the case of Rhode
Island, question arises as to whether Idaho belongs in this category
or the first category above relative to combined park and recrea-
tion departments.
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4. Recreation “Authority Another proposed state method of
correlating recreational action ties has been the creation of an in-
dependent public “Recreation Authority”. Such an approach was
recommended in Massachusetts in two unsuccessful past legisla-
tive proposals, House No. 1243 of 1953 and House No. 2238 of 1955,
as indicated above.

Judging from the functions of such an agency which was estab-
lished in Kansas, its chief purpose seems to have been the promo-
tion of economic development via recreation facilities and services.
Such promotion is only incidental to the true aims of coordination.

Massachusetts is no stranger to public “authorities”. Whether
it would approve a “recreation authority” of this type is a moot
question in view of the unfavorable legislative reaction to similar
proposals in the past.

5. Department of Recreation. Many students of the subject
argue that the only logical approach to efficient and essential gov-
ernment jurisdiction in the field of public recreation is through the
creation of autonomous and functionally integrated State Depart-
ments of Recreation. These departments achieve complete super-
vision and control of every type of state sponsored recreation
through the transfer of scattered recreational functions from the
various state agencies to this one center.

Such a department was recommended for Pennsylvania in an
exhaustive study of “Public Recreation and Its Administration in
Pennsylvania,” made in 1958 by the National Recreation Associa-
tion, an organization of professional recreation leaders.

It was to have as its executive head a Secretary appointed by the
Governor who was to be “directly responsible to the Governor for
all matters in the field of recreation in which the state has an in-
terest or concern.”

A “deputy secretary” was recommended to administer a subdi-
vision called “Administration,” with two other subdivisions of
“State Parks” and “State and Community Recreation Services,” to
be headed by “assistant secretaries.”

The report advocated an advisory inter-agency committee con-
sisting of 15 representatives from state departments and agencies
having an interest in recreation, and a “State Recreation Advisory
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Council” consisting of private citizens representing recreation in
“education, welfare, labor, rural, college, hospitals, institutions, in-
dustries, private and voluntary agencies, churches, commercial rec-
reation, veterans groups and designated activities of recreation.”

The proposed new State Department of Recreation was to be re-
sponsible for

1. Maximum utilization of the recreation resources of the Com-
monwealth;

3. Advisory and consultive services on recreation matters to
state agencies and political subdivisions; and

4. The recreational functions of three state departments and
several historical “commissions,” which were to be trans-
ferred to the new department.

There can be no question but that an autonomous state depart-
ment of this sort would once and for all firmly centralize all recrea-
tional functions and provide clear cut lines of responsibility and
accountability. Though many leaders in the field believe that rec-
reation should be granted this recognition, the fact remains that
the recommendations have not yet been adopted in Pennsylvania.
There seem to be too many practical, political and economic ob-
stacles to be overcome.

6. Board or Commission. A controlling state recreation board
or commission has been adopted in the three states of California,
North Carolina and Vermont. A description of their experience
follows. In general, the advisory, consultant and coordinating ac-
tivities of such an agency are proposed for adoption in Massachu-
setts in the bill, Senate, No. 363, here under study. This approach
avoids control or jurisdiction over existing facilities in other de-
partments.

This method of organization is endorsed by many recreational
experts in language similar to that quoted below:

Experience of states with the recreation commission or board is now
sufficient to indicate that the pattern is politically feasible, professionally
desirable, and operationally effective.”!

2. The promotion or conduct of recreation programs on state
areas and in state institutions;

i Ibid,
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However, the author of this quoted statement elsewhere quali-
fies his praise of the proposed board or commission by emphasizing
that its effectiveness will be determined by three factors:

1. The active participation of the ex officio members on the
commission level rather than the delegation of the posts to
subordinates;

2. The quality of the citizen members; and
3. The character of the executive secretary.

California. Nearly a half century ago the California legislature
in 1913, with the agreement of Governor Hiram Johnson, appointed
a committee to study and report upon recreation in that state for
both young and old. In the following year, that committee recom-
mended establishment of a recreation commission, but no action
was taken.

Much later, the Governor’s California Youth Committee of 1946
proposed a broad program of recreation. In the following year,
Governor Earl Warren recommended a state recreation agency and
the legislature approved the creation of a State Recreation Com-
mission.

This Recreation Commission consists of seven members, repre-
senting various public recreational viewpoints, who are appointed
by the Governor and serve four years without pay. A professional
director is also appointed by the Governor.

The duties of the Commission are stated in the basic statute, as
follows:

“Shall cause to ’be studied and shall consider the whole problem of rec-
reation of the people of the State of California as it affects and may affect
the welfare of the people and especially the children and youth;

“Shall formulate, in cooperation with other state agencies, interested
organizations and citizens, a comprehensive recreational policy for the
State of California;

“Shall, with the written approval of the Governor, establish policies for
the guidance of the Director of Recreation in the performance and exer-
cise of his powers and duties as set forth in this Act; and

“Shall report annually to the Governor on the needs of the State and
the local subdivisions thereof for recreational facilities, programs and
activities.”

The annual appropriation for the Commission and its staff was
initially $79,000, and now runs about $lOO,OOO. The Commission’s
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staff consists of ten full-time staff members and another half dozen
part-time professional people plus office personnel.

For twelve years, the Commission functioned successfully as an
independent agency. However, in 1959, that independence was at
least partially blunted, when the California legislature reorganized
state departments generally. At that time the Commission’s duties
were transferred to a new Department of Parks and Recreation,
which in turn became part of the overall Department of Natural
Resources. The reasons for the change are not known and it is too
early to assess the results.

In view of this development California may be said to continue
to have a State Recreation Commission, but that commission is no
longer independent and the state must now be classified as one with
a recreation bureau within a department.

North Carolina. This state is regarded as a pioneer in the field
of recreation. It has had for many years a strong nucleus of pro-
fessional recreation leaders, among the foremost being Professor
Harold Meyer of the University of North Carolina. It was the
first state to establish a Recreation Commission, in 1945, as the
result of earlier efforts during the depression days of the 1930’s
and by the State Office of Civilian Defense during World War 11.

The North Carolina Commission consists of seven public mem-
bers appointed by the Governor for four-year terms and four ex
officio members. The public members must include one woman and
one negro. The ex officio members are the Governor, the Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, the Commissioner of Public Welfare
and the Director of the Department of Conservation and Develop-
ment. Also provided for by the original enabling act is an Ad-
visory Committee of 30 persons representing many recreational
interests. By terms of the statutes, the Commission is required
to —•

“Study and appraise recreational needs of the State and assemble and
disseminate information relative to recreation;

“Cooperate in the promotion and organization of local recreation sys-
tems for counties, municipalities, townships, and other political subdivi-
sions of the State, and to aid them in designing and laying out recrea-
tional areas and facilities, and to advise them in the planning and financ-
ing of recreational programs;
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“Aid in recruiting, training, and placing recreation workers, and pro-
mote recreation institutes and conferences;

“Establish and promote recreation standards;
“Cooperate with state and federal agencies, the Recreation Advisory

Committee, private membership groups and with commercial recreational
interests in the promotion of recreational opportunities:

“Submit a biennial report of its activities to the Governor.”

The Commission’s annual budget is about $65,000.1 Its staff in-
cludes nine permanent and several part-time employees, plus office
personnel.

This Commission, the first of its kind, is still functioning
strongly. In many respects it constitutes the example which Mas-
sachusetts will follow if Senate, No. 363 is enacted by the General
Court. Hence, the North Carolina statute is represented as
Appendix A of this report.

Vermont. Third and last of the states with a recreation board
or commission is Vermont. In 1938, the then Governor George D.
Aiken appointed a committee to study the recreation needs of his
state. As the result of this committee’s efforts, plus further care-
ful study and consideration, Governor William H. Wills appointed
a State Recreation Committee in 1943 to constitute part of a Ver-
mont Council of Safety. Upon cessation of the functions of the
latter Council with the close of World War 11, the legislature estab-
lished a State Recreation Board in 1947.

The Recreation Board consists of three members serving three
year staggered terms. The professional staff consists of a director
and one assistant, plus two clerical personnel. Its annual budget
is about $25,000.

The powers of the Board are couched by statute in the following
simple and somewhat restrictive terms:

“The purpose of the Recreation Board shall be to provide, upon request,
to the municipalities and other political subdivisions of the State and to
non-governmental organizations, assistance in their development of whole-
some and adequate community recreation programs.”

It is impressive to note that although the largest community in
Vermont has only 38,000 inhabitants, more than a dozen cities and
towns employ professional recreation directors. These directors,

1 Increased by 50% to $96,000 for 1961-62, and $98,000 for 1962-63.
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with encouragement from the State Board have formed the Ver-
mont Recreation Society, a counterpart of the Massachusetts Rec-
reation Society.

The Vermont Recreation Board has sponsored state conferences
on “Recreation and Youth Fitness,” “Recreation for the 111 and
Handicapped,” “Vermont Senior Citizens’ Day,” and others. It
holds annual safety courses, with the cooperation of such organiza-
tions as the Red Cross and American Rifle Association. Local
service organizations, P.T.A.’s, 4-H clubs and other groups are also
invariably asked to participate. Such state efforts are supple-
mented by regular state help to local communities on planning,
financing and programming of their recreational programs.

Arguments For and Against a State Recreation Board

Arguments for a Recreation Board
Leaders and workers in the field of recreation argue that recrea-

tion has achieved equal importance with public health, welfare and
other areas of governmental service that are now deemed proper
subjects for departmental status in the state governmental hier-
archy. They list 63 colleges and universities which grant bache-
lors’ degrees in recreation, many of them offering courses leading
to higher degrees.

To buttress their contention for greater emphasis on recreation,
they point to the alarming rejection rate in draftees, the Presi-
dent’s sponsorship of a National Youth Fitness program, steadily
spreading juvenile delinquency, and ever increasing leisure time
which modern technology, automation and an aging population are
making commonplace for all citizens.

They believe that a separate independent board can give recrea-
tion the complete attention it deserves, without being hampered
by other responsibilities in major functional areas. The recrea-
tion board or commission is best identified by the fact that its work
is concerned wholly with recreation. There is no other area of
service for which it is responsible. It is a device through which

Chapter V.
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recreation is administered as an independent function of govern-
ment, separate and apart from other services.

Proponents stress the need of a central state agency which can
advise and assist local communities in all aspects of recreation, as
opposed to the present system which requires a community, for
example, to confer with one state agency on problems of water pol-
lution, with another on prospects of a skating rink, with still a third
concerning playground facilities, and with a fourth on recreation
programs for the elderly.

They argue that adoption of the proposed bill, Senate, No. 363,
will not disturb the status of present state recreational functions
or the authority of the departments by which they are now admin-
istered; that it will merely establish a central agency to coordinate
those activities, to serve as consultants in recreational planning
and programming in the cities and towns, to disseminate recrea-
tional literature and, in general, to promote more and better rec-
reation, both indoor and out, for all the inhabitants of the Com-
monwealth.

Finally, they believe the proposed plan holds a strong prob-
ability of a vastly improved citizenry physically, mentally and
emotionally ■—■ with the help of only a small annual appropriation
of between $50,000 and $lOO,OOO.

No concerted opposition has been uncovered during this study
to the creation of a State Recreation Board with functions re-
stricted to the terms of the proposed Senate, No. 363. This does
not mean that sporadic opposition does not exist, nor that argu-
ments cannot be found to support the position of its adversaries.

Opponents of the proposed new recreation board argue that there
can be little doubt that present state recreational programs, though
scattered among several state agencies, are functioning smoothly
and progressively. Moreover they point out that present statutes
grant to local communities adequate authority to initiate and op-
erate almost any desired recreational facility. They believe that
adequate advice and assistance is available to local communities on
any recreational project in which state technicians and specialists
can be of service.

Arguments Against a Recreation Board
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Those opponents of change assert that a new board would add
administrative machinery to an already overweighted and top
heavy governmental hierarchy which inevitably means some degree
of duplication.

They emphasize the fact that separate recreation authorities do
not guarantee non-political operation and that difficulties of juris-
diction, responsibility and administration are likely to arise.

Furthermore, it is argued that since public recreation cuts across
the work and interests of other existing departments and agencies,
it is better to strengthen each link in the chain rather than to add|/l
another one.

Finally, the opponents admit that while no real opposition has
developed to the “board” proposal, on the other hand, no public de-
mand has arisen for its creation.

I
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S.B. 140 An Act to Create a State Recreation Commission
Whereas, the contribution of recreation to the health, educa-

tion, economy and general welfare of the people has become uni-
versally recognized and accepted;

Whereas, the lack of recreational opportunities for persons in
the armed services, as well as civilians, became apparent shortly
after the United States entered the war; and

Whereas, under authority of Public Laws one thousand nine
hundred and forty-three, Chapter seven hundred and six, conferring
upon the Governor certain emergency war powers, a recreation
committee was established in June, one thousand nine hundred and
forty-three, to meet this pressing need in North Carolina; and

Whereas, experience gained by this emergency committee has
shown the immediate need for a state recreation commission; Now,
therefore, the General Assembly of North Carolina do enact

Section 1. Recreation Commission. There is hereby created
an agency to be known as the North Carolina Recreation Com-
mission.

Sec. 2. Definitions. (1) RECREATION, for the purposes of
this Act, is defined to mean those activities which are diversionary
in character and which aid in promoting entertainment, pleasure,
relaxation, instruction, and other physical, mental, and cultural de-
velopments and experiences of a leisure-time nature.

(2) COMMISSION means the North Carolina Recreation Corn-
emission.

(3) COMMITTEE means the Advisory Recreation Committee.
Sec. 3. Membership of Recreation Commission; term. (1)

The Recreation Commission shall consist of seven members, ap-
pointed by the Governor, and the Governor, Superintendent of

Appendix A

NORTH CAROLINA RECREATION COMMISSION ACT
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Public Instruction, Commissioner of Public Welfare and Director
of the Department of Conservation and Development as members
ex officio.

(2) In making appointments to the commission, the Governor
shall choose persons, in so far as possible, who understand the rec-
reational interests of rural areas, municipalities, private member-
ship groups and commercial enterprises. The commission shall
elect, with the approval of the Governor, one member to act as
chairman. At least one member of the commission shall be a
woman, and at least one member shall be a Negro. A majority ol!|)t
the commission shall constitute a quorum, but only when at least
four of the appointed members are present.

(3) For the initial term of the appointed members of the Com-
mission, one shall be appointed for a term of one year, one for a
term of two years, one for a term of three years, one for a term of
four years, one for a term of five years, and two for a term of six
years; and thereafter, the successor of each member shall be ap-
pointed for a term of four years and until his successor is appointed
and qualified.

(4) Any appointed member of the commission may be removed
by the Governor.

(5) Vacancies in the commission shall be filled by the Governor
for the unexpired term.

(6) The commission shall meet quarterly in January, April,
July, and October, on a date to be fixed by the chairman. The
commission may be convoked at such other times as the Governor
or chairman may deem necessary.

(7) Members of the commission shall receive reasonable travel
and maintenance expenses while attending meetings, but they shall
not be reimbursed for travel and maintenance expenses for longer
than four days for any one meeting.

Sec. 4. Duties of the Commission. It shall be the duty of the
commission: |!

(1) To study and appraise recreational needs of the State and
to assemble and disseminate information relative to recreation.

(2) To cooperate in the promotion and organization of local rec-
reational systems for counties, municipalities, townships, and
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other political subdivisions of the State, and to aid them in design-
ing and laying out recreational areas and facilities, and to advise
them in the planning and financing of recreational programs.

(3) To aid in recruiting, training, and placing recreation work-
ers, and promote recreation institutes and conferences.

(4) To establish and promote recreational standards.
(5) To cooperate with State and Federal Agencies, the Recrea-

tion Advisory Committee, private membership groups, and with
commercial recreational interests, in the promotion of recrea-
tional opportunities.

(6)To submit a biennial report of its activities to the Governor.

Sec. 5. Powers of Commission. The commission is hereby
authorized:

(1) To make rules and regulations for the proper administra-
tion of its duties.

(2) To accept any grant of funds made by the United States,
or any agency thereof, for the purpose of carrying out any of its
functions.

(3) To accept gifts, bequests, devises and endowments. The
funds, if given as an endowment, shall be invested in such securi-
ties as designated by the donor, or, if there is no designation, in
those in which the State Sinking Fund may be invested. All such
gifts, bequests, devises and all proceeds from such invested endow-
ments, shall be used for carrying out the purpose for which they
are made.

(4) To administer all funds available to the commission.
(5) To act jointly, when advisable, with any other State agency,

institution, department, board or commission in order to carry out
the recreation commission’s objectives and responsibilities. No
activity of the commission, however, shall be allowed to interfere
with the work of any other State agency.

(6) To employ, with the approval of the Governor, an execu-
tive director, and upon the recommendation of the executive direc-
tor such other persons as may be needed to carry out the provi-
sions of this Act. The executive director shall act as secretary to
the commission.
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Sec. 6. Advisory Committee. The Governor shall name a Rec-
reation Advisory Committee consisting of thirty members who
shall serve for a term of two years. The Governor shall name one
member to act as a chairman of the committee. Vacancies occur-
ring on the committee shall be filled by the Governor for the unex-
pired term.

Members of the committee shall represent, in so far as feasible,
all groups and phases of beneficial recreation in the State.

The committee shall meet once each year with the Recreation
Commission at a time and place to be fixed by the Governor.
Members of the committee shall serve without compensation.

The committee shall act in an advisory capacity to the Recrea-
tion Commission, discuss recreational needs of the State, exchange
ideas, and make to the commission recommendations for the ad-
vancement of recreational opportunities.

Sec. 7. If any provision of this Act, or the application thereof,
is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or
application of this Act, and to this end the provisions of this Act
are declared to be severable.

Sec. 8. This Act shall be in full force and effect from and after
its ratification.

In the General Assembly, read three times and ratified this the
19th day of March, 1945.
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