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I
Little or no technical investigation is necessary to

demonstrate that another traffic tunnel to East Boston
is needed. A casual observation of traffic conditions at
either end of the present Sumner Tunnel would almost
seem sufficient to convince the observer that the peak-
hour demands upon the present facility are beyond its
capacity. According to statistical charts maintained by
the State Planning Board, the tunnel carried during 1941
(the all-time high traffic year for Massachusetts) a total
of 7,362,848 vehicles. While there was considerable re-
duction in yearly volume during the years 1942 to 1944,
inclusive, we find that the counts for the first ten months
of 1945 indicate that the 1941 total will be equalled if
not exceeded, and this in spite of the fact that gasoline
rationing prevailed until August 15. Daily and weekly
counts during recent months produced figures in excess
of the designed capacity of the tunnel.

Upon recommendation of the Post War Highway
Commission, the Department of Public Works is now
proceeding with plans for a relocation of Route C-l in
East Boston from the tunnel to the McLellan Highway,
with a connection to the Logan Airport. This will be a
limited access express highway which will not only handle
the airport traffic but will attract heavy volumes from
the Newburyport Turnpike and other points north.
The Boston end of the tunnel will be involved with the
proposed central artery, which, according to the report
of the Post War Highway Commission (see House, No.
1850 of 1945) will eventually carry 90,000 vehicles per
day. Obviously the present tunnel, already taxed to
capacity, could make little more than a futile attempt
to act as the major connecting link between these two

RECOMMENDATIONS.

1. East Boston Traffic Tunnel.
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heavily loaded facilities, which it is expected will at first
impose upon the tunnel an annual total volume of about
9 000,000 vehicles. This figure may well reach 12,000,000
by 1965. Such an impossible condition can be avoided
only by the construction of an additional tunnel at the
earliest possible date in order that its completion may
coincide with that of the central artery.

It is a well-established fact that only a minor portion
of downtown Boston’s traffic originates within the corpo-
rate limits of the city. Figures compiled by the traffic
division of the engineers’ committee of the Post War
Highway Commission, and submitted by that commis-
sion with its report (House, No. 1850of 1945),revealthat in
1941 approximately two thirds of Boston’s downtown
traffic originated at points beyond the city limits. Similar
counts by the Boston Traffic Commission show that
nearly three quarters (72.3 per cent) of the Sumner
Tunnel traffic is from places outside of Boston. These
figures seem to the Planning Board to be convincing
evidence that the proposed traffic tunnel would be a
major link in our state highway system and should be
treated as such.

Accordingly the Board’s recommendation proposes
that the State, acting through its Department of Public
Works, shall construct and operate as a toll tunnel an
additional traffic tunnel between Boston and East Boston.
The present Sumner Tunnel, as well as all of the rapid
transit tunnels and subways in Boston, was designed and
built by the Boston Transit Department. Because of the
qualifications and long experience of that department, it
is recommended that the Transit Department, acting
under the supervision of the State Department of Public
Works, shall make the plans and surveys and supervise
the construction of the proposed work. The draft of
legislation which accompanies this report makes provision
for such an arrangement, and calls for reimbursement by
the State Treasurer for the expenses incurred by the
Transit Department.

The bill provides that the tunnel shall be so laid out as
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to conform to the location of the Central Artery in Boston
and the route C-l relocation in East Boston. The bill
specifically defines the limits of the proposed tunnel
and its plazas in order to exclude the cost of street widen-
ings and highway approaches. It provides that the cost,
which is estimated to be $13,000,000, shall be met by a
state bond issue to be paid off from tunnel tolls. Deficits,
if any, would be made up from the Highway Fund, and
surpluses, if any, could be credited to the Highway Fund.
The present Sumner Tunnel would be operated by the
city for the movement of traffic from East Boston to
Boston, and the new tunnel by the State, from Boston to
East Boston.

As a result of refinancing of the Sumner Tunnel under
chapter 361 of the Acts of 1945, the tunnel is now on a
very satisfactory financial foundation, and is producing
sufficient revenue to pay all debt service charges, operating
and maintenance costs, and if tolls remain at their present
level, practically all outstanding indebtedness will be
retired by 1965. Since the construction and operation of
the new 7 tube by the State would reduce the city’s income,
and at first, at least, result in a deficit, the bill provides
that the city be reimbursed each year out of the Highway
Fund in an amount sufficient to meet the debt service
charges, operating and maintenance costs, and, in so far
as possible, the requirements of a supplemental sinking-
fund which has been set up for the purpose of meeting
the 1965 call date of the present bonds. Acceptance of the
act by the city council and approval by the mayor is
required.

The Planning Board estimates that on the basis of
9,000,000 cars per year the proposed new tunnel will not
only pay for itself but will leave a surplus to be transferred
to the city deficit without the necessity of payments from
the Highway Fund. Such transfer, together with the
estimated income to the city from its tunnel, should be
sufficient to pay the normal carrying charges on the Sum-
ner Tunnel. It is, however, likely that some Highway
Fund payments may be necessary in order to meet the
1965 retirements of outstanding city tunnel bonds.
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2. Beach Acquisition.

In order to provide more adequate beach reservations
for the use, enjoyment and betterment of the health and
welfare of the people of the Commonwealth, the State
Planning Board has for some years past recommended
that the Commissioner of Conservation be authorized
to acquire over a period of years, and subsequent!}'
develop, six ocean beaches. These are as follows;

Horse Neck Beach, also known as Westport Beach, in the tow
Westport.

Duxbury Beach, in the towns of Duxbury and Marshfield.
Scusset Beach, in the town of Sandwich.
Poponesset Beach, in the town of Mashpee.
Harding’s Beach, in the town of Chatham.
Wingaersheek Beach, in the city of Gloucester.

Because the Commonwealth has as yet acquired no
beaches in the vicinity of the cities of New Bedford and
Fall River and the surrounding towns, the Board recom-
mends as the first step in carrying out this program the
acquisition and development of the whole or a portion
of the properties comprising Horse Neck Beach.

3. Jurisdiction over the Validity and Extent of
Municipal Zoning Act.

In addition to the foregoing, the Board wishes to
recommend that original jurisdiction over the validity
and extent of municipal zoning ordinances, by-laws
and regulations be vested exclusively in the Superior
Court. Inasmuch as the zoning enabling act provides
that the Superior Court in equity shall have jurisdiction
to enforce the provisions of any ordinances or by-laws
made thereunder, the further permission in chapter 263
of the Acts of 1934, to bring a petition in the Land Court
to determine the validity of such ordinance or by-laws,
leads to confusion and duplication of authority. There-
fore legislation is proposed seeking the repeal of this
latter provision.








