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REPORT Of THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ES-
TABLISHED TO STUDY THE PROBLEM OF
PROVIDING BETTER PROTECTION ALONG
THE COAST LINE OF THE COMMONWEALTH
AGAINST LOSS OF LIFE AND PROPERTY
CAUSED BY STORMS.

The Special Commission on Shore Protection was cre-
ated on the recommendation of Governor Maurice J.
Tobin, contained in a special message to the Legislature,
by chapter 70 of the Resolves of 1946, which follows:
Resolve providing for the Establishment op a Special Com-

mission TO STUDY THE PROBLEM OF PROVIDING BETTER PRO-
TECTION along the Coast Line of the Commonwealth against

Loss or Life and Property caused by Storms.

Resolved, That an unpaid special commission, to consist of the
members of the joint committee on harbors and public lands, the com-
missioner of public works and the commissioner of the metropolitan
district commission, is hereby established to study the problem of
providing better protection along the coast line of the commonwealth
against loss of life and property caused by storms, with a view to
recommending plans for permanent relief against such losses. Said
commission, in the course of its study hereunder, shall consider the
subject matter of current house document numbered fifteen hundred
and fifty-four, relative to providing for the improvement of Province-
town harbor. Said commission shall be provided with quarters in the
state house or elsewhere, may hold hearings, may travel within and

ly expend for expert, clerical and
;uch sums, not exceeding, in the

without the commonwealth, and m
other assistance and for expenses
aggregate, five thousand dollars, a

therefor. Said commission shall rep
of its study, and its reoommendatio
legislation necessary to carry its recc

3 may hereafter be appropriated
irt to the general court the results
is, if any, together with drafts of
iinmendations into effect, by filing

the same with the clerk of the house of representatives not later tha
the first Wednesday of December in the current year.
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The first meeting of the Commission was held July 8,
1946, at the State House, and Senator Charles W. Olson
of Ashland was elected chairman and William J. Griffin
of Boston was elected secretary.

Governor Tobin deliberately recommended that the
Special Commission be composed of members of the
legislative committee on Harbors and Public Lands and
Commissioner Joseph F. Cairnes of the Public Works
Department and Commissioner William T. Morrissey of
the Metropolitan District Commission, because he felt
their experience in connection with their official duties
gave them knowledge of the basic problems which would
confront the Commission.

The Commission, despite the short period of time in
which to work, has inspected storm-damaged areas from
Cape Cod to Cape Ann, examined modern shore protec-
tion projects in New York and New Jersey, and attended
the first post-war convention of the American Beach and
Shore Protection Association at Sandusky, Ohio, to dis-
cuss the subject in detail with recognized experts from
coastal and lake States.

Shore protection and shore erosion is of immediate in-
terest to residents of the State who live in coastal com-
munities, and is of general interest to others living in the
interior because of the effect on the economy of the State
as a whole.

Our beaches are famous nationally, and to our seaside
resorts flock tens of thousands of persons, many of them
from outside Massachusetts. The money spent by visi-
tors runs into millions of dollars annually, and represents
an economic asset of great magnitude.

It is good sense, therefore, for the State to preserve
this attraction by protecting our shores and beaches.
To permit the deterioration to continue would mean the
slow strangulation of a highly important industry pro-
viding employment for thousands, and the shutting off
of a vital source of income to our people.

Massachusetts has 2,200 miles of coastline and that
coastline is shrinking at the rate of five to eight feet a
year. For example, the Commission was told that the
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shoreline at Duxbury has retreated 250 feet in the last
100 years. Waste of a natural asset our shore proper-
ties cannot be condoned if we are to attract visitors
to one of the great natural playgrounds of the nation.

The Commission need not dwell on the necessity for
keeping up our coastal lands, not only to provide recrea-
tional facilities for our own residents, but also to protect
life and property of our own people. Provincetown, for
example, is faced with the problem of providing protec-
tion of shore property and also protection from storms
of the vessels using that port.

Recently, J. Spencer Smith, president of the American
Shore and Beach Preservation Association, was quoted
as stating that United States coast lines are receding
“at an alarming rate.” To this shore erosion may be
added storm damage, and the problem in Massachusetts
assumes enormous proportions.

The Commission was pleased to note wherever it
went that public officials and shore property owners
took keen interest in solving the problem. During this
session of the Legislature, the Massachusetts Bay Yacht
Clubs Association went on record as favoring a tax on
gasoline used by boats, provided the money is allocated
for projects such as mooring basins, which will provide
protection for small boats during storms.

The Commission was particularly interested in what is
being done by the State of New Jersey in recent years to
preserve its shoreline, and the members made a thorough
inspection of the work now under way at Asbury Park
in that State.

The jetties being constructed on the New Jersey coast
cost, roughly, 81,000,000 a mile. This may seem ex-
pensive, but not only is the shore being protected from
storm damage and erosion, but actually valuable beaches
have been created as recreational areas. The jetties
range from 150 to 250 feet in length, are approximately
20 feet wide and 10 feet above water. They break the
heavy running seas during storms by diffusing the force.

The jetties are spaced about 500 feet apart, and,
over a period of time, clean sand, apparently from the
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ocean bottom, has been deposited on the shore. New
Jersey has placed restrictions on the use of these new
beaches, prohibiting picnickers and requiring users to
clean up when leaving. A small charge for the use of
the beach pays the salary of a life guard. New Jersey
officials are enthusiastic about the program and intend
to expand it, particularly as federal funds may be ob-
tained in the future to reduce the heavy cost.

As a result of its inspections, both inside and outside
the State, the Commission is convinced that much work
needs to be done if Massachusetts’ shores are to be pre-
served. It has been the practice to repair storm damage
in piecemeal fashion and to handle shore erosion matters
on an individual basis. Every year the Legislature is
asked to finance, in whole or in part, shore protection
and storm damage projects sponsored by coastal com-
munities.

The vast majority of people who use our beaches
travel to them by automobile or bus. State taxes on the
gasoline used is segregated in the Highway Fund for
the repair and maintenance of highways. Many of our
highways skirt the shore line, and in view of storm damage
and progressive erosion these highways will be endangered
in years to come.

Local communities should be relieved of the financial
burden imposed on them by the necessity of preserving
and maintaining property used mainly by non-residents.
We have excellent roads leading to our beaches, and by
keeping them in good condition, and repairing storm
damage promptly, more people will be attracted to
them. It is only fair that the taxes they pay should be
allocated to protecting and maintaining the beaches
they use.

It seems logical, therefore, that the Highway Fund
should be utilized to finance much of the shore and beach
protection projects the State will undertake in the future,
and the Commission so recommends.

The Commission believes that the state Department
of Public Works, through its Division of Waterways,
should set up an over-all program for the State which
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would be flexible to meet emergencies and yet permit the
Department to plan jrears ahead. The Department
should have sole authority to determine the priority of
projects in such a program.

More pressing at the moment, however, is the ques-
tion of repairing damage to shore protection facilities
already in existence. During the war years maintenance
work lagged because of inability to obtain men and ma-
terials. The strain on these seawalls, groins, jetties and
breakwaters persisted, particularly during the winter
months, and, consequently, many are badly in need of
repairs which local communities cannot afford.

We believe it is the duty of the State to make these
repairs. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legis-
lature set up a separate fund of $1,000,000 to effect these
repairs in the next five years, with a proviso that not
more than $300,000 be spent in any one year. We rec-
ommend that the Public Works Department be author-
ized to determine the priority of repair projects. We
have been assured by the Department that the comple-
tion of this program will go a long way toward giving
protection to Massachusetts’ coast.

A Massachusetts shore protection program should be
planned with the knowledge that the federal govern-
ment, under a law enacted last year by Congress and
signed by the President, is now authorized to contribute
toward such projects.

This has long been a goal sought by the American
Shore and Beach Preservation Association, which acts as
a central agency for those interested in shore and beach
protection. The Association, we learned, is eager to have
States, as well as individuals, become members. It hopes
in time to have representatives in Washington to assist
communities and States seeking federal aid under the
new law. We believe it would be to the advantage of
Massachusetts to join the Association, and so recommend.

Although the Commission made a long and extensive
study of storm-damaged areas on our coast, it has de-
cided not to recommend legislation for specific projects
brought to its attention. Legislation for these projects
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has been filed by legislators from the communities in-
volved. Sitting as members of the legislative committee
on harbors and public lands, the Commission will have
opportunity to re-examine these projects and make rec-
ommendation to the Legislature.

The Commission believes that it has had a good start
on the problem of protecting Massachusetts shores from
storms and erosion. However, owing to lack of time the
Commission has been forced to postpone consideration
of certain phases which are important to cities and towns.

Among these are:
1. Should the 1945 law authorizing the state Depart-

ment of Public Works to reimburse property owners for
hurricane damage be amended or repealed? The Com-
mission feels this subject should be explored to determine
whether the liability of the State shall be limited, or
whether the law should be repealed outright.

2. Should cities and towns assess betterments when
public funds are spent to provide shore protection for
private property owners? Many communities come to
the State for money to build seawalls, jetties, etc., which,
if they could obtain part of the cost from those benefiting
from the improvement, they would build themselves.

3. Should cities and towns be authorized, relative to
better shore protection, to establish building lines and
adopt zoning ordinances? There are instances where
considerable public money has been expended to protect
privately owned structures constantly menaced by the
sea because of their location. By limiting construction,
restricting zones or even refusing permission to erect such
structures in certain areas much public money could be
saved by eliminating the need for expensive shore protec-
tion installations of principal advantage to private prop-
erty owners in the vicinity.

4. The State has spent, sometimes in conjunction with
local communities, and is committed to expend in the
future large sums for shore protection and to prevent
beach erosion. Should the State operate beaches for the
health, recreation and pleasure of all of its citizens on a
continuing and perhaps self-supporting basis by estab-
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lishing a small charge for the use of its recreational facili-
ties? Years ago, before transportation was as speedy and
comfortable as it is today, our beaches were the gathering
places for local residents only. With the advent of mod-
ern high-speed transportation our beaches attract hun-
dreds of thousands of persons within and without the
State. Should local communities be burdened financially
to provide for the comfort, convenience and safety of
those living outside their borders? The protection of life
and property, the prevention of erosion and the installa-
tion and maintenance of beaches, the creation and main-
tenance of income-producing recreational facilities
should these be a state rather than a local function?

These are some of the questions which the Commission
strongly believes should be examined with a view to pre-
senting recommendations to the next Legislature for its
consideration. For that reason the Commission recom-
mends that it be continued until the first Wednesday in
December, and that it be authorized to expend 8
for further study.




