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HOUSE ORDER NO. 2395 1948

Ordered, That the joint committee on municipal finance is hereby
authorized to sit during the recess and to investigate the subject mat-
ter of current house document numbered twenty-two hundred and
fifty-seven, relative to providing for the construction, maintenance,
repair and operation of a high level toll bridge over the Boston inner
harbor and of approach facilities, providing for the creation of the
Boston bridge authority and defining its powers and duties, and pro-
viding for the financing of such project.

Said committee may expend for expenses and for clerical and other
assistance such sums as may be appropriated therefor. Said com-
mittee shall report to the general court the results of its investigation,
and its recomfnendations, if any, together with drafts of legislation
necessary to carry such recommendations into effect, by filing the
same with the clerk of the house of representatives on or before the
first Wednesday of December in the current year.

Cl]t Commontoealtb of



Boston, December I, 1948.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

The Committee held its first meeting on October 20,
1948, and arranged for a public hearing on November 4,
written notice of which was sent to all individuals,
officials and groups or organizations having a known
interest in the subject matter of House Bill No. 2257,
referred to the Committee for study. These included the
following :

Mayor Curley of Boston
Boston Finance Commission
Boston Chamber of Commerce (Civic Division)
Boston Real Estate Board
Boston Municipal Research Bureau
Boston Traffic Commission
Boston Planning; Board
Boston Port Authority
Commissioner Public Works of the Commonwealth
Logan Airport Commissioners
State Planning Board
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Commandant First Naval District
Boston and Maine Railroad
New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad
Boston Terminal Company
Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Association
Senate Chairman of Legislative Committee on Highways and Motor

Vehicles

The petitioner for House Bill No. 2257 is deceased, but
a notice of the public hearing was sent to his office. The
hearing developed no emphatic support for House Bill

C&e Commontoealtf) of
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No. 2257. The Port of Boston Authority expressed a
willingness to co-operate, and offered the use of its en-
gineering staff. The Corporation Counsel of Boston, on
behalf of Mayor Curley, testified that the city of Boston
is in no position to finance any part of a new budget, and
expressed the opinion that no private group wr ould be
ready to invest in such a project. Concern was expressed
as to the effect on real estate in the city proper and in
East Boston, and whether the location of the approaches
of the proposed bridge would be so located as to provide
the maximum relief from traffic congestion, since no cer-
tainty exists of where new highways for through travel
proposed in a long-range highway construction program
will be located. Further study of the project should be
made before action is taken to construct a bridge across
the harbor in the opinion of the witness.

A representative of the State Department of Public
Works testified that while the Department is not opposed
to a bridge over the harbor, in the opinion of the Depart-
ment, the proposed bridge could not be financed, and that
the construction program would be delayed. The esti-
mated bridge cost of $20,000,000 does not include the
cost of approaches, including land taking, since the exact
location of the approaches is not designated. Probably
the city approach would be in the vicinity of South
Station, which would serve for a by-pass of North Shore-
South Shore traffic, but would not serve the great traffic
which starts in downtown Boston. A contention that
the proposed bridge would serve patrons of the South
Ferry was questioned, as any proposed bridge approach
would be more than 6,000 feet distance from the ferry.
It was pointed out that since a central artery requires
numerous ramps to get people to the ground, and plenty
of parking space, considerable land would be required
involving substantially large amounts for damages.

A representative of the Boston & Maine Railroad testi-
fied that since all railroad land is now utilized, the rail-
load service would be seriously affected if land were
required to be given up for bridge purposes, as would be
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necessary under the bridge plan submitted. If bridge
supports required the railroad yard to be revamped, the
ability of the railroad to carry on service with the existing
degree of safety would be imperiled.

Although the State Planning Board failed to appear at
the public hearing, the Board submitted a letter calling
attention to the fact that the Board, together with the
executive heads of the Public Works Departments and
the Metropolitan District Commission, participated in
the report on a “Master Highway Plan” for the Boston
Metropolitan Area, submitted in 1947 and 1948. These
reports indicated no need of any facility other than a
second tube paralleling in a general way the existing
Sumner Tunnel. The Board holds to its position that
the needs occasioned by the anticipated expansion at the
Logan Airport, the increase in motor travel, and a possible
substantial increase in industrial employment in East
Boston can be met efficiently through the construction
of a second tube of the Sumner Tunnel as an integral
part of the master highway plan for the Boston Metro-
politan Area. ,

After having heard close at hand evidence and opinions,
the Committee transferred its attention to other localities

...
1

where more or less similar transportation difficulties may
exist. Conditions in New York appear to have been
studied and reported by a special commission (see House,
No. 1875, February 14, 1948) which reports the advice of
Robert Moses, chairman of the Triborough Bridge and
Tunnel Authority of New York, never to build a tunnel
if it is possible to build a bridge, with reasons for the
position stated, and the nearest other city where con-
ditions are somewhat similar to those which exist in
Boston appear to be Detroit, Michigan, where the cities
of Detroit and Windsor, Ontario, are connected by. a
bridge and a tunnel crossing the Detroit River. Mayor
Eugene I. Van Antwerp of Detroit made arrangement
which enabled the committee to inspect the Ambassador
bridge and the Tunnel to Canada and to confer with
Fred C. Reese, general manager, and treasurer of the
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Detroit & Canada Tunnel Corporation, and C. Clinton
Campbell, president of the Detroit International Bridge
Company, officials of the operating companies. While the
tunnel and bridge are privately owned and operated, and
connect two cities and two countries rather than closely
located sections of a single city, the conditions in Detroit
are similar in many respects to conditions in Boston, and
considerable benefit is considered to have been gained
from information obtained from the owners and operators
of the Detroit Transportation facilities.

The Detroit & Canada Tunnel Corporation was incor-
porated in Michigan in 1927 to build a vehicular tunnel,
approximately one mile in length, under the Detroit
River, connecting Detroit’s business and shopping dis-
trict with that of the Windsor, Canada, tunnel opened
for traffic November 3, 1930. The company and its
wholly owned Canadian subsidiary, the Detroit & Windsor
Subway Company, own and operate the entire tunnel
development, including downtown real estate used for
terminal and building facilities, and operate a bus service
through the tunnel. In July, 1938, the company, through
the Detroit River Properties, Ltd. (wholly owned Cana-
dian subsidiary), purchased the Windsor Terminal prop-
erties of the Detroit and Windsor Ferry Company.
Ferry service was then discontinued. The number of
employees on December 31, 1938, was 91.

'The company and Canadian subsidiary have franchises,
licenses or corporate rights to construct, operate and
maintain the tunnel in the United States and Canada,
between and in Detroit and Windsor, for a period of
sixty years, subject to the rights of purchase. Each city
may purchase and acquire the respective portions of the
tunnel, on either side of the international boundary line,
after twenty years from the date of formal opening, at
the value of the properties as appraised within one year
after the formal opening, and without deduction for
accrued amortization of the real estate, in addition to
the original cost of the buildings, tunnel, improvements,

Franchises and Permits.
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equipment, reasonable organization expenses, engineering
expense, interest and taxes, costs of financing, and so
forth. This right extends over a period of sixty years
from the date of formal opening on a reducing graduated
scale, at the end of which time each city may acquire the
respective portions of the tunnel without payment.

The tunnel was constructed at a cost of approximately
$18,000,000, comparable with the cost of the Sumner
Tunnel, but in 1936 a reorganization under 778 of the
Federal Bankruptcy Laws took place, and in the year
which ended October 31, 1947, the company paid a
dividend of 75 cents on a par value of $lO, the total
amount of stock then issued and held being $3,957,846.63.

The revenues, operating expenses, reserves and net
income for the fiscal year ending Octoder 31, 1947 were
as follows:

Revenues , Opei'ating Expenses , Reserves and Net Income for the Fiscal
Year.

Gross Revenues:
Tolls $1,136,333 30
Bus passengers ........ 674,941 58
Non-operating revenues ....... 38,556 95

Total gross revenues, including revenues in Canadian
currency at $1 per Canadian dollar .... $1,849,831 83

Less discount on revenues in Canadian currency

Total gross revenues as expressed in United States
dollars $1,849,831 83

Operating Expenses:
Operation

......... $413,006 16
Maintenance ......... 131,406 61
Taxes (except income taxes) ...... 184,600 29

Total operation, maintenance and taxes (except income
taxes), including items in Canadian currency at $1 per
Canadian dollar .......

$729,013 06
Less discount on items in Canadian currency ...

-

Total operation, maintenance and taxes (except income
taxes) as expressed in United States dollars . $729,013 06

Provision for depreciation and amortization:
Provision for depreciation of

Tunnel $79,044 24
Building, machinery, etc. .....

51,878 49
Automotive equipment

......
576 24

Provision for amortization of land, casements and
intangibles 16,939 68

Total operating expenses and taxes (except income taxes) $877,451 71
Gross income before income taxes .... $972,380 12$972,380 12
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Income Deductions;

Interest on first mortgage bonds
..... $21,233 34

Other interest ....... 137 52
Amortization of debt expense ...... 6,590 70
Canadian exchange credit

......

Total income deductions
...... $27,961 56

Net income before income taxes .... $944,418 56

Provisions for United States and Canadian Taxes on:
Income

.......... 321,873 22

Net income for the fiscal year ..... $622,545 34

Any comparison with the financial report of the Sumner
Tunnel must take into consideration that the Detroit
company operates a bus line as well as a tunnel, and that
the property is subject to taxation and must earn a profit.

The conclusion appears warranted that the project is
financially successful, but only after approximately
$14,000,000 of capital has been washed out. The tolls
charged are at a rate of 50 cents per vehicle plus 5 cents
for every passenger.

The Ambassador bridge, owned by the Detroit Inter-
national Bridge Company and The Canadian Transit
Company, a subsidiary corporation, was constructed
about the same time as the tunnel at a cost of $14,000,000.
The enterprise was not financially successful until the
bridge company was reorganized in 1938 with a capital
reduced to $2,500,000 on which a dividend is paid at the
rate of 6 per cent. At the time reorganization took place,
the single item of taxes due the city, county and state
approximated $BOO,OOO.

The bridge is a four-lane structure, and tolls which
were collected from 2,500,000 users last year are in the
same amount as the tunnel tolls, repeating, 50 cents
per vehicle plus 5 cents per passenger. In both instances
an arrangement exists to purchase tokens which reduce
somewhat the rates stated, and similar conditions as
apply to the tunnel permit the cities of Detroit and
Windsor to take over the bridge at the expiration of
■sixty years.



1949.] HOUSE —No. 2044. 11

The experiences in connection with the Detroit bridge
and tunnel indicate some of the difficulties to be encoun-
tered in the construction and operation of a similar proj-
ect, whether the structures are publicly or privately
owned and operated, although it may be taken for granted
that the international factor existing in Detroit has
created added difficulties.

From all of the information gathered, the Committee
has come to the conclusion and recommends that the
bridge proposed by House Bill No. 2257 should not be
undertaken at the present time for the following sum-
marized reasons:

1. The proposal is premature and no complete plans are
in existence.

2. The cost of the structure in the present construction
market, and of land required for approaches, would be
prohibitive.

3. A warranted difference of opinion exists whether a
bridge or a tunnel would best serve the city.

4. The height of a bridge adjacent to the airport in
which $50,000,000 has been invested would menace the
safety of aircraft using the airport.

5. Neither a tunnel nor a bridge should be constructed
until knowledge exists that the structure will fit into a
program and master plan which must be adopted to
release existing traffic congestion and problems of the
city.

6. The opinion appears warranted that private capital
for a second bridge is lacking, and public taxation and
credit either of the city or state is already overburdened.

7. No further bridge construction should be under-
taken until some experience is had with the operation of
the Mystic River bridge now under construction. One
bridge at a time is enough.

It could happen that if two bridges were constructed

Conclusions and Recommendations.
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simultaneously, the divided use and split revenue could
make both structures a financial white elephant.structures a financial white elephant.
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I

I have subscribed to the main conclusions of this report
and have accordingly signed the same. However, Ido so
with certain reservations.

1. I do not agree with item No. 4, under “Conclusions
and Recommendations.” I feel that the height of the pro-
posed bridge would not menace the safety of aircraft
using the airport.

2. I do not agree with item No. 7, under “Conclusions
and Recommendations.” I am of the opinion that the
Mystic River bridge will have no effect on the relief of
traffic congestion, which in my belief can only be solved
at some future time by the building of a bridge to East
Boston.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PHILIP G. BOWKER.








