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To the Honorable Senate and House of ‘illative

Although the choice of a specific state agency which
would have actual supervision over proposed state public
beaches is still to be decided as we file this report, the
Shore Protection Commission is pleased to note that
there is unanimity among the interested groups that
something concrete should be done and done this year.

Interest in public beaches has mounted enormously
over the years the Commission has been studying the
subject. Massachusetts is engaged in a highway building
program of huge proportions that covers every section of
our State. As vast new stretches of roadway are opened,
residents of inland communities as far from the ocean
as the Berkshires find they can reach salt water com-
fortably, safely and conveniently over this modernized
road network.

The very ease with which our citizens can travel to the
seacoast has contributed greatly to the demand for public
beaches. This is also true of tourists from other parts of
the nation who come to visit our historical shrines, and
other attractions, and would like to stay to enjoy our
beaches. It is embarrassing, to say the least, that a great
commonwealth like Massachusetts, with 2,200 miles of
shore line, should have less than 17 miles of public beaches
for the pleasure and enjoyment of 4,600,000 residents
and uncounted thousands of visitors.
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There is another aspect of prime importance and it
might, in this connection, be well to recall the words of
the Commission in a previous report:

. . . the beneficial results obtained from public beaches from the
health and recreational points of view are well known. Less under-
stood is the boost given the state’s economy when such assets are used
by our residents and visitors from other parts of the country. Yet
these latter benefits have a real dollar-and-cents value that can be
rung up on the cash register.

Moreover, when general business is affected adversely, the recrea-
tional industry has its own “cushion” because the number of people
seeking rest and diversion does not fall off in the same ratio. Come
what may, Americans are determined to enjoy their leisure, and the
tendency toward longer vacation periods and more special days off
has accelerated this trend in recent years.

The automobile put the nation on wheels and made every state
recreation-conscious because of the vast sums spent by visitors. To
put it bluntly, Massachusetts stands to gain more if modernized high-
ways are used to convey visitors to our tourist attractions, where they
remain to enjoy themselves and spend their money, than to speed
them from border to border. .

.
.

Not only would the creation of state beaches represent a splendid
addition to Massachusetts recreational assets, but there would be
other gains for our general economy. Experience has shown that
many small businesses are developed, such as gas stations, stores,
restaurants, rooming houses, etc., and realty values in the immediate
neighborhood are enhanced and become stabilized in the general area.
Further, adjacent property owners are encouraged to take steps to
preserve their property from erosion and repair damage caused by
wind and wave in the past.

Granted that there is a demand, and that satisfying
that demand will create enduring recreational assets for
our people and our visitors while at the same time pro-
ducing badly needed revenues from secondary improve-
ments, the crux of the problem is the method to be
utilized to conform to that demand. There has been no
dearth of suggestions, proposals or recommendations
from persons and groups interested in the matter. We
wish to review briefly some of them:

1. That seacoast communities establish public beaches
as “living memorials” to the fallen heroes of all wars.
This suggestion of the Commission failed to elicit re-
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spouse because the whole burden would descend with
crushing force on a single community, usually a small
one, while the major benefits would be reaped mainly by
non-residents.

2. That two or more seacoast communities, geographi-
cally similar and topographically contiguous, join in
establishing public beaches incorporating the “living
memorial” idea if they desire and thus divide the
cost. This variant was also proposed by the Commission.
It proved inacceptable because, while the cost would be
shared, it would still be too heavy a burden for the
collaborating communities.

The further suggestion that the State assist the com-
munities financially was not considered attractive be-
cause of the ever-present fear that “home rule” would
be encroached upon as the commonwealth set up stand-
ards in return for its assistance.

3. That the State, through one of its agencies, take
over the whole burden in view of the fact that public
beaches would represent a state recreational asset avail-
able not only to our residents but also as a tourist attrac-
tion that would bring many thousands of dollars to
Massachusetts. The Commission, in making the pro-
posal, felt that the financial cost should not be borne
exclusively by the state’s taxpayers; rather, that the
users of the beaches and facilities should finance the
development by the payment of reasonable charges.

The Commission specifically proposed that the State
issue revenue bonds which could be sold at a lower rate
of interest and thus reduce annual fixed charges of the
public beach. Those using the beach would pay reason-
able fees for the various facilities, and there would be
additional revenue from concessions. The revenue would
pay all amortization charges and, in time, provide a
revolving fund for the creation of more beaches.

The fairness of this recommendation, made after ex-
tensive studies of the methods used to finance and main-
tain public beaches on the east and west coasts, was evi-
dent to all; it is now generally accepted that Massachu-
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setts should use this most equitable means of financing
its public beach program.

4. Another suggestion was that there be set up within,
but not part of, the state department of conservation a
state division of beaches which would be supervised by a
commission of seven members, three to be appointed by
the Governor and four state officials, ex officiis. The
Governor’s appointees would serve three-year terms, one,
as chairman, would receive $B,OOO annually and the two
associates $2,500 annually. The ex officii members would
be the state commissioners of public works and conserva-
tion, the chairman of the State Planning Board, and a
member of the State Art Commission. The seven beach
commission members would appoint a beach director who
would be in direct charge of carrying out its duties. The
beach division would have to obtain specific authoriza-
tion from the Legislature to acquire beach property by
eminent domain.

5. It was also proposed that the Legislature appropri-
ate money forthwith to develop the state-owned Salis-
bury Beach reservation. Management of this beach has
been criticized by many persons as a bad example of
state management. The Commission does not intend to
comment on this; it wishes, however, to emphasize its
belief that there would be immediate improvement if
Salisbury Beach were treated as part of a comprehensive
program for the development of state beaches based on
adequate financing.

6. It was recommended that there be established a
separate agency to be known as the Ocean Beach and
Waterways Authority (to which the division of water-
ways in the state department of public works would be
transferred) which would be required to develop a pro-
gram of new beach acquisitions at the earliest practicable
moment; and that said Authority be authorized to pro-
ceed at once in the development of Salisbury Beach and
the Province Lands on Cape Cod on a self-supporting
basis.

This recommendation was made by Governor Herter,
who has shown a strong interest in the matter of public
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beaches, in his Inaugural Message. At the same time he
recommended that the department of conservation be
reorganized, by which it would be headed by a five-man
board authorized to appoint a commissioner as its chief
executive officer. His pertinent words on public beaches
follow:

I believe strongly that we should develop an ocean beach program,
but such development of ocean beaches should, in my opinion, be
placed in a separate Authority. I recommend further that the divi-
sion of waterways in tiie public works department be abolished and its
functions and property transferred to this authority, which might well
be called an Ocean Beach and Waterways Authority.

The question of the acquisition by the state of further beaches is
an urgent one. The longer we postpone a decision in this matter the
more difficult and expensive it will be to acquire such properties.

I, therefore, recommend that such Authority be required to develop
a program of new beach acquisitions at the earliest practicable mo-
ment, and that it be authorized to proceed at once in the development
of Salisbury Beach, and the Province Lands on Cape Cod, both of
which are already owned by the state, as a model for future planning
of such projects, which should be made self-supporting without in any
way destroying the natural beauties which now exist.

It is evident from the number and variety of methods
proposed for the construction and supervision of a state
beach program matched by proposals for development
of specific beaches by local authorities and interested
organizations that there is a wide divergence of opinion
as to the agency which will have as its chief duty the
establishment, management and maintenance of state
beaches. This is of importance to the state's recreational
industry, for the Commission found the problems of state
beaches inextricably woven with those of recreation.
There does seem to be an agreement that the best way
to finance the beach program is the issuance of state
bonds which fees and rentals would pay off at maturity
and, in time, furnish additional moneys for development.

The conflict between advocates of state control and
proponents of local supervision of state-financed beaches
is a serious one that has materially delayed the start of a
well-planned public beach program.

In this connection we would like to quote a statement
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made by Lt.-Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Engineers,
U. S. Army, made before the American Shore and Beach
Preservation Association at Atlantic City, N. J., last
May. The Beach Erosion Board, the federal agency di-
rectly concerned with shore protection, is a part of the
Corps of Engineers.

General Pick was discussing beach erosion and shore
protection, two vital aspects of any public beach pro-
gram, and the Commission feels his words are apropos to
the state versus local control discussion. He said in part:

. . . Shore protection projects have most often been financed and
sponsored on a community basis. It is understandable for a commu-
nity to prefer the plan of protection which calls for the lowest cost.
Without proper education in beach erosion solutions, a community
is not likely to adopt a plan of protection that involves replacing lost
beach material every few years, especially when one of the principal
advantages of the replacement plan is the protection of a neighboring
community. Likewise, the latter community is reluctant to contribute
in advance of actually experiencing erosion. In other words, you
can’t get your neighbors up and down the coast to contribute to your
problem unless they are convinced it is in their interest also.

. , . Generally, it does not appear that there can be any major im-
provement in shore protection methods until the base of local financing
is broadened. It is increasingly evident that consideration of the
problem at the state level is the method most likely to produce the
greatest economic advantage to the public as a whole under the present
conditions.

Opponents of state control marshal some salient facts
in support of their position. The Commission members
have received many letters from citizens on this subject,
and others have written to editors of newspapers. We
shall quote an excerpt from a letter written by John R.
Tunis of Barnstable, a former member of the State Police,
which appeared in the Boston Herald, because it sum-
marizes the arguments of the advocates of local control:

. . . Those who believe in state control want the state to finance,
administer and operate the beach program. We that believe in local
control also have two schools of thought: one, an all-out local control
through county, district or individual town control; the other thought
is local control, with state financial aid to start these projects which
would be self-liquidating eventually. Since the trend in government
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today is toward decentralization, this makes sense. Traditionally, it
has been the purpose of our central government to aid our communities,
not to take them over.

. . . The argument now comes up if the state is expected to pay
for these (beach) programs why shouldn’t [it] run them? The answer
is obvious: first, the state has a reputation for failure in operating
recreational areas; second, we’ve had more than our share of malad-
ministration by centralized government; third, there is no substitute
for local pride, interest and scrutiny. We know who can and who
cannot be hurt in the taking of land. We know just how much of a
problem there is and will be from the trend of growth and we can make
the necessary projections for the maximum growth consistent witli
our physical capacity to take care of the public demand and herein
lies the secret of setting up those facilities to the satisfaction of all and
at minimum cost.

The Commission has given much thought to the matter
of state versus local control. On the one hand, we have
strong convictions that if General Pick, with his vast ex-
perience, is correct in his view that shore protection and
beach erosion are so vital that they must be carried out
at the state level, then the whole beach development pro-
gram should be state-controlled; and that there should
not be a division of authority between the State, main-
taining the beaches, and local communities handling the
management of the facilities.

Furthermore, the Commission felt that state control
and supervision would induce a broader outlook, would
permit greater co-ordination with other state recreational
programs, would insure higher and more uniform stand-
ards for the protection and pleasure of those visiting the
beaches, and would eliminate the possibility, however re-
mote it may appear to be, that local politics and preju-
dices would hamper or harm the beach program.

On the other hand, living in a commonwealth which
fostered and promoted the town meeting form of govern-
ment so that every citizen could have his say, the Com-
mission felt there is considerable merit in the desire for
local representation in the management of the state pub-
lic beach program.

We, therefore, offer the following recommendation in
the belief that it will permit the advantages of state super-
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vision over a broad development program and at the same
time allow local citizens to participate in the management
of beach projects in their own communities.

We recommend that the state development of a beach
program take in as many projects as possible, but that
each project be treated separately and individually as to
its management. The management, under the Commis-
sion’s recommendation, would consist of the chairman of
the local board of selectmen or mayor of a city, and a
representative of the state agency supervising the beach
program, ex officiis, and three appointees of the Gov-
ernor who shall be citizens of the community (or com-
munities) wherein the beach is located. None would re-
ceive compensation, terms of office would be for three
years, and first appointees would have staggered terms so
that there would be an appointee each year after the first.

The management group would be called Trustees of
the Beach Reservation, and one of the local
citizens would be named chairman. Thus, the line of
authority would connect the trustees, concerned with the
actual management of the beach, and the state agency,
concerned with the beach program as a whole.

The trustees idea is not new; it has been working well
in the state department mental health and the state
schools for years. We believe that with the slight change
we have made to conform to special conditions, it will
work equally well with the beach program.

The Commission has been concerned, in these days of
heavy taxes, with the costs of creating and maintaining
the proposed state beaches. Much of the money would
go to construct buildings and provide facilities of one
kind or another. Considerable money will be spent for
ordinary labor. Much of this labor can be done, and
done well in the opinion of the Commission, by prisoners
from state correctional institutions.

Prison labor camps have been established in several
sections of the State. The prisoners, all carefully selected,
have saved the State large sums of money while enjoying
healthful outdoor exercise. We feel confident that the
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state departments of conservation and correction could
co-operate on a plan providing these benefits, particularly
as Conservation Commissioner Arthur T. Lyman for-
merly headed the department of correction. Commis-
sioner Lyman is on record as stating that Massachusetts
can build up recreation to a half billion dollar industry.

Members of the Commission are also members of the
legislative committee on harbors and public lands, which
holds hearings on bills dealing with beach projects and
problems. Further, as legislators we shall consider and
vote on proposals for reorganization of state departments
and agencies concerned with shore protection and beach
development. It would not be seemly, at this time, to
announce our opinions in advance of these hearings.
Therefore we have refrained from endorsing specific beach
projects, nor have we taken a public stand on the pro-
posed departmental reorganizations.

The Commission has been in close touch with the
American Shore and Beach Preservation Association, the
national organization representing 27 states with ocean
and lake fronts that are concerned with shore and beach
problems. Our chairman, Senator Charles W. Olson,
has been a director of the association for several years.

In 1947 the Commission, with the assistance of Gov-
ernor Bradford, was instrumental in having the associa-
tion hold its annual meeting in Boston. This year, at
the request of the Commission, Governor Herter ex-
tended an invitation to the association members to meet
in Massachusetts again. The invitation was accepted
and the convention will be held in Boston June 11 and 12.

Members of the association deal with shore and beach
problems constantly and we wT ere pleasantly surprised
to find that many of them were familiar with Massachu-
setts’ peculiar problems. In discussing our seacoast, and
the matter of beach development, we were able in in-
formal talks to obtain valuable advice from the associa-
tion members and the staff of the Beach Erosion Board
of the Army Engineers who attended the convention.
To have brought these experts to our State, and obtain



HOUSE No. 2469. [Mar. 1953.12

their expert judgment in special consultations, would
have cost thousands of dollars. We believe it is rather
unusual for a legislative commission to be the means
whereby two national conventions were brought to our
capital city.

With the development of a state beach development
program, we believe it is imperative that the Commission
continue its work. The Commission should be a liaison
between the Legislature, the state officials directly con-
cerned in the work, local authorities and the people who
will use the beaches. For that reason we have appended
legislation to continue the Commission for another year.

Respectfully submitted

CHARLES W. OLSON,
Chairman

JOHN L. GALLANT,
Vice-Chairman
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