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REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMISSION TO IN-
VESTIGATE RELATIVE TO STATE AS-
SISTANCE TO VETERANS IN ACQUIRING
FARMS AND HOMES.

The unpaid special commission, 1 created by Resolves
of 1933, chapter 7, “for the purpose of investigating the
subject matter of current house bill numbered five hun-
dred and fifty-two, providing state assistance to veterans
in acquiring farms and homes,” reports the result of its
investigation.

The Extent and Manner of Conduct of the
Investigation.

The investigation was limited, as stated in the resolve,
to the subject matter set forth in said house bill and was
conducted by hearings and by inquiries.

Hearings.

The Commission held two public hearings, 2 notifica-
tion of which, in the absence of any authorization in the
resolve to incur any expenses, was given by free pub-
licity in the press, by mailing to the State Departments

Cljc Commontoealth of Massachusetts

The Commission organized October 2, with the Attorney General, first named in the
resolve, as chairman; Laurence B. Boston, Director of the Division of Reclamatic
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of Veterans of Foreign Wars, the American Legion,
Spanish War and Civil War, and by placement of notices
in the post-office boxes of the Representatives and Sen-
ators while the Legislature was in special session. Only
representatives of the United Spanish War Veterans, the
American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and
certain members of the House of Representatives who
filed the bill, and a few others, appeared or were recorded
as endorsing the subject matter of the bill. A few per-
sons appeared in opposition.

House Bill No. 552.

The title of House Bill No. 552 is “An Act establishing
the Veterans’ Farm and Home Purchase Board, and de-
fining its Powers and Duties.”

House Bill No. 552 is composed of three sections. Sec-
tion 1 would amend General Laws (Tercentenary edition),
chapter 6, section 17, by placing the proposed “veterans’
farm and home purchase board” with other boards under
the Governor and Council; section 2 would amend chap-
ter 6 by adding after section 41 eight new sections, num-
bered 42 to 49, relating to the purchase of farms, homes
or home sites; and section 3, by declaring that any un-
constitutionality in any provisions shall not invalidate
the remaining portions of the bill.

The subject matter of House Bill No. 552 for particular
investigation, therefore, is found in section 2.

The Subject Matter in General.

Succinctly, by way of summary, the subject matter of
these provisions is the raising of money by sale, from
time to time, of bonds of the Commonwealth (whose prin-
cipal and interest shall be paid out of the general revenue
of the Commonwealth derived from taxation and with-
out reimbursement) for the purpose of purchasing farms
(not in excess of $5,000 in value) or any home or home
sites (not in excess of $7,500 in value) for resale at “recip-
rocal” prices (upon payment of 10 per cent in case of
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a farm, 5 per cent in case of a home or home site, and the
balance and interest over twenty years) to “veterans”
who shall select such farms, homes or home sites and who
are not now holders or who would not reason of such
purchase become holders of land exceeding $5,000 in
value if a farm, or $7,500 in value if a home or home site.

Digest of Provisions Composing the Subject
Matter.

A brief digest of the eight sections proposed as addi-
tions to General Laws, chapter 6, to effect the foregoing
is as follows:

Section 42 provides for the creation of a Veterans’
Farm and Home Purchase Board of five persons, the
State Treasurer and the Commissioner of State Aid and
Pensions, ex officiis, and three citizens of the Common-
wealth, who shall be veterans, appointed by the Gover-
nor, the chairman to receive $5,000 and the other ap-
pointees of the Governor to receive $3,000 each.

Section 43 provides that the Board, subject to the ap-
proval of the Governor and Council, shall appoint and
fix the compensation of such employees as may be neces-
sary, and make rules and regulations for carrying out the
act.

Section 44 provides that the Board may purchase land,
not exceeding $5,000 in value, for sale to a veteran “for
agricultural purposes,” or a home or home site, not ex-
ceeding $7,500 in value, for sale to a veteran, but not to
any veteran if, in case of a farm he would thereby become
the holder of land exceeding $5,000 in value, or, in case
of a home or home site, he would become the holder of
land exceeding $7,500 in value. It also provides that
the Board, in making a sale, shall give preference to vet-
erans wounded or disabled while members of the military
or naval forces of the United States and “who are other-
wise qualified.”

Section 45 provides that any person, firm or corpora-
tion “within the commonwealth” may list with the board
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any real estate in the Commonwealth and the price at
which it will be sold.

Section 46 provides that, whenever any veteran appli-
cant has selected the land or home he desires to purchase,
the Board shall proceed to buy the same from the owner
for not more than $5,000 if a farm, nor more than $7,500
if a home or home site, upon being satisfied of the “de-
sirability of the real estate and of the ability” of the vet-
eran applicant (line 65), and upon agreement of the vet-
eran applicant to reside on the real estate within six
months from the date of purchase by the Board (lines
65-85). The price at which the Board is to sell the real
estate to a veteran applicant shall be reciprocal to the
price paid by the Board for its purchase, “taking into
account the difference, if any, in the interest rate to be
paid on deferred installments by the board and the ap-
plicant respectively,” and shall include the cost of the
real estate and all expenses, including interest, adminis-
tration, appraisals, examination of title, incidental ex-
penses and such sum as is deemed necessary to meet
unforeseen contingencies (lines 85-98).

The veteran purchasers must make an initial payment
of at least 10 per cent in the case of a farm, and at least
5 per cent in the case of a home or home site, the balance
to be amortized over a period not exceeding twenty years,
together with interest at 5 per cent compounded at
periods fixed by the Board.

The veteran purchaser is to have the right on any in-
stallment date to pay any installments remaining unpaid
(lines 98-110). The Board can postpone “for good
cause” the whole or any part of the principal of the sale
price or interest thereon, other than the initial payment
(lines 110-115).

The Board is authorized to determine the terms of the
contract of sale to the veteran purchaser, but, unless the
Board consents, the veteran cannot transfer, assign,
mortgage or sublet the real estate, in whole or in part,
until he has paid in full and has complied with any terms
and conditions in the contract for purchase (lines 115-
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123). Before the Board may purchase any real estate
for sale to a veteran applicant, an appraisement of the
market value must be filed with it, made by an “inherit-
ance tax appraiser of the county, in which the real estate
or some portion is situated, and by at least two members
of the Board,” and by the president, cashier or manager
of a banking corporation, formed under and by virtue of
the laws of the Commonwealth, and having its principal
place of business in the county, or city and county, where
the real estate or portion thereof is situated, or, if there
be none such, by such officer of such a banking corpora-
tion having its principal place of business in a county
adjacent thereto (lines 123-147).

Section 47 provides that the contract of sale by the
Board to the veteran purchaser shall contain provisions
that he shall maintain the farm or home as his place of
residence, and keep in good order and repair all buildings,
fences and other permanent improvements, and, if re-
quired by the Board, shall “insure and keep insured” all
buildings on said land, and in such companies as the Board
may specify, and, if the Board requires, give some form
of accident or health insurance sufficient to carry him or
his family through a period of illness to enable him to make
payments when due (lines 148-164).

Before the Board may purchase any real estate, selected
by a veteran applicant, the Board shall cause the title to
be examined and require an abstract or unlimited certifi-
cate, and may request the opinion of the Attorney General
(lines 164-171).

The Board may cancel the contract of sale by it to the
veteran purchaser in the event of failure to comply with
any of its terms (lines 172-177).

Section 48 provides that to raise the money to enable
the Board to purchase farms and homes and home sites,
the State Treasurer “shall” from time to time “issue and
sell” “Veterans’ Farm and Home Purchase Loan” bonds
of the Commonwealth at public and private sale “to any
amount specified by the board,” after approval by the
Governor and Council, upon the serial payment plan for
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such maximum term of years as the Governor may recom-
mend, and bearing such interest rate, payable semi-
annually, as the State Treasurer with the approval of the
Governor and Council may fix (lines 178-195).

From the proceeds of the sale of the bonds, the Board
shall establish a “revolving fund” to be known as the
Veterans’ Farm and Home Building Fund, in an amount
determined by the Board with the approval of the Gover-
nor and Council (lines 195-200). The principal and
interest on said bonds are to be paid from the general
revenue of the Commonwealth (lines 200-202).

Section 49 provides that the money paid to the Board
by veteran purchasers shall be deposited in this fund and
“be available under the same conditions as the original
appropriation” (lines 203-206).

Considerations affecting the Subject Matter.
The Commission understands that the function as-

signed to it by the resolve is that of report to the Legis-
lature upon those various considerations involved in the
subject matter of House Bill No. 552, so that the Legis-
lature may be aided in its deliberation of the bill.

These considerations, among others, are the cost of the
establishment of the Board and of its administration;
the likely cost to the public, through taxation, for pay-
ment of principal and interest on bonds whose proceeds
are to be utilized to purchase the land for veteran appli-
cants; the likely extent of utilization of its provisions by
veteran applicants; the extent of any public exigency,
occasioning or warranting, as a social policy, the purchase
of land at public expense and its resale to certain veterans
upon terms unavailable to other veterans or to any other
citizen.

The objective of the plan itself is, as specified in the
provisions of the bill for its adoption, to accomplish the
designs of “promoting the public good” and of “furnish-
ing to veterans an opportunity to purchase farms, homes
and home sites” (lines 42-44).
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1. Cost.
(a) Cost of Creation of the Veterans’ Farm and Home

Purchase Board.
The cost of the establishment of the Board would in-

clude the salaries of the salaried members of the Board,
stated in the bill as SI 1,000 (lines 22-23), and the expenses
of all members, incurred in the discharge of their duties
(lines 23-28). As the only duties apparent from the
face of the bill, which would require expense are those
of travel for at least two members of the Board in apprais-
ing real estate to be purchased (line 142), such expenses
cannot be estimated, contingent, as they would be, upon
location of sites and number appraised.

(b) Cost of Administration of the Board
The cost of administration would depend upon the

number of employees appointed and their compensation,
as fixed by the Board, with the approval of the Governor
and Council, plus such expenditures as are necessary “in
order to execute efficiently the functions vested in the
board” (lines 32-33), which would include, among others,
the functions of administering the rules and regulations it
is authorized to make (lines 29-41); of ascertaining “the
desirability of the real estate and of the ability of the
applicant” (lines 72-73); of making contracts for pur-
chases from owners (lines 82-85), and for resale to veteran
purchasers (lines 85-89); of ascertaining expenses and
costs incurred by the Board in such purchases and resale,
for administration, for appraisals (lines 124-147) pre-
sumably payable by the Board in the first instance to the
president, cashier or manager of one of the banks desig-
nated in the bill, and to the “inheritance tax appraiser”
of the county designated in the bill for examinations of
titles (lines 165-171); and presumably payable by the
Board, in the first instance, either in fees to some private
title examiner, or else in compensation to an employee of
the Board, and for incidentals (lines 92-98).
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(c) Cost of Purchases of Farms, Homes or Home Sites.
The principal and interest of whatever loan or loans

may be made to raise moneys for the purchase of farms,
homes or home sites if not, also, the cost of maintenance
of the Board and its functions must be paid out of the
public treasury and supplied by taxation (lines 201-203).

The amount or amounts of this principal or these
principals will depend upon the amount or amounts of the
bond issues necessary to raise the money to make the
purchases, and such amounts, in turn, will depend upon
the factors of what veterans are to be eligible, of the desire
and number of veterans made eligible for farms or homes
or home sites of the value designated, and of the avail-
ability of farms, homes or home sites of such value.

(d) Cost as Dependent upon Class of Veterans made
Eligible.

The word “veterans” is not defined in the bill.
If it is assumed that the benefits of the act are to be

extended to veterans as defined in General Laws, chapter
31, section 21 (to enable the benefit of preference in the
civil service), the general class of veterans who would be
eligible under the bill to secure such farms, homes or home
sites and to request the Board to purchase the same, and
to resell to them, would be, in general, persons who had
served in the army, navy or marine corps of the United
States in time of war or insurrection and had been honor-
ably discharged from such service or released from active
duty therein, and who either were citizens of the Com-
monwealth at the time of induction into such service, or
had resided in the Commonwealth for five consecutive
years next prior to the date of filing application with the
Board for such purchase. Whatever may be the general
class of veterans to be defined by the Legislature, the
bill provides that, of such class, applicants are to be “of
the ability” satisfactory to the Board (line 73), and who
would agree to “actually reside upon such real estate
within six months from the date of purchase” from the
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Board (lines 74-77), and who would select a farm which
might be purchased by the Board for not more than $5,000
or wT ould select a home or home site which might be pur-
chased by the Board for not more than $7,500 (lines 42-
49, 78-82), and who would not thereby become the holder
of land exceeding $5,000 in value, if the Board contracted
to sell him the farm he selected, or become the holder of
land exceeding $7,500 in value, if the Board contracted to
sell him the home or home site he selected (lines 49-54).
If a life expectancy of twenty years, to assure completion
of payments during the lifetime of an applicant, is in-
tended by the bill to be considered as a factor influencing
any selection among applicants, it is evident that chiefly
or only veterans of the World War would be eligible. 1

(e) Cost as Dependent upon Number of Applicants out
of the Class made Eligible.

The Commission was unable to obtain any estimate as
to the number of veterans eligible to the benefits of the
measure, nor the number, out of those eligible and quali-
fied, who might be likely to make application, nor the
likelihood of farm selections or of home or home site selec-
tions. Even a canvass, had such been possible, of all
banks for ascertainment of all veteran applicants for
loans for purchase of farms or homes or home sites not
exceeding $5,000 or $7,500 in value, respectively would
not have disclosed the extent or likelihood of utilization
of the proposal, for it could not indicate the total number
of veterans now or hereafter eligible, nor yield an estimate
as to the percentage of veterans who might apply.

It is therefore conjectural as to what might be the
present number of eligible and qualified applicants, and
as to what might be the character of the purchase desired.
If a five-year residence is required (as in civil service), it
is, of course, also conjectural as to the number of veterans,

age age of 20 at the time of discharge from service) is 30 years at least. United States white

males (Original Registration States), 1919-20; life expectancy at 35 is 32.6 years; at 40 is 28.8
years; and at 45 is 25 years; data in Department of Banking and Insurance, Division of
Insurance.
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besides those who were citizens of Massachusetts at the
time of induction into service and who have since moved
away, who might come or return to Massachusetts for the
purpose of obtaining the benefits proposed by the bill.

Assuming that only one hundred qualified veterans
should apply, and desired farm land of the maximum
value of $5,000, the principal of the loan would be
$500,000; assuming that only one hundred who desired
homes should apply, the principal wmuld be $750,000;
assuming that there were only one hundred who applied
and each desired a home site, the principal would be
$750,000; and assuming that one hundred of each class
applied and desired the respective purchases, the initial
bond issue for 300 veterans would total $2,000,000 addi-
tional state indebtedness. If 1,200 applied, in the same
ratio, it would require a bond issue of $8,000,000; 1 if
one-tenth of the World War veterans applied, a bond
issue of $80,000,000.

(/) Cost as Dependent on Future Requests for Purchases.
Whatever may be found as to the initial number of

applicants and the character and value of the land de-
sired, it must be expected, as a certainty, that once the
benefits have been extended to any eligible and qualified
veterans, these benefits may not be denied to every such
veteran whenever he may desire that the Board make
such purchase for him, and it must be expected as a
fundamental that faith must be kept as a matter of honor
with every such veteran to enable him to secure a farm
or home or home site whenever he may desire, although
he may not now apply for the benefits.

It follows that the Commission is unable to estimate
either the present or future extent of requirement for
bond issues, but may only apprise the Legislature that,
if there be any bond issues for any eligible and qualified
veterans, there will be a continuing moral obligation to

1 Records of the Adjutant General’s office show that there an
450 Civil War veterans, between 6,000 and 7,000 Spanish War
War veterans: if only one-tenth of World War veterans applied

Ib out
and 160,000 World
‘ligible, calculation

for an initial bond issue would require provision for 16,000.
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supply moneys, through further bond issues, for purchases
for every eligible and qualified veteran, if the fund is in-
sufficient to so supply.

(gr) Cost as Dependent on Liquidity of the Fund to
enable Purchases requested.

Under the bill, all the proceeds of the bonds (lines
195-196) and of the payments by purchasers (lines 203-
206) are to go into a revolving fund (line 196) for the
purchase of land, and presumably (lines 205-206) for
meeting the cost of salaries, expenses of administration,
appraisals, examinations of title, travel and incidental
expenses, and, in the event of cancellation of contracts,
any expenses in keeping a farm or home in good order
and in repairing buildings and fences, and in making
permanent improvements and in insuring any buildings
against fire. As all the principal and interest on all
loans are to be paid from the public treasury (line 201),
it follows that the public treasury must always meet all
principal and interest on all loans made at any time for
land purchases, and that the public treasury will not be
relieved of this liability until such time as no further
loans will be required to be made, that is, practically
when the amounts paid into the fund from proceeds of
the sale of bonds and by purchasers shall have so ac-
cumulated as to sustain the cost of maintenance of the
Board and its functions and ;
to enable the Board to make i
82-103) of desirable land or
erans of ability “desire and
67), without recourse to the
bill, to request the State Trea
of the Commonwealth to an
it has also power to specify.

hall have become sufficient
;uch purchases (lines 42-49,
homes, when and as vet-
lelect” the same (lines 65-
power vested in it by the
;urer to issue and sell bonds
amount which, by the bill,

Obviously it would be impossible to predict at what
time the fund would become so sufficient that no further
loans would be required, for no one may calculate the
number of applicants from time to time, the “desirability
of the real estate” selected by them, the “ability of the
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applicant,” the possible defaults subjecting the original
fund to depletion, the punctuality, in the installment
payments extending over twenty years, sustaining and
augmenting the original fund, the future popularity or
unpopularity, with veteran applicants, of this mode of
acquisition of farms, homes and home sites, or the extent
to which veterans may have future recourse to occupation
of homestead sites in western States enabled by Federal
provision or the provisions of 1 such States.

2. Feasibleness of Plan; Factors upon which it is
Dependent.

As to whether the plan itself is feasible depends upon
the likely vicissitudes and circumstances, economic and
otherwise, of eligible and qualified veterans enabling
them to meet the terms of payment; upon the available-
ness of farms, not exceeding $5,000 in value, which owners
will be willing to sell and which are sufficiently desirable
“for agricultural purposes” (line 46); upon the equip-
ment of any farm-veteran purchasers, in farm utilities,
in stock, in knowledge of successful farming, or in ca-
pacity to counter economic burdens, which capable
farmers say have devastated the industry, to enable
them to meet their installments over a twenty-year period
as well as the expenses of farming and of living; upon
the frequency or infrequency of event of inability of
veteran purchasers to meet such payments, or of event
of death and resultant non-payment by heirs of a de-
cedent, within the twenty-year period, whereby the
Board would be required to dispose of such land or to
repossess such land and meet payment of taxes, upkeep
of the property and outlays for repairs; upon likelihood
of successful disposition without loss; upon the frequency
of events wherein “for good cause the board may post-
pone from time to time the payment of the whole or any
part of the principal or interest (line 112) other than the

1 See the “American Magazine,” March, 1932, p. 54 et seq., for account purporting to show
acreages in States available for homesteading as compiledby the General Land Office, Depart-
ment of the Interior.
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initial payment,” whereby it would be responsible for
carrying, if not maintaining, the property. Any one
may express an opinion upon the likelihood or unlikeli-
hood of the occurrence of any of these contingencies,
with as much certainty as any other.

(a) Feasibleness as Dependent upon Regularity of Pay-
ments by Purchasers.

The Commission assumes that there may be available
suitable farm lands; undoubtedly there are many homes
or home sites. As to availableness of real estate of the
value stated and of desirability, the plan is feasible.

In the event of inability of veteran purchasers to con-
tinue installments, it is apparent that the Board will be-
come responsible for the maintenance of property until
such time as it may dispose of it. To calculate the num-
ber of defaults and the amount of liability to the Board
is to anticipate that there will be appreciable lapses,
which the Commission is disinclined to believe would
occur in normal times.

The bill provides that in all purchases “disabled vet-
erans” shall be given preference, but it does not define
“disability.” If the disability should affect capacity for
profitable labor on a farm, or for part-time employment
plus farm operation, or for wage earning to maintain
home payments, and the disabled veterans be without
other sufficient income, it is obvious that such disabled
veterans would be excluded as “applicants” not “of the
ability satisfactory to the board.” The disability,
whereby the bill purports that a veteran shall be pre-
ferred, might in actual practice be a cause that he be
deferred, for the bill requires such a veteran to be “other-
wise qualified” (line 58). So that the purported pref-
erence would not be likely to actually extend such pref-
erence, if any, to disabled veterans or to increase the oc-
casions of lapses. In the case of a farm, $5OO 1 (maximum)

1The reason for exacting a greater initial payment on a farm of less value than is exacted
a home or home site of greater value is not known to the Commission.
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is to be paid at once, and roughly $225 a year and inter-
est at 5 per cent for twenty years thereafter (lines 100-
107). In the case of a home or home site, s37s(maximum)
is to be paid at once, and about $356.25 and interest at
5 per cent for twenty years thereafter. 1 As to the life
expectancy of twenty years for completion of payments,
the present age of the World War veterans would indi-
cate likelihood of payment before death.2 So far as the
size of these amounts is a predicate for forming an opinion,
it does not appear to indicate that the amounts may not
be met, and there certainly is nothing demonstrable in
the class of prospective purchasers which would war-
rant a likelihood of appreciable lapses. If there be
anxiety in this respect, such lapses perhaps are more
likely to occur in the case of veteran purchasers of farms
without any farming experience whatever, and who, sub-
jected to hazards afflicting the whole farming industry,
might become unable to pay, and for whom the Board,
if it considered such to be “good cause” (line 112), might
“postpone the whole or any part of the principal or in-
terest due;” but such possibility need not be accepted
as condemnatory of the enterprise. The Board, more-
over, has power to make rules and regulations (lines 38-
41) and to pass upon “the ability of the applicant”
(line 73), and it is within its power to safeguard any
veteran who desires to purchase a farm and whose knowl-
edge of farming or whose capital is insufficient, or who
desires to purchase a home and whose disability pre-
cludes sufficient wage-earning or farm-producing, against
the assumption of such a burden. Undoubtedly there

It would seem that, with interest at the rate of 5 per cent to be paid by a veteran on out-
standing balances, the annu: init of purchase price applied to the pur-

ipplied to the purchase of a farm, $72.22;:hase of a home or homestead will h
and that if this is so the total cost to the C
1 per cent of the effective rate of the bonds,
and that therefore if the interest rate on th
$l,OOO of purchase price applied to a home v

ilth, over the twenty-year period per
vill be $114.92 for homes, and $lOB.BB for farms,
bonds to be issued is 35 per cent, the cost per
.1 be $402.22 over the twenty-year period. This

computation does not include the factor of cost of administering the plan or of profits or
losses occasioned by sale of real estate on which payments are not completed, as such factors
are indeterminable in advance. It would appear, therefore, on these assumptions, that the
percentage of the cost as applicable to veterans now aged 35 would be about 91 per cent plus,
to thoseaged 40about 89 per cent plus, and to those 45about 86 per cent plus. (Actuarial data
in Department of Banking and Insurance, Division of Insurance.)

Life expectancy of a person 38 years of age is about 30 years.
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will be some lapses, undoubtedly property will be thrown
back upon the State, undoubtedly the State will have
the expense of repair and maintenance, payment of taxes
and insurance, and be obliged to perform all the services
required of any landlord in the event of such lapses. The
bill anticipates that there will be such, for it contains
provisions relating to such contingencies (lines 172-177),
but there are always deterrents in any project.

(b) Feasibleness as Predicated on Experience. 1

As to the feasibleness of the plan in this Commonwealth,
as a plan capable of being conducted by government,

and of attaining the object of enabling the acquisition of
homes, and of its operation without loss to taxpayers,
the Commission may only cite the experiment of the Com-
monwealth in purchase of land, building of cottages and
sale thereof to low wage workers.

1. Experience of Massachusetts in Purchasing Homes
for Low Wage Earners. Pursuant to the authorization
of a constitutional amendment, 2 adopted in 1915, the
Legislature made an appropriation 3 in May, 1917, of
$50,000 for experimentation in providing government
funds to aid low wage workers in acquiring homesteads,
through the Homestead Commission, in building houses
at cost of approximately $2,400 (minimum) and resale on
small cash payments of fifty-four (minimum) monthly
installments of approximately $lB (minimum) on an
amortization seventeen-year basis, figuring a necessary
9 per cent gross income from the property, and on the

1 The experience of the United States Dep
trated units adjacent to industrial centers,
project for subsistence homesteads at $2,500

mt of the In .nizing concern
furtherance of the tentative experimental

•r unit homestead in different parts of the
ountry, under recent appropriatio 00, is not cited, for the reason that it ha:

only begun. The purpose of these subsistenci
three acres of land for persons who may have
producing a part or all of their food requireir
expenses. A unit has been begun in Dayton
are being considered in Florida and other soi
State Department of Agriculture for a unit ii
cost, dissimilar to those in the South. Althoi
ticular, it would be a contributing factor tow£
workers especially, many of whom might be

ds is to provide a house and two or
full or part time employment, as a means of

the land and so reduce their livi
d another in West Virginia; others

;hern States. Efforts are being made by th<
Massachusetts, but are affected by factors of

gh this experiment is not for veterans in par-
ed rehabilitation of our citizenry industrial
'etera

2 Const. Amend. XLIII
* Gen. St. 1917, c. 310.



[Jan.SENATE —No. 230.16

basis of payment of taxes, insurance, water rates and
repairs by the purchaser, which, if required to be paid
by the Homestead Commission, the Commission reported
would take over twenty-seven years to clear the property
from debt. 1

Twelve houses were begun in 1917, purporting to be in
furtherance of the public benefit through relief of concen-
tration of population at some points which threatened the
“health, morals and some of the common decencies of
life” through avoidance of slums, through providing homes
for citizens by erection of wholesome habitations to meet
the war-time needs, and through increasing the supply of
wholesome homes for “mechanics, factory employees, la-
borers and others in the suburbs of cities and towns” and
by “plots of ground” for vegetable gardens.

The Department of Public Welfare reports 2 that of the
$50,000 appropriation, $45,512.61 (sixteen years) 3 has
been repaid to the treasury; that four of the twelve
cottages were paid for, and only one of these twelve was
owned and occupied by the person to whom it was origi-
nally sold.

2. Experience of California with the Identical Plan. —-

In 1921, California enacted a veterans’ farm and home
purchase act, 4 which evidently was used as pattern for
House Bill No. 552. The word “veteran” is defined
therein, but not in House Bill No. 552, and in addition to
service in the army, navy or marine corps of the United
States in time of war prior to November 12, 1918, and of
hona fide residence in California at time of induction into
service (as is now required for our civil service preference
as basis of eligibility), there are requirements of service
for not less than sixty days and that no veteran may re-
ceive the benefits of the act if he has received a bonus,
compensation or benefit from another State (section 2).

1 Fifth Annual Report of the Homestead Commission (1917), Pub. Doc. No. 103.
2 Nov., 1932, Pub. Doc. No. 17, p. 46.

June, 1918 to 1934, was the amortization period,
4 Cal. St. 1921, c. 519, amended by St. 1923, c. 405; St. 1927, c. 822; St. 1931, c. 1014
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The value of home or home site is the same in the Cali-
fornia act as in House Bill No. 552 ($7,500), but the value
of a farm is $7,500 (section 6) instead of $5,000, as in
House Bill No. 552. Initial payments are identical,
10 per cent on a farm and 5 per cent on a home, but the
California amortization period is “not exceeding forty
years” (section 6), though by regulation it is “not ex-
ceeding twenty years.” 1 Some of the provisions of the
California act are omitted in House Bill No. 552, among
others, provisions for event of failure or neglect of pur-
chaser to pay; for charging to the selling price, at 7 per
cent interest, all payments by the Board for taxes, assess-
ments and liens; for sole power in the Board to state the
amount necessary to satisfy obligations; for forfeiture of
rights in property on failure to comply with the contract;
for lease and sale of property repossessed; for liens upon
crops raised on the farm in event of non-compliance; for
liability of heirs, devisees and personal representatives of a
purchaser, on default of purchaser and on default of
themselves (section 7).

The California statute provides for a revolving fund
created through transfer of moneys out of the state
treasury to be returned to the state treasury within fifty
years, with interest at 4 per cent under certain circum-
stances, or, if bonds are issued during that period, the
state treasury will be reimbursed without interest out of
the proceeds of the sale of the bonds (section 8).

The California statute also provides that the adminis-
tration expenses of the Board shall be kept separate
(section 8). House Bill No. 552 provides that all the pro-
ceeds of the sale of bonds shall be paid into the fund.

The California Veterans’ Welfare Board reports 2 that
$50,000,000 has been expended in acquiring properties, an
original bond issue of $10,000,000 and two subsequent
ones of $20,000,000 each; that “for nearly eleven years
the Board has financed homes for approximately twelve
thousand veterans, advancing 95 per cent of the purchase

Report of Veterans’ Welfare Board, 1932, p
Ibid., p. 14.
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price of the property requiring the veteran to make an
initial payment of the other 5 per cent, and without any
loss whatever to the taxpayers of California;” 1 that 397
veterans have obtained farms, 6 have received deeds;
that 288 proved to be successful farmers, 59 are classified
as “doubtful,” and 44, or 11 per cent, were “failures;” 2

that likelihood of low farm produce prices would require
extension of credit; that the farms in those districts
afflicted by lack of rainfall and by high water rates for
irrigation “are facing danger ahead;” 2 that the Board is
“doing everything possible to keep the present contract
holders on farms as long as they show the necessary effort,”
and that “most certainly” the Board “could not resell
these places under the present unsettled financial difficul-
ties of the district;” 3 that “one danger of allowing delin-
quents to stay during these trying times is the tendency
on the part of some particular veterans to quit because
they realize that the balance they owe, due to slump in
farm values, is greater than their property is worth;”
that “home purchase contracts as well as home loans have
been imperiled by these conditions” (purchase of articles
on the installment plan); that “it is a fact that to miss a
payment on the automobile or the radio or the furniture
meant that the dealer impounded the automobile or
backed up the moving van and loaded in the radio or the
furniture, so the purchaser was more prone to pay for these
articles than he was promptly to discharge his obligations
on his home or farm purchase contract;” 4 that, in other
districts, “gluts in the market” have caused “delinquen-
cies” though “excellent crops were raised;” that in other
districts generally “unsettled financial difficulties” and
“slumps in real estate values” caused delinquencies; 3

that “579 out of 2,122, 1,228 out of 4,304, 1,837 out of
4,792” in the three districts were delinquent (June 30,
1932), an average of 32.67 per cent; 5 that the “conditions,

1 Report of Veterans’ Welfare Board, 1932, p
2 Ibid., p. 31.
3 Ibid., p. 33.
4 Ibid., p. 35.
6 Ibid., p. 49.
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contractual rights and other assets offset all current and
unmatured obligations and absorbed adequate reserves.”

It is to be borne in mind that, in so far as it was a motive
of the people of California, by passing such act, to enable
veterans finally to acquire farms, homes or home sites
during their lifetime, and in so far as likelihood of life
expectancy of twenty years affects any intention of House
Bill No. 552 to benefit the veterans themselves, veterans
in California have already had twelve years at most, and
only eight years more to pay, since the maximum sales
contract was fixed by the Veterans’ Welfare Board as not
to exceed twenty years. 1

If the feasibleness of the plan, at the time of its adoption
in California, was affected by life expectancy of twenty
years and by prospect of enjoyment of its benefits by the
veterans themselves, its feasibleness, as applied to any
prospective operation in Massachusetts, must take into
account the fact that all possibility of such twelve-year
opportunity to acquire real estate has already passed. To
such extent as veterans, hereafter applying, do not realize
the twenty-year life expectancy, to such extent will their
heirs or relatives or friends, by completing the payments,
enjoy the ownership of the farms, homes or home sites
purchased by the use of moneys borrowed by the people
and repaid by them through taxation.

3. An Experience in Australia. Some ten years ago,
it is said, 2 the British government, pursuant to arrange-
ment for establishment of war veterans on unsettled lands
in Canada, Australia and New Zealand, selected areas
in Australia, dependent upon irrigation for fruit raising,
and instructed the veterans, in England, in all details of
fruit raising. The purpose was not only the settlement
of veterans and means of livelihood, but was the intensive
and extensive development of new lands. The latter is
not the prime purpose of House Bill No. 552. The result
was a total failure, due to errors in the construction and
practicability of the irrigation project; to the unadapt-

1Rules, Regulations and Instructions; Report of Veterans’ Welfare Hoard, 1932, p. 28,
2 Editorial, “Boston Post,” April 29, 1933.
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ability of the soil for fruit raising; to the discourage-
ments encountered ; and to some apathy on the part of
native residents to influx of non-natives. The feasible-
ness of the plan in House Bill No. 552 may not be gauged
by the results of the British plan, for the circumstances
are not comparable. The collapse of the British plan
was due, not to defects in the plan itself, nor to the in-
capacity of veteran settlers, but to defects in affairs
upon which the plan was contingent for success. The
enlightenment offered by the British experience in
Australia 1 discloses that adequate preliminary prepara-
tion of settlers for farm management was deemed to be
essential, and demonstrates that it is the attention which
the State gives to the welfare of settlers after settlement
that counts in the successful operation of such a plan.

(c) Feasibleness as Dependent upon Ascertainment of
“Public Good,” recited in House Bill No. 552
as its Purpose and Sanction.

In considering whether adoption of House Bill No. 552
will effect promotion of “public good,” through the
inculcation of patriotism by evidencing appreciation of
war-time service men of the Commonwealth, which
would enable certain of them to obtain benefits of farm
or of home ownerships on terms not available to others,
through state bond issues payable by taxation, and a
promotion of “public good,” through farm and home
ownerships by ex-service men, the factors for con-
sideration are the ability of the people to sustain
the burden of taxation required; the ability of the
credit of the State to sustain the necessary increased
borrowings; the status of the economic conditions com-
mon to every activity affecting the successful financial
operation of the plan; the likelihood of assurance of
resultant ownership of farms and homes by the actual
persons the act intends to benefit; the extent to which

i Report of Royal Commission appointed by the government of Victoria, investigating
the complaints of 318 British subjects in Victoria, filed March 31, 1933, in Melbourne
Australia, obtainable from the Official Secretary, Agent General for Victoria, Melbourne
Place, Strand, London.
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such plan assuming it would so assure would war-
rant such taxation and status of credit of the Common-
wealth ; the extent to which the plan assuming it
would so prove, and that the taxation would be so war-
ranted ■ — would be an efficacy essential to evidence ap-
preciation of the people of this Commonwealth, for the
sacrifices and response made by service men, additional
to such as has already been evidenced. 1

Since the Civil War, the State has expended for state
and military aid, upkeep of soldiers' homes, burials,
bounties and gratuities, $89,935,807.65; 2 and municipal-
ities, for soldiers’ relief, approximately $60,000,000, 3 a
total expended by all the people for all classes of veterans
and their dependents of approximately $150,000,000.
The one hundred dollar bonus to veterans of the World
War approximated $18,530,211.27 and is included in
this amount.

The Status of the Debt of the Commonwealth.
The indebtedness of the Commonwealth 4 is $10,518,000,

net direct debt, and $116,500,000, approximate contin-
gent debt. Any issue of bonds for purchase of real estate,
as provided in House Bill No. 552, would be added to the
net direct debt, since by its provisions all principal and
interest are payable out of the general revenue.

As to the contingent debt, the liability is contingent
upon default of the borrowers for whom state credit has
been pledged. Approximately $50,400,000 is in sinking
funds, leaving a net contingent debt of approximately
$66,200,000. As to the latter, $11,500,000 purports to
be secured by obligations from municipalities to which
such amount has been loaned, $6,000,000 under the

1933, c. 40, authorizingemergency finance bill (St.

1 For comparison of state rights ofand benef
States, see Digest in “American Legion Maga:
shows that California has no such provisions fo

erans up to June, 1932, in the several
sue of August, 1932, pp. 21-32, which

to

adjusted state aid tc
state or military aid or soldiers’ relief, or f oldiers’ home, as has Massachusett;

2 Report of Commission on State Aid and I
military aid, burial of indigent soldiers and
Home in Chelsea; $18,445,109 in bounties ar

553.000.000 in state and
ertain dependents and upkeep of Soldiers’
i gratuities to Civil War veterans.

Records of state departments,
4 November 30, 1933,
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$10,000,000), and $5,500,000 under the municipal relief
bill (St. 1933, c. 307, authorizing $30,000,000 on tax
titles), assuming that as municipalities will be able to
meet such obligations the Commonwealth will not be
called upon to meet them. The net contingent debt
may more accurately be said to be $54,700,000. The
Federal government has allotted $19,958,000 to Massa-
chusetts for relief, of which 30 per cent, used in any
materials and labor, is expected to be a gratuity. As
there may be expenditures other than for labor and
materials, it is likely that at least 75 per cent of this sum
will represent the liability and indebtedness of this Com-
monwealth to the Federal government. No arrange-
ments as to mode of repayment are now known, but the
Commonwealth has become obligated to return sums
allotted. Thus the present direct debt of the Common-
wealth is $10,518,000; its liability to the Federal govern-
ment is not less than $13,305,332; and its contingent
debt is not less than $54,700,000.

The Commission submits this information as the best
it has, upon which any judgment may be expressed as
to the wisdom of incurring further indebtedness to ac-
complish the purposes of the bill if they may be ac-
complished.

The Arguments advanced by Proponents and Op-
ponents as Pertinent to Formation of Opinion
as to Prospective Public Good.

The principal question is as to whether the State de-
sires to adopt these measures as a policy “for promoting
the public good” and for “furnishing to veterans an op-
portunity to purchase farms, homes and home sites.”

For convenience in enabling a consideration of adop-
tion of the plan, as “in promotion of the public good,”
some of the arguments presented to the Commission, in
approval and in disapproval of such adoption, are sum-
marized as follows:
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1.
That it will enable the restoration of many abandoned

farms. 1

That it will not so enable, for the reason that farm
owners must have abandoned such farms because of
economic conditions or because of their location, to
which conditions veteran purchasers would likewise be
subject and would find undesirable.

That it would assure such veterans, as have had natural
desire to own a farm and who have been prevented from
realizing that desire, an opportunity so to own, and
would assure them a means of income sufficient for live-
lihood and for purchase.

That it would not so assure self-sustaining operation of
farms after acquisition, for the reason that, without
capital and without knowledge of farming, placement
upon a farm would be to the detriment of any owner,
subjected not only to inexperience in cultivation, but to
the hazards now affecting all farming industry.

3.

That the policy of enabling veterans to acquire farms
and homes and home sites has been adopted in California
and has proven successful.

That California is the only State which has adopted
such policy; that it has caused that State an indebted-
ness of $50,000,000; that after an operation of eleven
years, 25 or 30 per cent deliquencies have been reported,
and that, although it has so adopted, the experience may
not be cited as an example
chusetts, in that Massachu
areas are entirely dissimilar,

for application to Massa-
ietts farms and California
and that although it has

The Department of Agr in M;

chusetts, in the sense that ownership has bi
operation of which has been abandoned for

abandoned, but that thi thi
lUB

productivity

2.
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so adopted, it has never adopted measures in number or
in extent of benefits equal to those adopted and ex-
tended to veterans by Massachusetts; 1 and that, al-
though it has so adopted, the enabling act provides that
the public treasury shall be eventually reimbursed,
whereas, in House Bill No. 552 the people are to be taxed
to meet all principal and interest, without reimburse-
ment at any time.

4.
That the policy is not socialistic, since the enablement

of purchase of farms and homes and home sites is re-
stricted to a small class, and is promotive of public good
by furthering patriotism.

That the policy is socialistic, for the reason that though
the maximums now stated in House Bill No. 552 are $5,000
for a farm and $7,500 for a home or home site, they could
be raised by amendment as maximums in many other
legislative bills have been; that although the class,
namely, certain veterans, receive the benefits, it may be
amended by the Legislature to include all non-veterans,
and with more reason for “promotion of public good,”
namely, the right of all the people to acquire farms,
homes or home sites at low terms through use of the very
funds in the state treasury which have been furnished by
the taxes which they have paid; and that there is no
more reason why veterans should be enabled, at public
expense, to acquire farms, homes or home sites than
should other citizens who are now losing theirs.

5.

That it will enable veterans of small means to become
permanently attached to real estate.

That it will not so assure for the reason that, if home
owners are now losing their homes through inability oc-
casioned by conditions over which they have no control,
there is no greater likelihood that veterans will be im-
mune from economic afflictions and will be able to pay

See “American Legion Magazine,” August, 1932, pp. 21
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taxes, water rates, cost of living, and amortization in-
stallments; and that it will not so assure for the reason
that the bill in no way confines its benefits to veterans
of small means, for any veteran, whatever may be his
wealth, may require the State to purchase a farm, home
or home site of his selection, provided, that at the time
and by reason of said purchase (though he may so be-
come thereafter) he is not owner of $5,000 worth of land
if he buys a farm, or of $7,500 value if he buys a home or
home site.

6,

That it will effect income in revenues to towns where
the farms may be located, by assuring ownerships of
land capable of paying taxes.

That there is no assurance that it will have such ef-
fect, in view of tax titles now held by towns of farms
owned by persons of no less likely solvency than the
beneficiaries of the act, and in view of the fact that the
payment of taxes is dependent upon subsistence from a
farm, which is possible only through income derived
either in whole or in part therefrom, or from other em-
ployment, entirely subject to economic conditions.

That it will enable the placement of industrialist vet-
erans upon farms and thus decentralize city congestion.

That, though it will effect an original placement of
more city people upon farms, it will not assure their
subsistence upon such farms unless they have part-time
jobs enabling sufficient income, together with the rais-
ing of their own vegetables, or unless they can com-
pete with established farmers.

That it will not interfere with or will affect but little
the functions and operations of banks financing farms
and homes; and, assuming it will, that such interference
and effect should not be considered in comparison with

8.
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*

the obligation owed by the people to eligible veterans
to acquire farms or homes on the terms specified.

That it will so interfere and so affect, for the reason
that it would withdraw from savings and co-operative
banks, utilizing the deposits of savers, a large amount for
investment; and that the maintenance of use by banks
of the savings of the people is as essential to public good
as is the extension of easy terms to any particular class.

That whatever the cost to the State for borrowings and
for taxation to furnish the money to enable the acquisition
of farms and homes, the public good would be promoted
by ownership of many small homes.

That the cost to the State is unknown, for the reasons
that the cost cannot be calculated; that no one has any
idea how many applications of eligible veterans will be
received or as to the number of farms or homes or home
sites; that there is no assurance that the Commonwealth
can or should conduct the business of a landlord, col-
lecting rents and evicting delinquents; and that, as House
Bill No. 552 does not provide any monetary return what-
ever to the treasury for extinguishment of the cost, and,
as the entire payment of principal and interest is to be
levied upon the people by taxation, general public good
cannot be demonstrated, except on a theory which re-
quires for its premises that every one of its contingent
factors will be favorable.

10.

That the policy of enabling persons to acquire homes is
already a part of the State Constitution, and that an
experiment, about to be concluded, warrants its general
application to acquisition of farms, homes or home sites
by veterans.

That, although such policy is recognized in the State
Constitution, it was limited to an experiment, and that,
although twelve houses were erected near Lowell for
acquisition by low wage workers, the experiment was at
a cost of only $50,000 and was never continued.

9.



1934.] SENATE No. 230. 27

That it will enable resuscitation of farming.
That it will add to the difficulties of resuscitation, for

the reason that it adds to factors of overproduction and
competition now said, with other conditions, to have ef-
fected the difficulties of farming.

That it will add to valuation of property for assessment
of taxes.

That it will not add any appreciable amount, for the
reason that purchase by the Board and resale of farms
to veterans will effect an exchange of ownership only,
and will not, in Massachusetts, as it might in some other
States, where there are stretches of unimproved and
hitherto uncultivated land, cause an appreciable increase
in taxable property which would not otherwise occur had
not veterans been given the right to acquire it.

Conclusions.
The Commission is of oninion:
1. That, as the bill does not. define the word “veter-

ans” whereby any calculation may be made as to the
number of veterans eligible and qualified to apply for
purchases of farms, homes or home sites, no estimate of
the cost can be predicted.

2. That, if it is the intent of the bill to show the appre-
ciation of the people by enabling veterans during their
lifetime to acquire farms or homes or home sites, it can-
not be expected, perforce of the law of nature, that
the maximum twenty-year installment payment period,
named in the bill, can afford such benefit in full to vet-
erans of the Civil and Spanish Wars, and it is to be
expected that, as to World War veterans, the passing
of each year, postponing such benefit, will assure greater
likelihood, by reason of mortality, that the heirs, rela-
tives or friends of such veterans will, by completing

11.

12.
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the payments, be more certain of enjoying the benefits
than the veterans.

3. That there is considerable likelihood of applications
for farms. 1

4. That, as the farming industry ranks second in
Massachusetts; as there are already 30,000 farms; as
the present problem in the farming industry is not in
production but in distribution and prices; as the Fed-
eral Code purports to authorize restriction of land and
of character of crops; as, under present Federal measures
of production control, the amount of bounties paid or
payable to farmers in certain parts of the country,
holding farm lands (obliged by reason of such control
to discontinue production in order to limit the amount
of farm products consumed), is so great that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture suggests the purchase of such farm
lands about 40,000,000 acres, or the size of New Eng-
land (that they may be returned to tree and grass
growth), 2 there is not so much an immediate need for
cultivation of more land as for measures to sustain tax-
paying farmers already established. 3

5. That there is not the likelihood that purchases of
farms would add appreciably to the condition of over-
production, for the reason that undoubtedly they would
replace chiefly existing ownerships, and that the pur-
chase of non-producing farms would not be likely so to
affect the aggregate farm production and competition
with existing farmers as to be an objection to the plan,
for the object of the plan is more for self-sustaining
home farms of small proportions than for promotion of
the farming business.

1 Publication No. 131, State Departin'
1933, ranges prices from $l,OOO in Goshen t
at $5,000 and under.

of Agriculture, Massachusetts Farms for Sale,
>O,OOO in Belmont, among which there are several

2 Report of United States Secretary of A;
11, 1933.

culture, Henry A. Wallace, week of December

It is estimated that at least 500 in the Connecticut Valley in this State have
crop restriction through reduction of tobaccoalready been affected by the Federal plan

acreages. Massachusetts produces normall;
Milk producers assert they are not recei

three or more thousand acres of tobacco.
;h for their milk to allow a legitimate

profit; the Milk Code as affecting distribut dealers and farmers is not yet so operative
to predict its effect

It is apparent that more efficient methods of distribution, better quality products, and
more efficient marketing methods must be afforded to Massachusetts farmers if they are to
be protected from competition with importations from other States.
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6. That undoubtedly there is greater likelihood of
applications for homes or home sites than for farms.

7. That, as economic conditions have so disenabled
existing home owners, in payment of mortgage principal
and interest, as to oblige co-operative banks to carry
132,000,000 in their foreclosure accounts, and to oblige
savings banks to carry $81,000,000,' approximately
70 per cent of which is for homes, there is not so
much immediate need for acquisition of homes or home
sites as for salvaging and saving homes which have al-
ready been acquired, by financing indebtedness of exist-
ing home owners.

8. That, as there are few farms financed by co-opera-
tive banks and not many by savings banks, the financing
of farms under the terms of House Bill No. 552 would
not be deterrent to existing banking functions.

9. That unless, under the provisions of House Bill
No. 552, farms not exceeding $5,000 in value and homes
or home sites not exceeding $7,500, upon which there
are existing mortgages, may be acquired (and thus occa-
sion loss of mortgage accounts in banks) the purchase
of farms, homes or home sites under House Bill No. 552
would not be deterrent to existing banking functions.

10. That, although the usual equity required by sav-
ings banks is only 40 per cent, and by co-operative
banks, 20 per cent, and though, under the provisions of
House Bill No. 552, 10 per cent is required on farms and
5 per cent on homes or home sites, there is no such risk
in permitting such reduced equity as to be deterrent to
acceptance of the plan.

11. That, as there has been no experience in govern-
ment enablement of acquisition of land by veterans com-
parable to the plan, as applied to Massachusetts veter-
ans and to Massachusetts property and conditions, there
are no predicates for formulation of opinion based on
experience for assurance of either success or failure of
the objectives recited in House Bill No. 552.

12. That, as the State Constitution (Amend. Art.
XLIII) already authorizes the taking and holding, im-

Data in Department of Banking and Insur
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proving, subdividing and selling of land for the purpose
of relieving congestion of population and providing homes
for citizens at not less than cost, and as the plan pro-
posed certainly in so far as it enables purchases of
unoccupied farms effects in particular such purpose,
the subject matter of House Bill No. 552 is not at vari-
ance with any disposition of the people to favor govern-
ment aid in the acquisition of farms, homes or home
sites as set forth in the bill, assuming that it does not
enable purchases at less than cost.

13. That unless the purchases be of now unoccu-
pied farms or homes or home sites purchases of farms
or homes now occupied, for resale to veterans, will oper-
ate only as transfers of ownership.

14. That the experiment in 1918 of an expenditure of
$50,000 for the purchase of twelve homes near Lowell
for low wage workers may not be cited either in approval
or disapproval of the plan in House Bill No. 552 for
many reasons; that the experimentation of the State of
California with the plan as set forth in House Bill No.
552 may not be cited as proof of likely success or failure
of such plan in Massachusetts for the reason, among
others, that conditions of climate, character of crops and
of economics are not sufficiently similar to predicate a
judgment; that the experience of Great Britain with
the veteran settlement in Australia may not be cited as
proof of likely failure of the plan in House Bill No. 552,
for the reason that the experience of disaster was due
not to the plan but to extraneous conditions.

15. That there may be no estimate of cost, but the
cost will be $50,000,000 if there are as many applicants
in Massachusetts as in California (11,218).

16. That, although the report of the California Vet-
erans’ Welfare Board indicates delinquencies on the part
of 32.67 per cent (Report, 1932, p. 49), opinion as to
the merit of the plan in House Bill No. 552 should be
judged upon what has been attained in twelve years
and not alone upon what has not been attained; that,
in judging what has been attained in benefits to veter-
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ans in California, it is to be noted that there the twenty-
year period for the payment of real estate started in
1921, and could not start here until 1934, at the earliest,
and that life expectancy of veterans on March 15, 1934,
as compared with what it was in California in 1921, will
have been reduced by twelve years.

17. That, as the state debt is now $10,518,000, the
net contingent debt approximately $54,700,000, and a
debt of $11,500,000 contingent upon repayment by
cities and towns, and an authorization for further debt
of $25,900,000 ($4,000,000 unutilized in St. 1933, c. 49,
and $24,500,000 unutilized in St. 1933, c. 307); and as
the Commonwealth will, in all probability, be required
to repay at least 66| per cent of $19,958,000 to the
Federal government, $13,305,332; and as the current
press accounts intimate that the ultimate cost of Fed-
eral emergency, recovery and super-relief agencies may
approximate $10,000,000,000, outside of the cost of the
annual operating expenses of the Federal government,
for the extinguishment of which the people and indus-
tries of Massachusetts, through Federal tax levies, must
necessarily contribute for such period as said Federal
debt remains; and as the Legislature has more accurate
information as to the present and prospective needs of
municipalities in the State, which necessarily must be
met by direct municipal taxation upon the real estate,
property and incomes of the people in such municipali-
ties; and has more accurate information as to prospec-
tive requirements and extent of the pledging of state
credit to enable municipalities to finance such needs;
and has more accurate information as to the amount of
difference between the prospective aggregate cost of
maintenance and operation of state government and its
agencies, and the prospective amounts of revenues
which must be levied in direct state taxation upon real
estate and property of the people the Legislature has
greater competency than the Commission to judge the
effect upon the present and future credit of the State of
sustaining bond issues to furnish the funds to purchase
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the farms, homes and home sites, and to judge the pres-
ent and prospective capability of the people of the Com-
monwealth to meet, throughout the period of outstand-
ing obligations, the levy of excise, inheritance and direct
property taxes to pay the principal and interest upon
said bonds, which, if as many veterans apply as in Cali-
fornia (11,218), would be $50,000,000 and interest.

Recommendations.

1. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, the word
“veterans” be defined in order that it may appear what
particular veterans may receive the benefits and what
veterans are excluded.

2. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, the words
“and by an inheritance tax appraiser of the county in
which said real estate or some portion thereof is situ-
ated” (lines 140-142) be stricken out, as there is no such
official as an inheritance tax appraiser.

3. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, and if the
preference to disabled veterans, recited therein, is in-
tended to be an actual preference, there be provision for
aid of those disabled veterans whose disability would
otherwise preclude them not only from obtaining pref-
erence but from obtaining any benefits whatever.

4. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
provision that certain charges for defaults in payments,
through cancellation of contracts to purchase, be charge-
able to and be a lien upon the land.

5. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
specific provisions enabling the refinancing of farms,
homes or home sites now owned by eligible veterans,
but subject to mortgage.

6. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
provisions that, in the event of death of a veteran with
payments uncompleted, a veteran applicant in prefer-
ence to any person other than the parent, wife or child of
said deceased veteran may be entitled to acquire such
real estate upon reimbursement to the estate of the de-
ceased veteran of all moneys which had been paid by



-No. 230.1934.] SENATE 33

the deceased veteran and upon agreement to complete
the installment payments; to the end that the taxation
of citizens to enable these benefits to veterans may in
fact be for veterans or their families and not for the ulti-
mate benefit of others.

7. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
specific provision that resale of farms, homes and home
sites be not less than at cost, so that there may be no
conflict with the State Constitution.

8. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, the word
“farms” 1 be defined either as land with buildings or
land without buildings, so that a veteran applicant for
a “farm,” limited in the bill to a value of $5,000, may
have an equality, if such be intended, with a veteran
applicant for a “home,” which, under the bill, may be
of the value of $7,500; and that, as between veteran
applicants of “farms” there may be an equality of an
applicant for a farm, with buildings, with an applicant
for a farm without buildings which, under the bill, may
be of the value of $5,000.

9. That the words “homes” and “home sites” be
defined so that it be clear whether a “home” refers to a
structure only or to a structure and to the real estate
on which it is located, and so that it be clear what is
intended to be the difference between a “farm” and a
“home,” and so that there may be an equality, if such
be intended, of applicants for “homes” (which must
include cost of land) and applicants for “home sites”
which, under the bill, may be $7,500 for land alone
without home structures.

10. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
specific provisions securing to veteran purchasers or to
their estates the credits for permanent improvements,
made after purchases, in event there be cancellation of
contracts.

11. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
specific provisions securing to a veteran purchaser of a

House Bill No. 552, by changing the California provisions, which specified a value of
*7,500 applicable equally to all “farms, homes or home sites,” so as to specify the value of
15,000 for “farms,” occasions this requirement for legal distinction as to when a “farm’

homes or home sites” (line 44)with a farmhouse is or is not a
“ home” in the ph
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“home site” the ownership of the home and structures
thereafter erected upon the same, or some allowance or
credit in event of cancellation of a contract, since other-
wise said structures, having become affixed to the
“home site,” would go with the land on its reversion to
and disposition by the Board.

12. That, if House Bill No. 552 be enacted, there be
provision for reimbursement to the public treasury, even
though at a distant date, of at least some portion of the
interest upon the bonds issued, so that if there ever be
any assets or values, the public treasury may be recipi-
ent of them, or so that, as in California (section 8), the
“revolving fund” be “calculated to be returned to the
State within a period of fifty years from the effective
date of the act.”

Respectfully submitted

JOSEPH E. WARNER,
Attorney General.

LAURENCE B. BOSTON,
Director, Division of Reclamation,

Soil Survey and Fairs, Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

LESTER E. ARCHIBALD,
Statistician, Department of Labor

and Industries.

HENRY F. LONG,
Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation.

RICHARD R. FLYNN,
Commissioner of State Aid and Pensions.
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