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15 Ashburton Place, Boston, April 12, 1945.

To the General Court of Massachusetts.

In accordance with the provisions of section 24 of chapter
9 of the General Laws, added by section 1 of chapter 404
of the Acts of 1937, which require this Commission to report
to the General Court “annually during the month of Decem-
ber, and at other times when the status of its negotiations
may make such report desirable,” we respectfully submit
the attached report concerning certain proposals now pend-
ing in the Congress of the United States to make provision
for federal aid in establishing and developing a national
airport system.

RICHARD S. BOWERS,
Chairman.

ARTHUR W. COOLIDGE.
WILLIAM P. GRANT.
GEO. WARD STETSON,

Vice Chairman

HOLLIS M. GOTT.
RUSSELL P. BROWN
STUART C. RAND.
JOSEPH N. ROACH.
JOHN E. POWERS.
JOHN A. DALY.
ELIS. M. HERLIHY.
JAMES T. MORIARTY.
JAMES C. SCANLAN.
HAROLD 0. COOK.
LAURENCE CURTIS.

Or Commontoealti) of s@assacftusetfg



HOUSE No. 1821. [Apr.9.

I

SPECIAL REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON
INTERSTATE CO-OPERATION CONCERNING
PROPOSALS FOR FEDERAL AID IN ESTAB-
LISHING AND DEVELOPING A NATIONAL
AIRPORT SYSTEM.

The Council of State Governments has directed the atten-
tion of this Commission to several bills now pending in the
Congress of the United States that would provide for federal
aid to States and communities for establishment and de-
velopment of a system of airports throughout the nation.
In varying degrees, these bills are related to proposals for
extensive revision of the Civil Aeronautics Act passed by the
Congress in 1938 that were before the Congress in 1943 and
1944 and failed to pass. To a large extent, this failure was
due to opposition by the Council of State Governments,
the Commissions on Interstate Co-operation and other
interstate organizations, which organized the opposition
because the proposed bills disregarded or definitely infringed
upon the proper functions and jurisdiction of the States.
The same principles are the basis of opposition by the Coun-
cil of State Governments and other interstate organiza-
tions to certain features of the bills concerning the proposed
national system of airports that are the subjects of this
report.

The bills in question, with certain bills relating to aero-
nautics and aircraft now before the General Court, were
referred to this Commission’s Committee on Transportation,
which met on Tuesday, April 3, to consider all the matters
so referred, and reported to the whole Commission on the
same date. That part of the committee’s report which
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discusses proposed federal legislation concerning federal
grants in aid for airports is as follows:

Proposed Federal Legislation.

Your Committee has considered two bills that would provide federal
aid for the establishment and development of airports. In the last ses-
sion of Congress one or more bills provided for granting all federal aid for
airports through the States, but the two bills referred to us would channel
part of the money direct to large municipalities, without any state in-
tervention. One of these bills, H. R. 4, known as the Randolph Bill,
would assign up to 25 per cent of all money appropriated to “urban”
projects, class 4 or larger, and the remainder to “state” projects, class 3
or smaller. A duplicate Senate bill is S. 34, sponsored by Senator Bailey.
The other bill, S. 2, known as the McCarran Bill, would allocate up to
50 per cent of federal aid for “urban” projects, class 3 or larger, and
the remainder for “state” projects, class 2or smaller. We have not been
informed that any duplicate bill has been introduced into the House of
Representatives.

The Council of State Governments, the Governors’ Conference, and
officers of the National Association of State Aviation Officials have all
opposed the “federal-city” plan of federal aid for airports embodied in
these bills. They argue that no sound reasons have been advanced for
departing from the practice of channeling federal aid through the States,
followed since 1916 in developing highway projects. They point out that
the municipalities will not be able, in most instances, to undertake air-
port projects without state aid, because most of them will be confronted
with serious financial problems at the end of the war. Very few munici-
palities have the necessary engineering, surveying, architectural and
other specialized services and the construction equipment and facilities
to plan and construct such projects, whereas the States generally have
such personnel, equipment and facilities. Dealing with municipalities
separately would interfere with co-ordination of a state-wide system, and
the state governments would probably be required to meet at least part
of the cost of operation and maintenance of city projects or be deprived
of further federal aid. The States certainly would be required to furnish
auxiliary services to these projects, such as police personnel, access roads
and their maintenance and repair. State governments are better able
than federal agencies to secure co-operation in the selection and use of
sites and to settle disputes between neighboring municipalities or be-
tween large municipalities and their suburban areas.

Other objections to the “federal-city” plan of grants in aid arise from
the impulse that it would give to competition by States, municipalities
and other communities for allotments. The authority making the allot-
ments would be forced to bargain with hundreds of cities, towns and
other political subdivisions of the 48 States. It would be practically
impossible to develop an efficient, unified airport system out of such
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competition and bargaining. Intense interest in the subject, and the
projected magnitude of the program involved in the bills under consid-
eration, would encourage cities and towns to undertake excessive and
extravagant projects which would impose severe and continuing financial
burdens upon such municipalities and their taxpayers.

Your Committee’s conclusions agree with these arguments. We do
not see any sound reasons for departing from previous practice by which
grants in aid for other purposes have been made to the States, and the
moneys so provided have been distributed under state control. We
therefore recommend that the Commission propose to the General Court
appropriate resolutions memorializing Congress in support of the posi-
tion taken by the Council of State Governments and the Governors’
Conference. A suggested draft of such resolutions is appended to this
report.

After examination and consideration of its committee’s
report, the whole Commission endorses the findings of the
committee and recommends to the General Court that action
be taken in accordance with the committee’s proposal that
the Congress be memorialized in favor of a federal-state
plan of establishing and developing a national system of
airports. A draft of the proposed memorial is submitted
herewith in Appendix A. We believe that this action is
especially desirable because it will approve and support the
action of the Council of State Governments and the Na-
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty-Five.

Resolutions memorializing the congress of the united
STATES IN FAVOR OF A FEDERAL-STATE PLAN OF ESTABLISH-

ING AND DEVELOPING A NATIONAL SYSTEM OF AIRPORTS.

1 Whereas, There are now pending in the Congress of the
2 United States certain bills intended to establish a national
3 system of airports; and
4 Whereas, Certain of these bills, particularly the Bailey
5 bill, so called (Senate 34), and the McCarran bill, so
6 called (Senate 2), in the Senate, and the Randolph bill,
7 so called (House 4), in the House of Representatives,
8 provide for the allotment of twenty-five per cent to
9 fifty per cent of federal appropriations for establishment

10 and development of a national system of airports as
11 direct aid to large municipalities for establishing and
12 developing airports without regard to the interests of the
13 States in which such communities are situated; and
14 Whereas, The states would have no control over such
15 sums as might be allotted to municipalities for these
16 purposes from the total of federal appropriations, but
17 would be forced into competition with their larger munici-
-18 palities for allotments of such funds to airports under
19 state control; and

20 Whereas, The proposed direct allocation of large per-
-21 centages of federal appropriations for these purposes to
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22 municipalities is a departure from the established prac-
-23 tice of allocating all grants in aid through the states,
24 successfully followed since nineteen hundred and sixteen
25 in the distribution of federal appropriations in aid of
26 highways and for other purposes; and
27 Whereas, The Council of State Governments, the
28 Governors’ Conference and the officers of the National
29 Association of State Aviation Officials have joined in
30 opposing the projected method of allocation on the
31 ground that it is unnecessary, that it would complicate
32 any sound plan for a national airport system and would
33 be likely to result in many abuses, particularly in the
34 direction of increasing friction between the common-
-35 wealth and such of its municipalities as might be eligible
36 for direct aid under any of the proposed bills that might
37 be enacted; therefore be it
38 Resolved, That the general court of Massachusetts,
39 believing that the proposals specified are unnecessary,
40 unsound and undesirable, hereby urges the Congress of
41 the United States to provide, in any plan that it may
42 adopt in aid of the establishment and development of a
43 national airport system, that grants in aid shall be made
44 only to the several states, and that no part of such grants
45 shall be made direct to municipalities, no matter how
46 large, in derogation of state interests and authority;
47 and be it further
48 Resolved, That the state secretary forthwith send copies
49 of these resolutions to the President of the United States,
50 to the Vice President, to the Speaker of the House of
51 Representatives, and to all members of the Congress from
52 Massachusetts.






