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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION RELA-
TIVE TO THE BOSTON PORT AUTHORITY
AND THE PRODUCTION AND DEVELOP-
MENT OF THE COMMERCE OF THE PORT
OF BOSTON.

To the General Court of the Commonwealth:
We have the honor to transmit herewith the report of

the Special Commission Relative to the Boston Port
Authority and the Production and Development of the
Commerce of the Port of Boston, in accordance with
chapter 57 of the Resolves of 1937, approved by His
Excellency the Governor, under date of May 28, 1937.

The Commission was created under the following-
resolve ;

Resolve providing for an Investigation by a Special Commis-
sion RELATIVE TO THE BOSTON PORT AUTHORITY AND RELATIVE
to the Production and Development of the Commerce of
the Port of Boston.

Resolved, That a special unpaid commission, to consist of one mem-
ber of the senate to be designated by the president thereof, three
members of the house of representatives to be designated by the
speaker thereof and three persons to be appointed by the governor,
is hereby established for the purpose of making an investigation rela-
tive to the organization, functioning and problems of the Boston
Port Authority and relative to ways and means of facilitating the
production and development of the commerce of the port of Boston.
In making its investigation hereunder, said commission shall consider
the subject matter of so much of the governor’s address, printed as
current senate document numbered one, as relates to the port of
Boston, of current house document numbered four hundred and
fifty-five, creating the port of Boston authority and defining its powers
and duties, of current house document numbered ten hundred and
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forty, providing for the more representative character of the mem-
bership of the Boston Port Authority, of current house document
numbered eleven hundred and sixty-one, creating the Boston Trade
and Shipping Commission, of current house document numbered
twelve hundred and ninety-eight, relative to the duties of the Boston
Port Authority, and of current house document numbered eighteen
hundred and twenty-five, relative to the construction and maintenance
by the department of public works of an additional pier for the pur-
pose of improving and developing the port of Boston. For the pur-
poses of this resolve, said commission may expend such sums, not
exceeding, in the aggregate, fifteen hundred dollars, as may hereafter
be appropriated therefor. Said commission shall report to the general
court the results of its investigation, and its recommendations, if any,
together with drafts of legislation necessary to carry said recom-
mendations into effect, by filing the same with the clerk of the house
of representatives on or before the first Wednesday of December in
the current year. Approved May 28, 1937.

Soon after the passage of this resolve, the Commission
was appointed, as follows:

By the President of the Senate:
Hon. Cornelius F. Haley, Rowley,

By the Speaker of the House:
Rep. George A. Parker, Boston.
Rep. Ralph E. Williams, Danvers.
Rep. John F. Aspell, Boston.

By His Excellency the Governor:
Maxwell B. Grossman, Brookline.
Samuel Silverman, Boston.
John B. Leonard, West Medford.

The Commission consisted of two former members of
the 1936 Port Recess Commission, Senator Haley and
Mr. Silverman, and five new members. Mr. Haley had
served as chairman of the previous commission, and at
its first executive session on June 23 was unanimously
elected chairman of the 1937 Commission.

Representative Parker of Boston was chosen as vice
chairman, and Carl F. Morrison of Brookline was engaged
as secretary.

A series of four public hearings were held immediately,
each a week apart and each devoted to some special
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phase of port problems. An inspection trip to the Ports
of New York, Albany and Montreal was held during the
first week of August. Each week thereafter, until shortly
before the filing of the report, frequent executive confer-
ences were held. Leaders in various port fields, including
railroad, steamship and similar maritime executives, were
invited for frank discussion.

The four public hearings and their topics were as
follows:

June 30. Matters relating to the Boston Port Au-
thority.

July 7. Pier and Terminal Facilities.
July 14. Port Rates and Charges.
July 21. The Railroad Situation in the Port.

Co-operation prom Port Organizations.

Excellent co-operation was obtained by the Commis-
sion from the various organizations in the Port. The
executive officers of such organizations conferred with
the Commission, both in public hearings and also in
extended conferences. Several definite recommendations
were advanced by these groups, including the following:

Maritime Association of the Boston Chamber of Com-
merce, through its manager, Frank S. Davis. He spoke
at several of the hearings, and also gave additional time
at executive sessions of the Commission. Several mem-
bers of the Association’s governing board conferred with
the Commission, making helpful suggestions. A formal
report was also filed, listing certain definite recommenda-
tions presented as the official position of the Maritime
Association.

Foreign Commerce Club of Boston, through its presi-
dent, John B. Leonard, who was appointed by the
Governor as one of the Port Recess Commissioners.
Also appearing for the Club was Henry L. Ziegel, chair-
man of the Customs Committee. In addition, fully a
dozen officers and members of the Club presented their
view's as individuals.

Boston Port Authority, through several members and



HOUSE — No. 209. [Jan.6

employees. Four of the five members attended Commis-
sion sessions. One member, Maxwell B. Grossman, was
an appointee of the Governor on the Commission. Rich-
ard Parkhurst, the vice chairman of the Port Authority,
extended very satisfactory co-operation, by preparing
helpful data. Hon. John F. Fitzgerald and David H.
Howie, other Board members, appeared at Commission
meetings. In addition, the full Board drew up formal
recommendations contained in a document of some
thirty typewritten pages. Several informal communica-
tions of a helpful nature were also received from time to
time. Especially valuable to this Commission was the
co-operation of two of the Port Authority employees,
Commerce Assistant Walter W. McCoubrey and Captain
George P. Lord, marine supervisor. The former dis-
cussed fully the competitive position of the Port in rela-
tion to other North Atlantic ports, and supplied much
technical data on rate cases. Captain Lord, besides con-
ferring on various phases of operations in the Port, con-
ducted the Commission on a three-hour tour of the Port
in the Board’s harbor boat.

New England Development Association, through its
chief engineer, Walter B. Kelley. He submitted exhaus-
tive data on transportation problems, with many recom-
mendations referring to unification of transportation
facilities.

Individuals who Assisted Commission.
Scores of persons engaged in business in the Port gave

utmost co-operation, both in the form of suggestions
made at hearings and conferences, and also by written
recommendations.

Among those who filed documents with the Commis-
sion were the following:

Leo J. Coughlin, vice president of the Boston Tide
Terminal and member of various Port clubs. He traced
the history of the Port in relation to traffic matters, dis-
cussed existing facilities, Port costs and capacity for new
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business, and various other factors. Certain definite
recommendations were made, including the need of a
Port operating body.

J. Stewart Crandall, civil engineer, and member of
Port organizations. He prepared an extensive engineer-
ing study of the Port, including a suggested set-up of a
revised port authority based somewhat upon factors in
the Port of London and other ports.

Irving T. Sorge, general agent of the Dollar Line, and
member of several Port clubs. He filed blueprints, traffic
studies, photographs and special data on the terminal
situation.

William F. Callahan, Commissioner of Public Works
of the Commonwealth. He directed his engineering and
waterways employees to provide detailed facts, maps,
blueprints, records and other pertinent information on
Port matters. He also conferred with the Commission
at various sessions.

Gen. Richard K. Hale, Associate Public Works Com-
missioner, who rendered invaluable assistance in many
ways. This included accompanying the Commission on
its tour of inspection to other ports, as technical adviser.
He attended several conferences of the Commission and
provided advice upon a number of Port problems.

John N. Ferguson, waterways engineer of the Public
Works Department, who supplied the Commission with
much valuable information and records.

William E. Loughman of the firm of Nordblom Com-
pany, who filed blueprints and detailed statements dealing
with possible location of a projected new state pier on
Atlantic Avenue.

Scores of other Port business men who appeared at
hearings or filed recommendations with the Commission
included the following:

Hon. Malcolm E. Nichols, former mayor of Boston.
John J. Halloran, vice president and general manager

of C. H. Sprague & Son, Inc.
Lester P. Jones, New England passenger agent of the

United Fruit Company.
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Capt. S. W. Tansley, port captain for the Cunard White
Star Line Company.

B. C. Hoefer, traveling passenger agent of the French
Line.

R. K. Holden, New England passenger agent for Fur-
ness, Withy & Co.

Christopher deGroot, New England passenger agent of
the North German Lloyd and Hamburg American Lines.

J. N. Casserly, traveling passenger agent of the Italian
Line.

George W. Howard, district passenger manager for
New England, of the United States Lines.

Representative Martin Schofield of South Boston, one
of the petitioners whose bills were referred to this Com-
mission.

Representatives Enrico Cappucci and Francis W. Irwin,
both of East Boston, petitioners.

John H. Lynch, customs broker
Edmund J. Lang, publisher of a Port shipping weekly.
Morrill Wiggin, representing the Piers Operating Com-

pany, lessee of the Army Base Terminal of the United
States Maritime Commission.

Joseph A. Maynard, collector of the Port of Boston.
Andrew B. Sides of John G. Hall Company and mem-

ber of the Maritime Association, Propeller Club and
other groups.

Alton B. Sharpe, president of the Eastern Steamship
Company.

Frank J. McGlynn, New England agent for Lucken
bach Steamship Company.

George P. Toole, representing Peabody & Lane, Inc.
John N. Levins, New England manager of the Ameri-

can Hawaiian Steamship Company.

Hearing upon the Railroad Situation
I One full day was devoted to a public hearing upon the
railroad situation in the Port. In addition, an extensive
executive session was held wfith various local laihcad offi-
cials. Among those who testified at the railroad meeting
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were H. A. Carson, general freight agent of the Canadian
National Railways, Central Vermont Railway and Grand
Trunk Railway System.

W. M. Kirkpatrick, freight traffic manager of the
Canadian Pacific Railway.

E. J. Dean, representing the Erie Railroad Company.
B. Bigelow, assistant general freight agent of the Rut-

land Railroad Company.
Arthur P. Russell, vice president of the New York,

New Haven & Hartford Railroad.
Edward S. French, president of the Boston & Maine

Railroad.
Gerrit Fort, president of the Mystic Terminal Company.
Howard M. Biscoe, vice president of the Boston &

Albany Railroad.
John S. Rimmer, vice president of the Boston & Maine

Railroad.
In addition to the public hearing and the informal dis-

cussions in executive session, officials of three of the rail-
roads filed formal documents with the Commission.
These were from Mr. Russell, Mr. Biscoe and Mr. Fort,
and contained recommendations for Port legislation.

This Commission was directed by the Legislature to
make an investigation relative to the organization, the
functioning and the problems of the Boston Port Author-
ity, and relative to ways and means of facilitating the
production and development of the commerce of the Port
of Boston. The Commission was directed in making its
investigation to consider the following legislative matters
petitioned for during the current year 1937;

(a) Senate Document No. 1, the address of the Gover-
nor in so far as the same relates to the Port of Boston.

( b) House Document No. 455, creating the Port of
Boston Authority and defining its powers and duties.

(c) House Document No. 1040, providing for the more
representative character of the membership of the Port
Authority.

THE PROBLEM OF THE COMMISSION
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(d) House Document No. 1161, creating the Boston
Trade and Shipping Commission.

(e) House Document No. 1298, relative to duties of
the Boston Port Authority.

(/) House Document No. 1825, relative to the con-
struction and maintenance by the Department of Public
Works of an additional pier for the purpose of improving
and developing the Port of Boston.

It will be observed that the various legislative docu-
ments which the Commission was required to consider
necessitated a study of the entire problem confronting
the Port of Boston, with especial reference to those
matters relating to the production and development of
its commerce. This subject matter, together with the
other legislative documents referring to the Boston Port
Authority and the construction and maintenance of an
additional pier, prompted the Commission to divide the
entire subject matter to be considered by it into four
major subject matters.

A. The Boston Port Authority.
B. Piers and Terminals.
C. Rates and Charges at the Port of Boston.
D. The Railroad Situation at the Port.

A. The Boston Port Authority.

This Board was established in 1929 by virtue of the
provisions of chapter 229 of that year. This act is as
follows:

An Act establishing a Board to be known as the Boston Port
Authority, prescribing its Duties and defining the Port
of Boston.

Be it enacted, etc., as follows.
Section 1. There is hereby established an unpaid board to lie

known as the Boston Port Authority, consisting; of two persons to be
appointed by the governor, with the advice and consent of the coun-
cil, and three persons to be appointed by the mayor of the city of
Boston. Every member of said board shall be a resident of a city or
town included within the metropolitan parks district. Said board
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shall elect one of its members to act as chairman. Each member of
said board shall serve for a term of five years from the date of his
appointment. Any vacancy occurring in said board shall be filled by
the governor, with the advice and consent of the council, or by the
mayor, according as the original appointment was made. Any mem-
ber of the board appointed by the governor as aforesaid may be
removed by the governor, with the advice and consent of the council,
and any member of the board appointed by the mayor may be re-
moved in accordance with the provisions of section fourteen of chap-
ter four hundred and eighty-six of the acts of nineteen hundred and
nine.

Section 2. For the purposes of this act, the port of Boston is hereby
defined to be all of the tide water lying westerly of a line drawn be-
tween Point Allerton on the south and the southerly end of Point
Shirley on the north and all parcels of land adjacent thereto and
property thereon. The board shall from time to time investigate any
and all matters relating to the port of Boston, particularly with
reference to the unification of overseas terminals, belt line connections,
condition and location of piers and channels, switching, floatage,
lighterage, rates, rules, regulations and practices, dockage, wharfage,
water front labor conditions, grain elevator and warehouse facilities.
With the assent and approval of the mayor, the board may initiate
or participate in any rate proceedings, or any hearings or investiga-
tions, concerning the port of Boston, before any other body or official.
The board shall report annually in December, or oftener if the board
deems it necessary, to the governor, the general court and the mayor.

Section 3. Said board shall have an office in the city of Boston and
may employ such experts, counsel and other assistants and incur such
other expense as it may deem necessary. All such expenses shall be
paid by the city of Boston upon requisition by the board to the extent
that appropriations therefor are available, but not exceeding in the
aggregate in any one year the sum of fifty thousand dollars; provided,
that said board shall have the same right to incur expense in anticipa-
tion of its appropriation as if it were a regular department of said city.

Section 4. The board shall have access to all maps, charts, plans
and documents relating to all matters within its jurisdiction in the
office or custody of any public board, commission or official of said
city.

Section 5. This act shall take effect upon its passage.

This statute in substance established an unpaid board
of five persons, two to be appointed by the Governor and
three persons by the mayor of Boston, each member to
serve for a five-year term. The Board was directed to
investigate any and all matters relating to the Port of
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Boston, particularly with reference to the unification of
overseas terminals, belt line connections, condition and
location of piers and channels, switching, floatage, light-
erage, rates, rules, regulations and practices, dockage,
wharfage, water front labor conditions, grain elevator and
warehouse facilities, and was authorized, with the assent
and the approval of the mayor of Boston, to initiate or
participate in any rate proceedings or any hearings or
investigations concerning the Port of Boston.

The Board was further authorized to employ such
experts, counsel and other assistants and to incur such
other expense as it deemed necessary, such expenses to
be paid by the city of Boston upon requisition by the
Board, to the extent that appropriations were made
available but not exceeding in the aggregate in any one
year the sum of $50,000.

It will be observed that the Board’s powers and duties
are twofold, - one to investigate matters relating to the
Port, and the other to initiate or participate in rate pro-
ceedings, hearings or investigations concerning the Port.
The Board has no authority under existing law to estab-
lish rates or charges at the Port, nor has it any authority
to operate or manage any Port facilities, such as piers
and terminals. Clearly, under the statute creating it,
the Board is an advisory and not an operating body. It
is the opinion of those who are familiar with the Port of
Boston, especially those who are engaged in the mari-
time, railroad and commercial life of the Port, that this
Board since its creation has done splendid work, which
has been to the great advantage of the Port, and that all
this has been accomplished despite its limited powers
and the limited appropriation given to the Board to
carry on its work. It is generally agreed that the present
Board has been handicapped by lack of funds and the
consequent lack of power to carry on its activities. This
Board up to the present time has been more or less help-
less to correct certain evils which exist at the Port and
concerning which there is a general opinion that if the
Port of Boston is to progress and is to be a thriving port
they must be eliminated.
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At the present time it is apparent that something must
be done to awaken the people of the Commonwealth to
the realization that the Port of Boston is a vital force
and factor in the welfare of the entire Commonwealth.
Many of its citizens are dependent on the Port for a live-
lihood. The industries and the commercial life of the
State are immeasurably interwoven with the Port itself.
The prosperity of this Commonwealth is to a great extent
involved in the activities of the Port. Every authority
who has written concerning the Port of Boston has with
great emphasis indicated the important part in the life
of the people of the Commonwealth which the Port of
Boston plays. Yet it is generally agreed that our citizens
have developed a lethargy that has been detrimental to
the well-being of the Port. In comparison with other
competing ports there is but little Port enthusiasm and
little Port spirit. Frankly, the Port situation has been
left in the hands of a few, and these few have struggled
as best they could to create a Port enthusiasm and spirit.

His Excellency, Governor Charles F. Hurley, in his
inaugural address to the Legislature, very appropriately
stated the situation as follows:

It is a matter of recorded history that both the city of Boston and
the States of New England owe their settlement and growth primarily
to Boston Harbor. It was the tremendous commercial -vitality of
Boston Harbor which moulded the lives and founded the fortunes of
successive generations.

Nature and three centuries of venturesome enterprise have built
up the fame and the utility of the Port of Boston. Yet for several
decades the people of Massachusetts came to forget its wonderful
traditions and its marvelous possibilities.

There has been woefully lacking the spirit, the fight
and the enthusiasm of groups and organizations such' as
exist in other competing ports. We believe that this
lack of Port enthusiasm must be corrected if we are to
stimulate business at the Port of Boston. It is true that
at the present time, due to lack of funds, the Boston
Port Authority has been unable to do much publicity
work, nor has it been able* to advertise the Port, but we
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believe that in addition to more funds there must be a
more active and virile Port Authority. The Port Au-
thority as presently constituted consists of splendid citi-
zens who have devoted as much time as they can to the
work of the Port Authority. We believe that they are
sincere in their desire to build up the Port of Boston.
However, the problems of the Port are such that an
examination of the statistics relative to the trade of the
Port, with especial reference to our export business, dis-
closes our situation. We give below a table showing the
cargo movement by tons in the Port from 1905 to 1936:

Import. Export. Domestic. Total.

1905 974,712 1,294,815 5,289,764 7.559,291

1910 765,500 1,256,892 5,304,453 7,326,845

1920 1,673,899 573,489 7,023,605 9,270,993

1925 2,586,065 338,779 11,187,691 14,112,535

1928 2,964,876 403,486 12,734,997 16,103,359

1929 3,261,301 303,120 14,444,765 18,009,186

1930 2,915,152 263,461 11,601,311 14,779,924

1931 2,460,148 230,539 13,290,560 15,981,247
1932 2,009,881 209,096 10,883,603 13,102,580

1933 1,822,960 166,090 12,257,576 14,246,626

1934 1,836,389 230,169 12,361,743 14,428,301
1935 2,693,223 330,090 12,482,656 15,505,969

1936 2,734.507 312,410 12,693,009 15,739,926

It will be observed that our export business has de-
clined from 1,294,815 tons in 1905 to 312,410 tons in
1936, and that our total export and import business has
slightly increased although but little above the average
of the years 1925 to 1936. Despite the increase in total
tonnage at our Port, the tonnage at ports competing with
Boston have exceeded in percentage the increase at the
Port of Boston.

Mr. H. Fugl-meyer, director of the Free Port of Copen-
hagen, 5Denmark, and employed in 1935 by the Boston
Port Authority to make a survey of the Port of Boston
in connection with the subject of a free port, stated in his
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report to the Board (see House Document No. 1950 of
1935) at page 26:

There exists many plausible ways of bringing life into the Port of
Boston, but in view of international experience and in view of the
results obtained by the present Port Authority, the first step towards
betterment is to create a stronger Port Authority, with power to cut
the barriers blocking the path of progress.

We therefore recommend legislation enlarging the
present Port Authority to consist of seven members.
We recommend an enlarged Board, with the hope that
such a Board may subdivide itself into divisions and each
division be in charge of one member. We believe that an
enlarged Port Authority can awaken a new spirit, a new
enthusiasm, and revivify the dormant forces of the Port.

We believe that there should be added to the present
Board two additional members who should serve for a
period of two years, and upon the expiration of their
tenure of office the new appointees should have a seven-
year tenure of office. We recommend also that upon the
expiration of the terms of office of the present members
they or their successors should be appointed for a period
of seven years. The work of the Boston Port Authority
is complicated and deals with problems of policy over
long periods of time. Therefore the tenure should be
longer in order that the members of the Board may bring
to fruition their ideas and plans relative to the Port.

We recommend that these new appointees to the
Board should be appointed by the Governor so that the
Board as so enlarged shall consist of four appointees by
the Governor and three by the mayor of Boston. We
recommend also that one of the Governor’s appointees
shall be a representative of organized labor. We have
carefully weighed the pros and cons of the need of a labor
man on the Port Authority, and have come to the con-
clusion that it is to the advantage of the Port that a labor
man be a member of the Board. The Port has suffered
a great deal from labor disputes and misunderstandings.
Indeed, one of the great problems of the Port, and one
of the factors so vitally affecting the progress of the Port,
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has been the labor problem. At the moment of writing
this report, the Port is confronted with a most serious
labor conflict that has almost resulted in closing the Port
to steamship movement. If this Port is to survive, such
disputes must be avoided. More and more it is believed
that with labor sitting around the table, interested from
within rather than from without, the troubles arising
from labor may be more expeditiously settled and with
less harm to the Port. We believe that a great advantage
will result to the Port if the many labor disputes can first
be taken care of in the family of the Board, rather than
from the outside.

We recommend that the appropriation of the Boston
Port Authority be increased to $lOO,OOO, and that the
money be appropriated, $60,000 by the Commonwealth
and $40,000 by the city of Boston, and that this money
be available to the Port Authority upon its requisition,
its expenditures to be made at its own discretion and
subject to its own determination without the approval
of any state or city authority. A like power has been
given to the finance commission of the city of Boston
and to the police commissioner of the city of Boston. The
Port Authority ought to have a free hand also in deter-
mining what its work shall be, what rate proceedings it
proposes to enter into, what contests it shall make when
discrimination against the Port exists and when prefer-
ences are given to the other ports. The personnel of the
Board should be free of all civil service requirements
because of the technical and specialized nature of its
work and problems.

From our examination of the present statute creating
the Port Authority, we find that no power or authority
exists in the Board to do any advertising or publicity
work in connection with the Port. One of the most im-
portant functions of the Board should be to publicize
the Port throughout the country in order that business-
men, shippers, railroad men and steamship agencies
should know of the splendid facilities of the Port and
certain outstanding advantages over other ports. We
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are accordingly recommending an amendment to the
existing law to provide this authority for the Board.
With an increased and fuller authority the Board can then
go forward with a larger personnel and with its adver-
tising and publicity work so greatly needed at the present
time. It will then be able also to plan its work in advance.

We believe under these conditions a new Port spirit
can be born, a Port lethargy eliminated, and a Port con-
sciousness developed. We need an awakening citizenry,
and this awakening, we believe, can be brought about by
the changes we herein propose. We recommend that the
Port Authority appoint a port manager who shall carry
on the active management of the work of the Boston
Port Authority, thus leaving the Board to direct and
advise with an expert port manager whose sole job and
responsibility shall be the building up and the develop-
ment of the commerce of the Port of Boston, and 'who
shall be charged with the responsibility of selling the
Port to the world. A competent and efficient port man-
ager can develop a well-trained personnel and can awaken
the citizenry of this Commonwealth to their proper
realization of co-operation.

We cannot approve of House Document No. 455 which
would create a new Port Authority as an operating body
as well as an administrative body. We do not believe
the Port Authority can hope to accomplish its purposes
if it is to operate facilities at the Port in competition with
private capital. It would lose its independence and its
neutrality. It either should be entirely an operating
body or an advisory body, and we recommend the latter.
Nor do we believe the Port Authority should be given
the powers and the duties now residing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works of the Commonwealth, nor the
right to take and hold property or to issue its own bonds
as this House document provides. We accordingly recom-
mend that the powers and duties of the Port Authority
remain as now given by existing law, except in so far as
we have recommended changes hereinabove.
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B. Piers and Terminals.
This Commission has before it for its consideration

House Document No. 1825, a bill providing for the con-
struction and maintenance by the Department of Public
Works of an additional pier for the purpose of improving
and developing the Port of Boston. This House bill was
based upon several petitions before the Legislature seek-
ing the appropriation of money by the Commonwealth
for the construction of piers and terminal facilities in the
Port of Boston. They were House Document No. 60,
recommendations of the Commissioner of Public Works,
relating to the construction of piers and terminal facilities
on Boston Harbor; House Document No. 152 of Repre-
sentative Martin R. Schofield, that the Department of
Public Works be authorized to construct a new state pier
in the South Boston district of the city of Boston; and
House Document No. 318, the petition ofRepresentatives
Francis W. Irwin and Enrico Cappucci, that the Depart-
ment of Public Works be authorized to construct a new
state pier in the East Boston district of Boston. In addi-
tion to having before it these House documents relating
to the construction of the new piers and terminals at the
Port of Boston, there appeared before the Commission
many individuals who urged the construction of new piers
and terminals by the Commonwealth in various places in
the Port. It was apparent from the testimony of those
who appeared before the Commission that there was a
wide divergence of opinion on the part of those who
favored additional piers and terminals as to just what
locations were the proper and suitable sites for such new
facilities. On the other hand, many appeared before the
Commission who, while recognizing the need for new pier
and terminal facilities in the Port, recommended that
there be a long-range planning of such new construction,
and that the Commonwealth proceed slowly in the mak-
ing of appropriations for such new facilities.

This Commission made a careful and detailed examina-
tion of all the piers and terminal facilities at the Port.
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We have interviewed and received testimony from offi-
cials representing all the railroad lines serving the Port
and officials representing the leading steamship lines who
make use of the Port of Boston. We have listened to the
testimony of the business and professional men whose
activities are directly connected with the Port. The con-
sensus of opinion was that there must be an immediate
improvement of the pier and terminal facilities here if
the Port of Boston is to maintain its present standing,
let alone make any further progress as a Port in this
countrv.

It is generally agreed that the piers and terminals of
the New York, New Haven & Hartford and the Boston
& Maine railroads are sadly in need of repair and reno-
vation. Commonwealth Pier No. lin East Boston is in
such poor condition as to be practically useless as a
terminal facility. Furthermore, it is recognized that all
the other piers and terminals now in use in the Port are
either antiquated or obsolete and rendering poor and
inefficient service, except for the pier now owned by the
State at Commonwealth Pier No. 5, the Army Base in
South Boston, and the Boston & Albany piers in East
Boston.

It is unquestioned that the construction of pier and
terminal facilities at the Port of Boston has not kept
pace with the volume of business being done at the Port
and with the requirements that are essential if we are to
meet the demands of the Port and those who use the
Port. With comparatively the slightest amount of addi-
tional business the Port becomes congested and business
is driven away to other ports in competition with the
Port of Boston. The struggle among the ports on the
Atlantic seaboard is so keenly competitive that nothing
should be allowed to stand in the way of the Port’s
receiving the commerce intended for it. We believe that
something must be done at once to remedy the existing
woeful condition at the Port, with especial reference to
the existing terminal facilities.

The great problem is, what method shall be employed
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to bring about the necessary improvements required at
the Port in the construction of pier and terminal facilities.
It was frankly admitted by the railroads that they are
not in a financial condition to make expenditures for im-
provements or construction of any pier and terminal
facilities. Many of the steamship lines serving the Port
stated that their terminal facilities are not only insuf-
ficient to handle their business, but are in poor and
dilapidated condition, and that they would gladly im-
prove their facilities if their financial condition would
permit of their so doing. We recognize also that private
capital cannot and will not make investments in pier and
terminal facilities at the Port of Boston, due to the fact
that capital so invested cannot earn a fair return on the
investments made. The problem, therefore, is how can
improvements be made in the pier and terminal facilities
at the Port under the existing circumstances as described
herein.

This Commission visited the Ports of New York,
Albany and Montreal. Some of the members of the
Commission previously had visited the Ports of Balti-
more, Norfolk and Philadelphia. We made a study and
examination of the pier and terminal facilities at these
ports, and the practices in vogue there, with reference to
the construction, financing and maintenance of the port
facilities. As a result of our personal study and investi-
gation at these ports, and as a result of our general
analysis of the situation in the ports in this country and
Canada, we believe that there are two policies in vogue
in this country with reference to the construction and
financing of pier and terminal facilities. The first policy
may be described as the subsidy plan, and the other, the
cost plan.

Under the subsidy plan, which we disapprove, terminal
facilities are constructed by either the state or city
government for the purpose of attracting commerce to
the port without the expectation of securing enough
revenue from the rental or the leasing of such facilities to
repay the State or city for the capital expenditures made.
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This policy is purely and solely governmental participa-
tion in the commerce of the port for the purpose of
developing the port at the expense of the taxpayers
generally. Such a policy is in vogue at many ports in this
country. In such a subsidized port, terminal facilities,
attractive in nature, modernized with proper equipment,
have been made available to commerce and at rental
charges which have not been sufficiently large to pay the
capital expenditures made by the State or the city, as
the case may be. In some instances there has been no
attempt on the part of the governmental agency con-
structing the terminal facilities to secure rental charges
which would amortize the capital invested.

The second policy, or cost plan, is that which has been
adopted whereby the state or city government which
constructs or alters pier and terminal facilities makes
charges therefor on a cost basis, so that the rentals ob-
tained from those using these facilities shall result in a
fair return to the State or the city, and the capital in-
vested may be amortized over a period of years, interest
charges paid, and the capital investment finally paid in
full.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts adopted the
second policy and sought to provide terminal facilities
that should bring a fair return on the capital invested.
This policy on the part of the Commonwealth in the face
of subsidized ports has been to the disadvantage of the
Port. Traffic is attracted to the port that has proper
facilities and equipment. This is an important factor in
many instances in determining the port through which
traffic moves. The rates and charges for terminal fa-
cilities are governed to a great extent by the necessity of
securing a return for the capital invested. Piers and
terminals which have been subsidized need not and do
not charge as much as those piers and terminals which
seek and require a return on the investment. We, in this
Commonwealth, have attempted courageously to adhere
to the cost plan, and have avoided, so far as it has been
possible, the practice of subsidizing the port. We be-



HOUSE No. 209. [Jan.22

lieve that the Port of Boston should no longer be required
to contend with the unfair competitive conditions now
existing at various subsidized ports.

We accordingly recommend a plan which we believe
will be beneficial to the Port in meeting the conditions
now existing in other competitive ports. This plan or
policy in no way imposes any hardship upon the tax-
payers of the Commonwealth. We believe that when
it shall be determined where pier and terminal facilities
shall be constructed at the Port of Boston and what
additional facilities are needed, the policy which we pro-
pose will make it possible for this work to go forward
without burdening the taxpayers of this Commonwealth.
We do not believe that it is necessary for the Common-
wealth to make appropriations from the state treasury
or to borrow money that shall be a burden upon the tax-
payers. We propose that the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts shall assist the Port of Boston by making avail-
able the credit of the Commonwealth to those who would
use the Port of Boston, such as the railroads and the
steamship concerns who now come or desire to come to
our Port. The testimony given to this Commission by
the officials of the railroads serving the Port of Boston
and by many of the officials of the coastal and inter-
coastal steamship lines which use our Port satisfies us
that these agencies would be ready to lease piers and
terminals which should be built by the Commonwealth,
and would pay for such leases rentals sufficient not only
to pay the interest charges on the capital invested by the
Commonwealth, but also to pay, in addition, an amount
annually which, over a period perhaps of thirty-five or
forty years, would entirely pay off the capital expended
by the Commonwealth in the building of such terminal
facilities.

In other words, we recommend that the Port of Boston
under this policy be placed in a position to compete with
those ports of the country whose facilities have been
subsidized by the State or city. We believe that if the
State Department of Public Works is given authority by
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the Legislature to build piers and terminals upon the
condition that leases be first entered into before any con-
struction work is started, and upon the further condition
that the rentals in these leases shall be such as to pay the
annual interest charges and to amortize the capital in-
vested over a period of years, the railroads and steamship
lines serving the Port of Boston will enter into such an
arrangement with the Commonwealth which will result
in giving to the Port of Boston the new pier and terminal
facilities it so sorely needs, and at no cost to the tax-
payers of the Commonwealth.

We received the testimony of officials of the New York,
New Haven & Hartford and the Boston & Maine rail-
roads that they would look upon such a policy with favor.
The testimony of officials of steamship companies, such
as the Eastern Steamship Company, the Merchant and
Miners Transportation Company and others, was to the
same effect. It was generally agreed that it was impos-
sible at the present time for the railroads or steamship
companies to make the required and necessary improve-
ments in their present terminal facilities. We believe
also that the railroads and steamship lines owning pier
and terminal facilities at the Port of Boston, and with
whom such leases might be made, will be willing to trans-
fer to the Commonwealth their existing terminal facilities
at a nominal charge to the Commonwealth, for by so
doing the railroads and steamship companies reduce the
capital expenditures upon which their annual interest
charges will be based and for which they will be required
to annually make payment in amortizing the capital
expenditures.

It is true that under this plan the railroads and steam-
ship lines now owning terminal facilities would be re-
lieved of the burden of paying taxes to the city of Boston
upon the terminal facilities transferred to the Common-
wealth, and we recognize that perhaps this would impose
a burden upon the taxpayers of the city of Boston. We
are of the opinion, however, that with new and modern
facilities at the Port, with the increased business which
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would come to the Port as a result of this new construc-
tion, much revenue would come to the city of Boston,
and to a great extent the loss sustained by the diminu-
tion of taxes would be made up by the increase in real
and personal property taxes and the increase in the em-
ployment of labor as a result of the new business at the
Port.

Prof. Edwin J. Clapp in his splendid treatise entitled
“The Port of Boston,” on page 5 says:

The community located at this focus (the Port of Boston) enjoys
peculiar incidental advantages. In the first place, the water carriers
make in the community large outlays in connection with their terminal
operations. They pay heavily for coal to Boston dealers; they pay
longshoremen for handling their cargoes in and out; they buy pro-
visions, stores and dunnage from Boston merchants; they pay Boston
pilots for taking them in and out; and Boston towing companies for
berthing them. The actual expenditure of an oversea steamer bring-
ing miscellaneous cargo to Boston and taking similar cargo out varies
in particular according to whether the vessel coals here or not. She
may expend .14,000 per trip and she may expend 135,000. The aver-
age is not less than $7,500.

This report was written in 1914. Professor Clapp in
this book further states that in 1913 oversea steamers
and coastal vessels expended in the Port of Boston ap-
proximately $5,240,000 for handling the vessels in and
out. So, too, the city of Boston, which has such a vital
interest in the Port of Boston, might be very well ex-
pected to make some contribution towards the develop-
ment and the improvement of the Port which has meant
so much to the city as well as to the Commonwealth.

At page 296 in this same book, Professor Clapp stated,
with reference to the possibility of the loss of taxes by
the city of Boston in the event that the Commonwealth
engaged in a development program which he recom-
mended and which was in its nature somewhat akin to
that proposed in this report, as follows;

The loss of taxes on oversea terminals of Boston railroads would be
Boston’s annual contribution to the cost of acquiring the water front
for the public.
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Another important advantage to be gained from this
policy will be the unification of the Port facilities in the
care and charge of one agency.

We recommend that the State Department of Public
Works be the agency through which the Commonwealth
shall carry out this policy and plan, and thereby place
in the charge of this department practically all the water-
front facilities at the Port; for if the principal railroad
and steamship terminals, together with Commonwealth
Piers Nos. 1 and 5, are within the charge and control of
the State Department of Public Works, we then have
largely a unification of the Port piers and terminals, with
the consequent result that there may be established in
the Port uniformity of practices, rates and charges. One
of the distressing factors in retarding the progress of the
Port has been the lack of uniformity of rates and charges
at terminal facilities, due to the diversity of ownership
and the impossibility of securing such uniformity in
rates and charges. This we shall discuss in detail here-
inafter.

Before discussing the needs of the Port for new piers
and terminal facilities, we come to the question of the
machinery required to carry on this work. At the present
time, under the provisions of chapter 91 of the General
Laws the State Department of Public Works has suffi-
cient authority to carry on this work and to make effec-
tive the policy described herein for the construction of
new piers and terminal facilities, provided the necessary
appropriations are made and the authority given by the
Legislature. We believe, however, that as presently
constituted the State Department of Public Works is not
properly organized to carry out a program for the develop-
ment of the Port of Boston. There should be established
within the department a division of waterways in charge
of a director who should devote his entire time to the
work of this division, and who should be responsible to
the Commissioners of the Department of Public Works.
We believe that such director should be appointed for a
term of three years bv the Commissioner of Public Works,
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subject to the approval of the Governor, and his salary
should be established by the Commissioner with like
approval by the Governor. Such director should be re-
moved from office by the Commissioner of Public Works,
but only with the approval of the Governor and only after
a public hearing before the Commissioner of Public Works.

We recommend that such director should have all the
powers, duties, obligations and responsibilities with refer-
ence to harbors, flats, waterways, the Port of Boston
and other ports which now belong to, reside in, or are
imposed upon, either the Department of Public Works
or the Commissioner of Public Works by the provisions
of chapter 91 of the General Laws (Tercentenary Edi-
tion) and all amendments thereto, and in any special
acts heretofore enacted, provided, however, that the
actions of the director shall be in every instance subject
to the approval of the Commissioners of Public Works;
and we further recommend that such director shall have
the powers, duties and responsibilities now belonging to
and imposed upon the Department of Public Works or
the Commissioner of Public Works with reference to
leases, agreements and other contracts relating to the
harbors, flats, waterways, the Port of Boston and other
ports, and especially with reference to piers and terminal
facilities belonging to the Commonwealth in any of the
ports, provided, however, that in this instance also the
actions of the director shall be subject to the approval
of the Commissioners of Public Works.

The problems of the Port of Boston are so great as to
require the undivided attention of such a director, who
should have a sufficiently large personnel under his direc-
tion to properly carry on the work of his division so that
the Port of Boston and other ports of the Commonwealth
may receive the attention that they rightfully deserve
from such a division. To a great extent the appropria-
tions for this division can be secured from the rentals
charged for the leased properties, and can be included as
part of the capital expenditures made by the Common-
wealth and be charged to the lessees as a part of the
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annual amortization payment to be made by such les-
sees to the Commonwealth. Thus this division can be
made nearly self-supporting and self-sustaining.

Up to the present time the State Department of Pub-
lic Works has laudably carried on its work in connection
with the Port of Boston, limited by the small appropria-
tion made by the Commonwealth for this part of its
functions. We feel that a new division within this de-
partment devoting its entire time to the problem of the
Port will secure sufficient appropriations from the Com-
monwealth and will secure sufficient moneys from the
leased properties to permit it to properly carry on its
responsibilities and duties with reference to the Port of
Boston.

We recognize that any program of new construction or
rebuilding of present terminal facilities requires extensive
planning. We appreciate that such planning requires
the co-operation of all the maritime and industrial
agencies at the Port. The waterways division should
consult with and secure the advice, either through public
or private hearings, of all those who may be interested
in the subject matter of piers and terminal facilities.
We believe, however, that before any program or policy
of construction or reconstruction is entered into or em-
barked upon, whether such program or policy relates to a
specific project or a long-range program or policy, the
waterways division should consult with and secure the
advice and judgment, by report or otherwise, of the Port
Authority. Such a co-operative arrangement will result
in greater progress, fewer errors of judgment, and a larger
advantage to the Port in this most vital and necessary
matter.

We recommend, further, that before any lease or agree-
ment of tenancy is made between the waterways division
and any proposed lessee or tenant the advice and report
of the Port Authority be secured as to the advisability
and feasibility of such a lease or tenancy, with especial
reference to the effect such a lease or tenancy may have
upon the commerce or progress of the Port.
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We now come to the needs of the Port of Boston for
new piers and terminal facilities. This problem can best
be considered by dividing the Port into four sections,
Charlestown, Atlantic Avenue, South Boston and East
Boston.

Charlestown.
There is included in this area that portion of the Boston

water front on the Mystic River which extends to the
Charles River as far as the Charlestown bridge. The
principal terminal facilities in this area are owned by the
Boston & Maine Railroad, the Wiggin Terminal and cer-
tain private properties belonging to the Mystic Iron
Works, the New England Coal and Coke Company, and
the Revere Sugar Refinery. The Boston & Maine Rail-
road owns the Mystic Piers, so called, which run from
the Chelsea north drawbridge to the Navy Yard. These
piers are old wooden facilities and very much in need of
improvements. They are among the busiest cargo piers
in the Port.

The Hoosac Piers, which also belong to the Boston &

Maine Railroad, are now leased by the railroad to steam-
ship lines doing a coastwise trade. These piers are sadly
in need of improvements and renovations. It is unques-
tioned that the Hoosac and Mystic terminals are fast
reaching the stage where they must be replaced by new
or reconstructed piers if they are to be of any service to
the Port. These piers must be replaced by modern up-
to-date piers or reconstructed if they are to be serviceable
to those who use the Port.

We believe that the Boston & Maine Railroad will
transfer these properties to the Commonwealth at a
nominal sum if the Commonwealth will construct modern
facilities and lease the same to the railroad at a rental
which will include the interest charges, the expenses of
the waterways division in connection with the construc-
tion of these facilities, and an annual payment which will
amortize the entire capital expended in establishing these
new facilities. On these properties an opportunity is
afforded the Commonwealth to build piers of such modern
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construction as to make available terminal facilities for
steamship lines in coastwise trade which may either sub-
let from the Boston & Maine Railroad, or make a lease
direct with the Commonwealth upon the same terms and
conditions as the railroad. Here is afforded an oppor-
tunity to provide more space for steamship companies,
thus obviating any possible congestion at the Port.

Atlantic Avenue.

The Atlantic Avenue water front runs from the present
Charlestown bridge to the Northern Avenue bridge.
Between the Charlestown bridge and the city of Boston
property, now used by the police and fire departments for
berthing department boats, is an area owned by the New
York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad which is available
for the construction of a terminal probably best adapted
for lumber cargo. We believe it possible for the Common-
wealth to acquire this land at a very reasonable price,
and lease the same to the steamship lines engaged pri-
marily in the transportation of lumber. Officials of such
companies appeared before the Commission and ex-
pressed their desire to make such a lease of water-front
property.

Not far distant from this property there is available
certain unused terminal facilities extending along the
harbor line from the foot of Elanover Street to and in-
cluding the North Ferry slip at the end of Battery Street.
This property has certain natural advantages and facili-
ties, including cold-storage warehouses, bonded ware-
houses, general warehouses, lofts, and other mercantile
buildings in the immediate neighborhood. Here could be
constructed a pier which would be adjacent to the main
ship channel and turning-basin and would eliminate tow-
boat difficulties in berthing and releasing vessels. It
would be readily accessible for motor truck transporta-
tion, which now plays such an important part in the com-
merce of the Port, and would be convenient for railroad
carriers leading to any part of New England. This site
is an ideal location for a modern steamship terminal, and
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would permit of the erection of a pier approximately
1,200 feet long on the water side. This property would
lend itself to the construction of a splendid quay wall
terminal facility which could be readily leased to coastal
or intercoastal steamship lines now seeking additional and
available facilities at the Port. This site had the recom-
mendation and approval of many witnesses who testified
before this Commission.

On Atlantic Avenue, near State Street, the Eastern
Steamship Company now has its terminal facilities, which
are antiquated, sadly in need of repairs, and insufficient
in size to accommodate the business of this company.
These officials testified before the Commission that they
would be very glad to enter into a lease with the Com-
monwealth upon a rental basis which would be sufficient
to pay the annual interest charges, and an amount in
addition thereto which would amortize the capital ex-
pended in the construction of a new terminal facility on
this location. The erection of a pier for this company
would greatly add to the advantages of the Port. The
Eastern Steamship Company officials testified that they
were unable at this time to make such capital improve-
ments themselves, and that their inability so to do pre-
sented a serious problem to the company.

In connection with the Atlantic Avenue water front,
other serious problems must be considered. This area,
once a thriving and prosperous water front, has now
become dilapidated. No other port in the country is
confronted with a similar situation, with a large portion
of its desirable and suitable water front allowed to dete-
riorate, as has the Atlantic Avenue water front. We
believe the time has come when this area should be
zoned against encroachment by non-maritime business.
Authority should be granted to some public agency, pos-
sibly the planning board of the city of Boston, to zone
this water-front area and other water-front areas of the
city against the encroachment of such business interests
as have no relationship to the maritime business of the
Port. This area also has suffered immeasurably from the
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existence of the Atlantic Avenue Elevated Railway struc-
ture. The Boston Elevated Railway Company makes but
little use of this overhead structure, and it serves no use-
ful purpose either to the company or to the people of
Boston. This structure should be removed and thereby
open up the Atlantic Avenue water front to the commer-
cial and maritime interests of the Port. We feel that
with the zoning of Atlantic Avenue and the removal of
the Elevated structure, the water-front property will be
made more useful and more available for maritime pur-
poses and also restore this location to its former use-
fulness.

South Boston.
This area includes that portion of the water front

bordering on the main ship channel from the Fort Point
Channel to Castle Island. In this area are found those
piers owned by the New York, New Haven & Hartford
Railroad. Pier No. 1 is a small wharf and shed being
managed and operated by the Boston Tide Water Termi-
nal Company. Pier No. 2is leased to the Merchants and
Miners Transportation Company for their exclusive use
in connection with their coastwise trade. The greater
portion of Pier No. 4 is leased to the Tide Water Termi-
nal Company and is used for lumber and general cargo
vessels. A portion of this pier is leased also to an ice
corporation serving fishing vessels. These properties are
all in need of repairs. The officials of the New York,
New Haven & Hartford Railroad testified that if the
Commonwealth were desirous of constructing new termi-
nal facilities at this location, the railroad would con-
sider the advisability of leasing the same from the Com-
monwealth on a rental basis which would include the
payment of the annual interest charges on the capital
invested by the Commonwealth and the annual payment
of an amount which would amortize the total capital
expenditure over a period of years. The officials of this
company testified also that serious consideration would
be given to the transfer of this property to the Com-
monwealth at a nominal sum.
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Here again is water-front property which could be used
for the construction of modern terminal facilities which
would make available more space for steamships, and
would bring about a decided improvement in the Port,
which would relieve, to a great extent, possible con-
gestion.

Near to this property is Commonwealth Pier No. 5,
owned by the Commonwealth. We make no recom-
mendations with reference to any changes in this prop-
erty, nor do we make any recommendation with reference
to the Fish Pier, which is adjacent to the Commonwealth
Pier and which is owned by the Commonwealth and
leased to the Boston Fish Pier Corporation, other than
to recommend to the Department of Public Works that
such repairs and alterations which may be necessary to
improve these properties should be made in the discre-
tion of said department.

Adjacent to the Fish Pier is undeveloped property
owned by the Commonwealth. On this site there is
available property for the construction of terminal facili-
ties similar to Commonwealth Pier No. 5. The improve-
ment of this property by the construction of terminal
facilities would involve a large expenditure of money by
the Commonwealth due to the necessity of rock removal.
The cost of this removal would necessarily be a part of
the capital expenditure to be made by the Common-
wealth, the cost of which would have to be borne by
any company which leased this property from the Com-
monwealth.

Adjacent to the dry dock are the terminal facilities
known as the Army Base, owned by the Federal govern-
ment. A portion of this is leased to a private operating
company by the United States Maritime Commission,
which, in turn, secured their control of this property
from the War Department. This is a splendid facility
and makes available berthing accommodations for nine
vessels at one time. This property has been leased to
various concerns since 1923, except for the period from
1930 to 1932, when the then Shipping Board itself oper-
ated the property.
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By reason of the frequent changes in tenancy of this
property there has been no permanency in management
and policy. In a period of fifteen years the property has
had six different operating concerns, thereby creating
little stability in policy, and with every change of man-
agement importers and exporters have experienced con-
siderable uncertainty and have been put to great dis-
comfort.

We believe this uncertain policy of the United States
government with reference to this property is against the
best interests of the Port. We recommend that the
waterways division of the State Department of Public
Works investigate the possibility either of purchasing or
of leasing for a long period this property, and thereafter
leasing the same to a tenant for a long tenancy, upon
such terms as would pay all interest charges and capital
expenditures made by the Commonwealth in connection
with the purchasing or the leasing of said property from
the United States government by the Commonwealth.

We believe that in this general area a great opportu-
nity is afforded to the Commonwealth to make available
additional terminal facilities for those who use our Port.
In connection with the possible reconstruction of the
New Haven Piers in this area, the State Department of
Public Works might well consider the relocation of these
piers by utilizing the unused area between Piers Nos.
2 and 4, which is available for the construction of larger
and more adequate terminal facilities at this point.

East Boston.
In this area from Governors Island to the Meridian

Street bridge are located the Boston & Albany proper-
ties, Piers Nos. 2, 3 and 4, a coal pier, an open pier,
Commonwealth Pier No. 1, and the National Docks.
The remaining properties in this area consist of ship
repair plants and small privately owned docks and coal
yards. The Boston & Albany properties are in good
condition, and there is no need for any participation by
the Commonwealth in the improvement of these prop-
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erties at this time. The National Docks are a privately
owned pier and warehouse and have been used in recent
years for the handling of import cement. We make no
recommendations concerning these properties.

Commonwealth Pier No. 1, which is owned by the
Commonwealth, is now unavailable to a great extent as
a terminal facility. Its present construction is such that
it cannot be used efficiently for cargo, due to the many
stanchions contained on this property. This terminal
facility should be extended to the harbor line and so
altered and renovated as to make it available for lumber,
vegetable, latex and non-mineral oil cargoes. We believe
that steamship lines carrying lumber, latex or such oils
will be glad to lease from the Commonwealth this prop-
erty, provided it is put into such condition as to make
it suitable for use by them. Even if this property were
not leased to any one, as suggested above, we believe
the Commonwealth might very well appropriate a sum
sufficient to enable the State Department of Public
Works to rebuild this pier so as to make it available to
such steamship lines as might be desirous of using this
property on a rental basis. The capital expenditure al-
ready made by the Commonwealth in this property, we
believe, should not be lost. An additional expenditure
by the Commonwealth to make this terminal facility
more generally available to those who use the Port
would bring some return for the capital already invested
in this property, and would be greatly to the advantage
of the commerce of the Port.

There is a further strip of land along the bulkhead
from Governors Island to Jeffries Point bordering on the
airport. The nearness of this land to the airport, in the
opinion of experts who testified before us, makes it un-
available for ocean transportation purposes. The con-
struction of terminal facilities on this land might be
detrimental to the use of the present airport. There-
fore any construction in this area would be to the dis-
advantage of the Port because of the possibility of its
interference with one of the Port’s greatest assets, namely,
the airport.
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Mr. Fugl-Meyer, in his report referred to hereinbefore
(House Document No. 1950 of 1935), at page 26, said:

If large capital could be obtained, and if an earnest desire for a
perfect port existed, the best solution of the port problem would be
to buy up all the major wharves and piers of the city.

Professor Clapp in his book “Port of Boston,” at page
293, recommended the public ownership of the entire
water front along lines somewhat similar to the plan
proposed by our Commission. Professor Clapp recom-
mended the state ownership of the major terminal facili-
ties of the Port, including all railroad terminals. After
such acquisition he urged the use of the terminals by
the railroads and others, upon a per pound basis.

C. Rates and Charges

The matter of rates and charges in the Port of Boston
has evoked much discussion and has been one of the seri-
ous problems of the Port. At the present time the lack of
uniformity of rates and charges has raised havoc with the
business of the Port. The piers owned by the Common-
wealth have one scale of wharfage charges against the
merchandise moving on or off the piers. The piers owned
by the railroads serving the Port have still another basis
of charges. The Army Base in South Boston, owned by
the United States government and leased to private in-
terests, has what seems to be a combination of both the
Commonwealth and railroad rates and charges. Other
privately owned piers make their own basis of rates and
charges based to a large degree upon the rates and
charges in vogue at the various other piers.

In connection with dockage charges, so called, which
are levied against ships for the use of the piers, all the
piers make a charge except the Boston & Albany Piers
in East Boston. Thus the Boston & Albany Railroad
maintains a position with reference to these dockage
charges which differs from the other two railroads serv-
ing the Port. It is therefore apparent that there is a
lack of uniformity of wharfage and dockage charges in
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the Port. All this creates confusion and very seriously
destroys Port harmony in the matter of rates and charges.

The terminal situation at Boston is in a deplorable
condition due to these differences in charges and prac-
tices at the various terminals. This situation has re-
sulted in diverting considerable traffic to other New
England and North Atlantic ports that normally would
move through the Port of Boston. Most of the steam-
ship officials who appeared before the Commission stated
that this lack of uniformity in rates and charges at the
Port is destructive of the commerce of the Port. Ship-
pers in foreign countries and in other parts of this coun-
try are usually in a quandary as to what the ultimate
cost is to be for the shipment of the products they are
to deliver. The only effective solution is a definite uni-
formity of control of the various piers and terminals in
the Port.

If the Commonwealth secures control of the various
piers and terminal facilities in the Port in accordance
with the plan and policy which we have recommended
herein, then there will result substantial uniformity in
the Port. The acquisition by the Commonwealth of the
Army Base and of the piers and terminals now owned
by the New York, New Haven & Hartford and the Boston
& Maine railroads and the various steamship lines will
leave only the piers of the Boston & Albany Railroad
under separate ownership, in addition to certain pri-
vately owned piers. We believe all of these would fol-
low the standard of rates and charges established by the
Commonwealth on its own properties. Such uniformity
of rates and charges by the lessees or tenants of the
Commonwealth properties can be brought about by pro-
visions in the leases made by the Commonwealth or by
the terms of any tenancy made by the Commonwealth.

One of the witnesses before the Commission described
the situation quite adequately when he stated:

The lack of uniformity creates a puzzling situation for the exporter
here and the importer in New York. We have here a real hodgepodge
of rates, difficult to make clear because we have no one central au-
thority that has anything to say about it.
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If some such plan is not adopted for the Port of Bos-
ton which places practically all Port terminal facilities
under the control of one public agency, then there can
be no uniformity as to rates and charges. There is no
central agency which has the legal right to determine the
rates and charges, and there is no government agency,
Federal, state or city, which has the power to create and
enforce such a uniformity. In other ports, the chaos
which exists at Boston is generally absent. Either the
piers are state or city owned and subject to leases by the
governmental agency, and thereby uniformity is easily
obtained.

We accordingly recommend placing the control of the
above-mentioned terminal facilities in the Port in charge
of the waterways division. Thus a public agency will be
empowered to bring about rate uniformity and thereby
remove one of the evils now existing which has so seri-
ously injured the commerce of the Port.

D. Railroad Situation.
By the provisions of the resolve creating this Com-

mission, we were directed “to make an investigation
relative to the ways and means of facilitating the pro-
duction and development of the commerce of the Port of
Boston.”

Many investigations have been made along these lines
and numerous reports have been submitted. In each
case the report is critical of the railroad situation at the
Port.

There are three rail carriers serving the Port: the
Boston & Maine, the New York, New Haven & Hart-
ford, and the Boston & Albany railroads. The Boston
& Albany is the lessee of the New York Central. The
New Haven and the Boston & Maine are ostensibly in-
dependent railroads, but the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has ruled otherwise. By indisputable facts dis-
closed by impartial investigation, it has been established
that both roads are under the domination if not actual
control of the Pennsylvania Railroad. Consequently we
have in reality two foreign railroads serving Boston,
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namely, the New York Central and the Pennsylvania,
both of which are more concerned with competing ports
than with the Port of Boston. This is a serious draw-
back for the Port of Boston. Until a divorce of the
Pennsylvania control over the Boston & Maine and the
New Haven can be brought about, any attempt to secure
progress and improve rate conditions from the railroads
will be futile. Our Port needs active, aggressive and
independent railroad management.

A striking example of this failure to co-operate with
the Port may be found in the present practices of the
Boston & Albany Railroad owners, namely, the New
York Central. The lease between the Commonwealth
and the Boston & Albany Railroad provides that it
always shall maintain the same rates from Boston as
from New York. The Boston & Albany adheres to this
condition in the lease, but its lessor and owner, the New
York Central, defeats this provision of the lease by grant-
ing storage-in-transit at low and at non-compensatory
rates at the Port of New York, and offers other valuable
inducements to shippers at the Port of New York which
it denies to the Port of Boston.

Still another glaring example of the failure of Boston
railroads to co-operate is shown by the action of the
differential lines operating from Boston. The testimony
of the Canadian Railroad officials who appeared before
this Commission was to the effect that their railroads
are willing to equalize rates applicable from Portland,
Maine (which enjoys the same basis of rates westbound
as does Baltimore, which has a differential under Bos-
ton), on import and intercoastal traffic moving through
the Port of Boston to destinations in the Central Freight
Association territory (the central part of the country
from the Buffalo-Pittsburgh line to the Mississippi River).
This rate adjustment had been denied Boston by the
Joint Import Committee, composed of about fifteen trunk
lines with principal interests outside of Boston, and in
which committee the Boston & Albany, Boston & Maine,
the New York, New Haven & Hartford and the Central
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Vermont all have membership. The Boston railroads
could if they so desired, in exercise of their managerial
discretion, vote to promulgate the rates and charges that
the Canadian lines were eager and willing to put into
effect. This would result in giving to Boston a parity of
rates with Baltimore, and thereby, to a great extent,
eliminate the discrimination now existing against the Port
of Boston on the differential lines. The only answer given
by the Boston railroad executives who appeared before
the Commission was that although they might put into
effect such an equalization of rates, the trunk lines serv-
ing Baltimore and Norfolk would start a rate war be-
cause these ports would be deprived of their present
preference gained for them by the unfair differential rates
allowed to them by the Interstate Commerce Commission.

The failure of the Boston railroads with respect to
these rates indicates their lack of independence. A simi-
lar situation existed at the Ports of Norfolk, Virginia and
Portland, Maine. The railroads serving those ports did
not hesitate, despite the Joint Import Committee, to ex-
ercise a managerial discretion to put into effect rates that
served their purpose and which were to the railroads’ own
best interests. No rate war resulted.

If the railroad situation in Boston were cleared of the
present dark clouds of outside control, undoubtedly many
plans could be evolved and formulated to improve the
commerce of the Port. No great engineering or traffic
mind is required to ascertain what could be done in the
Port by the railroads.

Professor Clapp as far back as 1914 suggested, in his
work “ The Port of Boston,” to which we have referred
before, that the great need of the Port of Boston was the
co-operation of the railroads serving Boston in the plan
to join them together by a car float arrangement whereby,
through car floatage across the harbor, the Boston &

Albany could be connected with the lines of the New
Ha\en at South Boston, and the New Haven connected
with the lines of the Boston & Maine at Charlestown.
In other words, he suggested that by a car float belt
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line the three railroads serving the Port could be con-
nected and their terminal facilities made available to each
other.

With the institution of these combined float and rail sendees of the
Boston & Albany and Boston & Maine into South Boston, the “free
waters” of the harbor would take on a new significance.

Boston has never known what the real meaning of a water-front
location is. In a vague way it is realized that it is a good thing to be
on the harbor. No one knows what it really means until he sees the
use made of the New York Harbor as an industrial and detour belt
line. Nothing has so greatly contributed to the growth of New York
as free lighterage free delivery anywhere within extensive lighterage
limits forced upon the New York railroads by the competition of
the old Erie Canal barges, which could equally well deliver anywhere
on either side of the Hudson, East or Harlem Rivers. This opened
and has held open the opportunity for industrial development any-
where on the New Jersey, Staten Island, Brooklyn, Bronx and Man-
hattan shores within lighterage limits, in some places twenty-six miles
apart.

Again, on page 293, Professor Clapp stated:

The car float belt, designed as a water-front belt, to improve and
complete the connections between the railroads and ocean carriers,
would also be an interchange belt of considerable worth, and an in-
dustrial belt which may be utilized to great advantage for the indus-
trial development of Boston.

In a report of the Boston Port Authority made to this
Commission the Board stated, in regard to the railroad
situation, as follows;

Professor Clapp, on page 290, stated;

The question of railroad support with which practically every
important port, except our own, is adequately provided, can be dis-
cussed at length either in connection with rates or with traffic. In
justice to the Boston roads, we are of the opinion that they are now
doing the best they can to help the cause of the Port, but it is evident
that there are limits to this support, and that we cannot be said to
have the kind of railroad backing we require until the New Haven
and Boston & Maine, our two most important carriers, are independ-
ent entireties. We are not prepared to say just what the relation
of our New England roads with the carriers west of the Hudson ought
to be, but we do say emphatically that nothing satisfactory in this
regard can be worked out until these roads are independent, and until
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they have an opportunity to decide for themselves what their rela-
tionships west of the Hudson ought properly to be in the interests of
the community and the Port. As a matter of fact, it is not too much
to say that, given proper railroad support, a great many of the ills
from this point of view of rates and traffic, from which the Port now
suffers, will find themselves corrected.

However, the railroad situation is not the only draw-
back to the Port of Boston. We are confronted with a
gross rate inequality on the ocean. Prior to the World
War, Boston enjoyed an ocean differential on foreign
commerce due to the shorter distance to foreign ports
than that of other Atlantic ports. But in 1917 another
so-called foreign controlled group, the North Atlantic
Conference, which consists of the leading foreign steam-
ship lines calling at the North Atlantic ports, voted to
equalize ocean rates to all Atlantic and other ports.
Thus the differential on rails which remained in effect
against the Port of Boston penalized the Port and gave
a preference to other North Atlantic ports.

One of the Boston railroad executives in a report made
to this Commission during this investigation stated, in
connection with this subject matter, as follows:

It is true that during the last twenty years Boston has lost most
of its importance as a competitive Port. The absence of an export
market for grain and cattle has something to do with this situation,
but there is no doubt that the taking away from Boston by the ocean
carriers of recognition of its advantage as the nearest great American
Port to European and South American ports has played an important
part. It seems to me that the fact ought to be clearly presented by
the Governor, or some other public authority, to both the Interstate
Commerce Commission and the Maritime Commission, with the re-
quest that they jointly consider this condition and find a remedy
for it.

The present Maritime Commission is a strong body, both as to
personnel and authority, and ought to be interested in maintaining
relationships between all important ports which will enable them to
fairly compete for traffic to and from the West.

The fact that the present rail rate relationship has been in effect
for many years does not make it sacrosanct. The two commissions
might jointly agree that as to import and export traffic the rates
should be equalized between points of origin and destination via all
the ports in the North Atlantic range, and if the ocean rate to Boston
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could not be brought down to the pre-war level, the inland rates to
and from Norfolk, Philadelphia and Baltimore should be brought up
to the same level as New York and Boston. This would doubtless
give New York a greater advantage than it enjoys today over the
out ports, and perhaps New York could afford to carry somewhat
higher rates than the other ports.

In its report to the General, Court in 1936 the Boston
Port Authority concisely summarized the problems of
the Port due to our present railroad situation. We quote
from this report as follows:

No discussion of the Port and its needs can take place without
there being raised the question of rates. The emphasis which we
have continued to place on the necessity of correcting the rail rate and
terminal situation, to the end that we may occupy a fair competitive
position with rival ports, has time after time proven to be justified.
Rates are dull things, but they can cut deep and they are sharp enough
as far as we are concerned. To review briefly the import-export rate
situation imposed upon Boston, which in itself provides a large part
of the answer to some who say that lack “of local enterprise” is the
reason why this Port does not flourish:

1. Import rail rates to the great central area of the country are
lower via Baltimore, Norfolk, Philadelphia, Portland, Montreal, St.
John and Halifax than via Boston.

2. Export rail rates from this territory, where the largest amount
of bulk cargoes are available, are lower via Baltimore, Norfolk, Phila-
delphia and Montreal than via Boston.

3. Import and export rail rates to and from central territory are
supposed to be the same via New York as via Boston, but this paper
parity is destroyed by the existence of differential lines quoting lower
rates, by free lighterage and services in lieu thereof, by non-compen-
satory storage charges, and by allowances of one kind or another
made by rail carriers at New York but not at Boston.

4. Import-export rail rates covering many points in New England
itself via New York and via Boston are the same, but non-compen-
satory services and absorptions by carriers serving New York in con-
trast with charges made by the same carriers at Boston handicap and
too often prevent this Port attracting even its own local and near-by
business.

In connection with this analysis, it must be borne in mind that, with
certain exceptions, ocean rates to and from European and far-east ports
are now and have been for years the same for all ports on the North
Atlantic, South Atlantic and Gulf ranges, so that we no longer have
compensating lower ocean rates to offset our higher import-export
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rail rates. Obviously the result is that via every port with which we
compete through rates to the interior of the country are lower than
the ones we have. It takes no magician to demonstrate that with
this condition prevailing we are practically shut out from getting any
freight to or from points west of the Hudson River.

This brings us to the important question of railroad support. As
explained above, we are to all intents and purposes confined to New
England territory for import-export cargoes. Our principal rail lines
West reach the Hudson only, and what is more, they are controlled
by trunk lines whose primary interests are in ports other than our
own. By “trunk lines” we refer to those great east and west sys-
tems operating between the Hudson and Mississippi Rivers, such as
the New York Central and the Pennsylvania. In justice to the Boston
lines, we are of the opinion they are doing the best they can for the
Port, but it can be readily understood that with the outside control
under which they are compelled to operate, they have but small voice
of their own in making decisions involving the attraction of through
business to the Port, or in extending other than limited assistance to
agencies such as the Port Authority in the latter’s endeavors to build
up such business. An objective of this Board is to assist in every
possible way to break up this trunk line control, so that our roads
may again have a voice in determining their destinies, and may lend
to the Port that service so vital to their own development and to that
of the Port. In particular, we propose to continue our efforts to re-
move Pennsylvania control from the Boston & Maine and New Haven
systems. Should this be accomplished, we are of the opinion that
each road should establish such relations of its own with lines west
of the Hudson as to leave no question of Boston’s having access to
the interior of the country under terms and conditions satisfactory
to all concerned.

From all of the foregoing it is plain to us that but
little can be expected from the railroads serving the
Port under the present set-up, and we can look for little
comfort from them in solving the pressing problems of
the Port unless a changed attitude develops. Truly, the
railroad situation at the Port is discouraging and de-
pressing. We, of course, mean no reflection upon the
local officials of these railroads serving Boston. These
men have been and are sincere in their efforts and loyal-
ties, but unfortunately their policies and their views are
governed by those outside interests which exercise con-
trol over our Boston railroads.
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Conclusion.
This Commission has endeavored in this report to

present to the General Court its recommendations which
it hopes may satisfy the demands made upon the Legis-
lature for relief of the problems affecting the Port of
Boston.

The passage of the resolve delegating to this Commis-
sion the task of making this report is indicative of the
urgent necessity for recommendations which may bring
about the needed improvements required at the Port.
We have recommended, we believe, constructive and en-
tirely feasible plans and proposals, which if adopted by
the General Court, will give to the Port of Boston its
rightful place in the standings of the ports of this country.

We recognize that the burdens of the cities and towns
of this Commonwealth are such as to prevent the impo-
sition of any further financial burdens upon them. We
are cognizant of the financial policy of the Governor of
the Commonwealth that the state government shall have
a "pay as you go” policy, and that the bonded indebt-
edness should not be increased except for matters of
necessity or for those projects that are self-supporting.

We have had all these matters uppermost in mind in
connection with our studies and our recommendations.
We have recommended a policy of construction and re-
construction of terminal facilities at the Port of Boston
which we believe is consistent with His Excellency’s finan-
cial policy for the Commonwealth. Our proposals for
the expenditure by the Commonwealth for the construc-
tion and reconstruction of terminal facilities are based
upon a fundamental financial policy, namely, that no
debt shall be incurred by the Commonwealth unless this
debt shall be repaid to the State from payments by
lessees of the terminal facilities under agreement to the
Commonwealth to pay not only the principal debt, but
also all interest charges incurred by the Commonwealth
on account of all such indebtedness.

In substance, we have suggested that the Common-
wealth should co-operate with the Port of Boston by
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lending to the Port its splendid credit and borrowing
capacity at low rates. Thus, it will be possible to satisfy
the demands of large numbers of our citizens and mer-
chants that something be done to aid the Port and to
help those who use the Port for a livelihood. At the
same time, this would bring greater prosperity to the
Commonwealth itself and to many of its cities and towns.

We trust that out of our studies and our proposals
there may come something of good which ultimately may
give to the Commonwealth and its citizens the benefits
of a great and prosperous Port, and bring about an
awakened Port consciousness which has remained dor-
mant altogether too long.

A r6sum6 of the foregoing will permit of a brief and
concise statement of our recommendations and of our
proposals for legislation.

We recommend and propose the following in order
that there may result a proper development and im-
provement in the commerce of the Port of Boston:

(a) An enlarged Port Authority to consist of seven
members; two new members to be appointed by the
Governor, one of whom shall represent organized labor;
the term of office for the two new members to be for two
years, and thereafter, upon the expiration of their tenure,
to be for a seven-year period, which shall also be the
tenure for the present members or their successors at the
expiration of their existing terms of office.

(6) The appropriation for the Port Authority tp be
increased to $lOO,OOO annually, $60,000 by the Com-
monwealth and $40,000 by the city of Boston, and all
the expenditures of the Port Authority to be made solely
upon its requisition.

(c) The Port Authority to be permitted to carry on
such of its activities, authorized by law, as in its discre-
tion and judgment it deems advisable and necessary,
without the consent or approval of any other official or
Board.

Summary.
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(d) The Port Authority to be authorized by law to
make expenditures from its appropriations for advertis-
ing and publicizing the Port.

(e) The Port Authority to be freed of all civil service
requirements for its employees.

(/) The Port Authority to create the position of port
manager to supervise and direct the active work of de-
veloping the Port.

( g) The Port Authority to establish separate divisions,
each division of its work to be in charge of a member of
the Board.

(h) The creation of a new division within the State
Department of Public Works to be known as waterways
division, under the direction and charge of a director,
with full powers to manage said division and to have all
the powers now given the department under chapter 91
of the General Laws, all such powers to be subject to
the approval of the Commissioners of Public Works.

({) The waterways division of the Department of Pub-
lic Works to plan improvements needed in the Port of
Boston and other ports, and to assume all the present
powers and duties of the Department of Public Works
with reference to such planning.

(j) The adoption of a new policy whereby the credit
of the Commonwealth may be employed for issuing bonds
to raise money to be expended by the waterways division
of the Public Works Department for the purchasing of
existing terminal facilities from railroads, steamship com-
panies and others, and the construction and reconstruc-
tion of new terminal facilities either on the site of these
existing facilities or on other sites; but upon the express
provision that, prior to any such expenditures by the
waterways division, such new facilities shall be leased to
such railroad, steamship or other companies upon a rental
basis which shall be sufficient to amortize the indebted-
ness of the Commonwealth on such facilities and pay all
interest charges as well as the cost to the waterways
division in constructing and reconstructing such facilities.

(k) The submission by the waterways division of all
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its plans and programs of construction and reconstruction
of terminal facilities, together with contemplated leases,
to the Boston Port Authority for its advice and report.

(7) The creation of the uniformity of rates and charges
at all principal piers and terminals by the policy of state
control or acquisition of such waterfront facilities, such
rate uniformity to be determined after report and rec-
ommendation by the Port Authority.

(to) The removal of the Boston Elevated structure on
Atlantic Avenue.

(n) The zoning of the water front to prevent encroach-
ment of non-maritime business on Atlantic Avenue and
on other water-front locations in the Port.

(o) The immediate repairs and alterations of Com-
monwealth Pier No. 1 at East Boston to obtain maximum
benefits from expenditures previously made by the State.

(p) The Boston & Maine and New York, New Haven
& Hartford railroads be divorced from Pennsylvania
Railroad control in order to permit of independent ac-
tion and policy by railroads serving the Port.

(q) The establishment of a car float belt line system
connecting by water all railroads serving the Port.

(r) The equalization of rates from Boston with Port-
land, Maine, on differential lines by action of railroads
serving the Port.

(s) A joint conference of Maritime Commission and
Interstate Commerce Commission to consider both rail
and ocean differentials on the basis of through rates from
points of origin and destination.

In order to make effective the adoption of such of our
recommendations which may require legislative approval
and action, we annex hereto drafts of bills for the con-
sideration of the General Court.

In our draft of the legislative bill establishing a
division of waterways in the Department of Public
Works, in which we seek to authorize the appropriation
of moneys for the construction and reconstruction of
water-front facilities, we have refrained from specifying
the amount which we believe should be appropriated or
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borrowed for the following reasons, namely, that such
amount can only be determined after study, planning
and investigation by the division of waterways, and be-
cause the financial aspects of our program, especially the
new policy herein recommended by this Commission
wherein the credit of the Commonwealth is to be used
for the purpose of developing the commerce of the ports
of the Commonwealth, especially the Port of Boston,
must in the final analysis be the subject of consideration
by the ways and means committee, which will determine
the amount to be recommended to the General Court.

CORNELIUS F. HALEY,
Chairman.

GEORGE A. PARKER,
Vice Chairman.

RALPH E. WILLIAMS.
JOHN F. ASPELL.
MAXWELL B. GROSSMAN.
SAMUEL SILVERMAN.
JOHN B. LEONARD.

December 1, 1937,
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Thirty-Eight.

An Act providing for repairs, alterations, exten-

sions AND ADDITIONS AT COMMONWEALTH PIER NUMBER

ONE, SO CALLED, IN THAT PART OF THE CITY OF BOSTON

KNOWN AS EAST BOSTON.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives in General Court assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section 1. The department of public works is
2 hereby authorized and directed to make such re-
-3 pairs, alterations, extensions and additions at Com-
-4 monwealth pier number one, so called, in that part
5 of the city of Boston known as East Boston, as it
6 may deem necessary or desirable, and for such purpose
7 the department may expend an amount not exceed-
-8 ing in the aggregate one million dollars.

1 Section 2. To meet the expenditures provided
2 for by section one, the state treasurer shall, from
3 time to time on request of the said department,
4 issue and sell at public or private sale bonds of the
5 commonwealth to an amount not exceeding in the

PROPOSED LEGISLATION.

No. 1.

C6c Commontoealtf) of Q^assacJnisetto
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6 aggregate the sum of one million dollars. Such
7 bonds shall be on the serial payment plan for such
8 maximum term of years as the governor may recom-
-9 mend to the general court in accordance with sec-

-10 tion three of Article LXII of the amendments to the
11 constitution of the commonwealth and shall bear
12 interest payable semi-annually at such rate -as the
13 state treasurer, with the approval of the governor and
14 council, shall fix.
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No. 2.

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Thirty-Eight.

An Act providing for the zoning for maritime use
OF CERTAIN TERRITORY IN THE CITY OF BOSTON BOR-

DERING ON BOSTON HARBOR.

1 Section 1. Chapter four hundred and eighty-
-2 eight of the acts of nineteen hundred and twenty-
-3 four is hereby amended by striking out section two
4 and inserting in place thereof the following:
5 Section 2. In order to regulate and restrict the
6 location of trades, industries and other uses, and the
7 location of buildings designed, erected, altered or
8 occupied for specified uses, the city ofBoston is hereby
9 divided into the following classes of use districts:

10 Single residence districts,
11 General residence districts,
12 Local business districts,
13 Maritime districts,
14 General business districts,
15 Industrial districts,
16 Unrestricted districts,
17 as appearing on the official zoning map of the city of

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives in General Court assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:

C&e Commontoealtf) of spaooaclmsetts
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18 Boston on file in the office of the state secretary on
19 January first, nineteen hundred and thirty-eight, as
20 amended by the substitution of new sheets
21 of said plan, prepared by the Boston city planning
22 board, and filed with said office day of
23 nineteen hundred and thirty-eight, in place of sheets
24 previously filed.
25 Except as hereinafter provided no building shall
26 be erected or altered nor shall any building or prem-
-27 ises be used for any purpose other than a use per-
-28 mitted in the use district in which such building or
29 premises is located.

1 Section 2. Said chapter four hundred and eighty-
-2 eight is hereby further amended by inserting after
3 section five the following new section, under the
4 heading:

MARITIME DISTRICTS.5

6 Section SA. In a maritime district no building
7 or premises shall be erected, altered or used except
8 for one or more of the following trades, industries or
9 uses:

10 (1) Piers or docks for steamship terminal use;
11 (2) Warehousing or cold storage plants;
12 (3) Ship repair yards, including boiler and machine
13 ship repair plants, for the repair, construction and
14 berthing of vessels and service locomotive, car and
15 truck repair shops in connection with terminal fa-
-16 cilities for this area;

17 (4) Coal or coke storage using terminals for water
18 transportation;
19 (5) Fish dealers;
20 (6) Salt and ice manufacture or storage;
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21 (7) Towboats, pilot boat or lighterage
22 (8) Yacht yards for storage, repair, construction
23 or berthing of small boats or yachts;
24 (9) Municipal fire stations
25 (10) Grain elevators;
26 (11) Junk or scrap iron storage using terminals for
27 water transportation;
28 (12) Lumber discharge, loading or storage to or
29 from vessels;

30 (13) Petroleum or its products, storage or manu-
-31 facture requiring water transportation or for vessel
32 bunkering, provided that the board of street com-
-33 missioners, after public notice and hearing, grants a
34 license therefor, no such license to be granted where
35 such a plant for storage or manufacture or vessel
36 bunkering will be detrimental or injurious to the
37 business character of the neighborhood;
38 (14) Ship chandlers;
39 (15) Compress or fumigating plants used in con-
-40 junction with warehousing of various types of cargoes;
41 (16) Ferry or small boat landings;
42 (17) Public utility power generating plants;
43 (18) Municipal recreation uses;
44 (19) Industries requiring a bulk terminal for
45 water transportation, such as coal, coke, oil, cement,
46 chemicals, lumber or grain;
47 (20) Railroad track extensions or sidings necessary
48 for the requirements of terminals or industries Jo-
-49 cated within this maritime district.
50 The building commissioner may permit, with the
51 approval of the Boston port authority, manufac-
-52 turing, industrial or other uses within this district,
53 which manufacturing, industry or use is clearly in-
-54 cidental to one of the above uses.
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1 Section 3. Section nine of said chapter four
2 hundred and eighty-eight, as amended by section
3 three of chapter one hundred and forty-three of the
4 acts of nineteen hundred and thirty-two, is hereby
5 further amended by striking out the first sentence
6 and inserting in place thereof the following: Any
7 lawful use of a building or premises or part thereof
8 existing in any use district at the time of its estab-
-9 lishment may be continued, although such use does

10 not conform with the foregoing provisions hereof.

1 Section 4. Section nineteen of said chapter four
2 hundred and eighty-eight, as most recently amended
3 by section one of chapter sixteen of the acts of nine-
-4 teen hundred and thirty-one, is hereby further
5 amended by inserting after the fifth paragraph, as
6 appearing in section one of chapter three hundred and
7 fifty of the acts of nineteen hundred and twenty-six,
8 the following new paragraph:
9 No decision of the board of appeal permitting a

10 variation in a maritime district shall be effective
11 until and unless confirmed by the Boston port au-
-12 thority. Immediately following the board’s final
13 decision in any such case a copy of the record shall
14 be certified to said authority.

1 Section 5. This act shall take effect upon its
2 passage.
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No. 3.

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Thirty-Eight.

An Act enlarging the boston port authority and

MAKING CERTAIN OTHER CHANGES IN THE LAWS RELA-

TIVE TO SAID AUTHORITY.

1 Section 1. Chapter two hundred and twenty-
-2 nine of the acts of nineteen hundred and twenty-
-3 nine is hereby amended by striking out section one
4 and inserting in place thereof the following:
5 Section 1. There is hereby established an unpaid
6 board to be known as the Boston port authority,
7 consisting of four persons to be appointed by the
8 governor, with the advice and consent of the council,
9 and three persons to be appointed by the mayor of

10 the city of Boston. One of the members so appointed
11 by the governor shall always be a representative of
12 organized labor. Said board shall elect one of its
13 members to act as chairman. Upon the expiration of
14 the term of office of any member, his successor shall
15 be appointed for a term of seven years in the same
16 manner as the member whose term expired. Any
17 vacancy occurring in said board shall be filled for
18 the remainder of the unexpired term by the governor,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives in General Court assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:
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19 with the advice and consent of the council, or by the
20 mayor, according as the original appointment was
21 made. Any member of the board appointed by the
22 governor as aforesaid may be removed by the governor,
23 with the advice and consent of the council, and any
24 member of the board appointed by the mayor may
25 be removed in accordance with the provisions of
26 section fourteen of chapter four hundred and eighty-
-27 six of the acts of nineteen hundred and nine.

1 Section 2. Section two of said chapter two hun-
-2 dred and twenty-nine is hereby amended by striking
3 out, in the twelfth and thirteenth lines, the words
4 “With the assent and approval of the mayor, the”
5 and inserting in place thereof the word: The, —

6 so as to read as follows: Section 2. For the pur-

-7 poses of this act, the port of Boston is hereby defined
8 to be all of the tide water lying westerly of a line
9 drawn between Point Allerton on the south and the

10 southerly end of Point Shirley on the north and all
11 parcels of land adjacent thereto and property thereon.
12 The board shall, from time to time, investigate any

13 and all matters relating to the port of Boston, par-

-14 ticularly with reference to the unification of overseas
15 terminals, belt line connections, condition and loca-
-16 tion of piers and channels, switching, floatage, lighter-
-17 age, rates, rules, regulations and practices, dockage,
18 wharfage, water front labor conditions, grain elevator
19 and warehouse facilities. The board may initiate or

20 participate in any rate proceedings, or any hearings
21 or investigations, concerning the port of Boston,
22 before any other body or official. The board shall
23 report annually in December, or oftener if the board

24 deems it necessary, to the governor, the general court
25 and the mayor.
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1 Section 3. Said chapter two hundred and twenty-
-2 nine is hereby further amended by striking out section
3 three and inserting in place thereof the following;
4 Section 3. Said board shall have an office in the
5 city of Boston and may employ a manager and such
6 experts, counsel and other assistants and incur such
7 other expenses, including those for advertising and
8 publicizing the port of Boston, as it may deem neces-

-9 sary; and the provisions of chapter thirty-one of the
10 General Laws shall not apply to such employment
11 or to persons so employed. All such expenses shall
12 be paid by the city of Boston upon requisition by the
13 board to the extent that appropriations therefor are
14 available, but not exceeding in the aggregate in any
15 one year the sum of one hundred thousand dollars;
16 provided, that said board shall have the same right
17 to incur expense in anticipation of its appropriation
18 as if it were a regular department of said city. The
19 sum of one hundred thousand dollars shall be ap-

-20 preprinted each year by said city. The common-
-21 wealth shall annually reimburse said city for three
22 fifths of the money expended under authority of this
23 section.

1 Section 4. Within thirty days after the effective
2 date of this act two additional members of the Boston
3 port authority, qualified as provided in section one,
4 shall be appointed by the governor, with the advice
5 and consent of the council, for terms of two years each;
6 but nothing in this act shall affect the tenure of office
7 of any of the present members of said authority.

1 Section 5. This act shall take effect upon its
2 passage.
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Xo. 4.

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Thirty-Eight

An Act establishing a division of waterways in

THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PROVIDING

A METHOD FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF WATERFRONT

FACILITIES.

1 Section 1. Chapter sixteen of the General Laws
2 is hereby amended by inserting after section five,
3 as appearing in the Tercentenary Edition, the follow-
-4 ing new section; ■—

5 Section 6A. The commissioner shall organize in
6 the department a division of waterways. The com-
-7 missioner shall, with the approval of the governor,
8 appoint a director to have charge of the work of the
9 division and may, with like approval, remove him.

10 The director shall receive such salary, not exceeding
11 six thousand dollars as the commissioner may de-
-12 termine, subject to the approval of the governor, and
13 shall devote his entire time to the work of the division.

1 Section 2. The department of public works,
2 hereinafter referred to as the department, may

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives in General Court assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:
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3 adopt a program of construction or reconstruction
4 of piers and other waterfront terminal facilities at
5 any port of the commonwealth after holding hear-
-6 ings, public or private, at which all persons interested
7 may be heard and, if such program relates to the
8 port of Boston, after consulting with and securing
9 the advice and judgment, by report or otherwise, of

10 the Boston port authority. After the adoption of
11 any such program, the department is hereby em-
-12 powered to lay out and construct or reconstruct any
13 particular facilities aforesaid included in such pro-
-14 gram, to acquire as hereinafter provided any facili-
-15 ties proposed to be reconstructed which are not then
16 owned by the commonwealth, and to execute a con-
-17 tract for the use of any facilities to be constructed
18 or reconstructed hereunder; provided, that no action
19 obligating the commonwealth to any expenditure
20 under this and the following section shall be taken
21 until the department, in the name and on behalf of
22 the commonwealth, shall execute a written contract,
23 approved by the governor and council, with some
24 responsible party, for the use of the particular fa-
-25 cilities proposed to be constructed or reconstructed
26 hereunder, for a term not exceeding forty years and
27 containing provisions for the payment of rental as
28 hereinafter provided, nor unless sufficient funds are
29 available for such project from the proceeds of bonds
30 issued under the following section. Prior to exe-
-31 cuting such a contract for the use of facilities pro-
-32 posed to be constructed or reconstructed at the port
33 of Boston, the department shall consult with and
34 secure the advice and judgment, by report or other-
-35 wise, of the Boston port authority relative to the
36 advisability and feasibility of entering into such con-
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37 tract, with special reference to the effect such action
38 may have on the commerce or progress of the port.
39 Such a contract shall provide that the lessee of the
40 facilities shall pay a rental determined by the de-
-41 partment to be sufficient to pay all interest charges
42 as they accrue on account of moneys borrowed by
43 the commonwealth and used in the construction or
44 reconstruction of such facilities and for the acquisi-
-45 tion of property in connection therewith, and to pay
46 the principal amounts of the money so borrowed and
47 used as they become due and, in addition, to defray
48 so much of the expenses of the department as may
49 in its opinion be properly allocable to the construe-
-50 tion or reconstruction of such facilities and the ac-
-51 quisition of property in connection therewith.
52 Subject to the provisions of this and the following
53 section, the department, in the name and on behalf
54 of the commonwealth, may take by eminent domain
55 under chapter seventy-nine of the General Laws, or
56 acquire by purchase, lease or otherwise, such prop-
-57 erty and such rights and easements therein as the
58 department may from time to time consider necessary
59 for the construction or reconstruction of any par-
-60 ticular facilities included in a program adopted under
61 this section; and the foregoing shall authorize the
62 commonwealth to acquire in the manner hereinbefore
63 provided any particular pier or other waterfront
64 terminal facility included in any such program, for
65 the purpose of reconstructing the same.

1 Section 3. For the purpose of carrying out the
2 provisions of the preceding section and subject
3 thereto, the department of public works may expend
4 such amounts as may be necessary, not exceeding in
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5 the aggregate the sum of million dollars.
6 To meet such expenditures, the state treasurer shall,
7 from time to time on request of said department,
8 issue and sell at public or private sale bonds of the
9 commonwealth to an aggregate amount not exceed-

10 ing said sum. Such bonds shall be on the serial
11 payment plan for such maximum term of years as
12 the governor may recommend to the general court
13 in accordance with section three of Article LXII of
14 the amendments to the constitution of the common-
-15 wealth and shall bear interest payable semi-annually
16 at such rate as the state treasurer, with the approval
17 of the governor and council, shall fix. Rentals or
18 other compensation received by the commonwealth
19 for the use of facilities leased under a contract for
20 use made under the preceding section shall be ap-
-21 plied to the payment of the principal of the bonds
22 issued under this section on account of such facilities
23 and the interest on such bonds.
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