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MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE.

Appointed by the President of the Senate:
Philip A. Quinn, Worcester, Hampden and Hampshire

Sen. Harold H. J. Clasky, Bristol.

Appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives:
Rep. Raymond S. Peck, Dartmouth, Chairman.
Rep. Edward Coury, New Bedford.
Rep. George Rogers, New Bedford, Clerk.

Appointed by the Commissioner of the Department of Public
Works:

Mr. John F. McGovern, Deputy Chief Engineer.

* Appointed on January 30, 1967, to replace Senator Zarod.
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ORDERS CREATING AND EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF
THE COMMISSION, ITS PURPOSE, FUNCTION, AND
TIME FOR REPORTING.

Cfte Commontyealtft of Massachusetts

� (Chapter 73 of the Resolves of 1965)

“Resolved that a Special Commission to consist of two members of the Senate,
three members of the House of Representatives, and the Commissioner of Public
Works or his designee, is hereby established for the purpose of making an
investigation and study relative to the advisability and feasibility of the
replacement of the present drawbridge known as the New Bedford-Fairhaven
Bridge, with a bascule bridge or a high-level bridge, or other suitable span for the
purpose of expediting vehicular traffic and making the passage of boats safer. Said
Commission shall, in the course of its investigation and study, consult with the
United States Army Corps of Engineers.” (Approved July 19, 1965.) This report
was due on the 26th of January, 1966, and was revived and continued under
Chapter 1 of the Resolves of 1966; then due on June 1,1966.

Chapter 46 of the Resolves of 1966 provided for a further continuation of the
Commission until December 28, 1966.

House, No. 3984, calling for the replacement of the New Bedford-Fairhaven
Bridge with a tunnel, was referred to this Special Commission under Chapter 105
of the Resolves of 1966.

“Resolve increasing the scope of the Special Commission established to make
an investigation and study relative to the advisability of replacing the present
drawbridge known as the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge with a bascule bridge or
high level bridge.”

“Resolved, that the Special Commission, established by Chapter 73 of the
Resolves of 1965, and more recently revived and continued under the provisions
of Chapter 46 of the Resolves of 1966, shall, in the course of its investigation and
study, consider the subject matter of the study proposed by current House
Document No. 3947 (originally House, No. 1414 filed by Representatives Coury
and Saulnier) authorizing and directing the Department of Public Works to

* construct a tunnel between New Bedford and Fairhaven.”
(Approved September 1, 1966.)
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To the Honorable Senate and House oj Representatives:

At an organizational meeting held immediately following the
announcement of the formation of the Special Commission, Repre-
sentative Raymond S. Peck of Dartmouth was nominated as
Chairman, and subsequently elected. Representative George
Rogers of New* Bedford was nominated as Clerk of the Commis-
sion, and was subsequently elected.

Since the original legislation which had been filed by Representa-
tive MacLean of Fairhaven (see H. No. 202) called for consulta-
tion with the United States Army Corps of Engineers, an addi-
tional meeting was held with personnel from the Waltham office of
the Army Corps of Engineers. The Commission was apprised by
their spokesmen that an investigation on the same question was
being conducted at the request of Mayor Edward Harrington of
New Bedford. It was agreed upon that the Commission would
await this report, while continuing its own investigation on related
matters.

Since the Commissioner of Public Works had not named anyone
to represent him on the Commission as required, the legislative
members of the Commission were technically unable to complete a
meaningful investigation during calendar year 1966. Accordingly,
therefore, the Commission sought an extension in December, which

a was subsequently granted.
"

A communication was sent to
name his appointee so that the (

investigation and study. The Co
sioner Ribbs that Mr. John M

the Commissioner, asking him to
■ommission could continue with its
amission was advised by Commis-
Govern, Deputy Chief Engineer,

Cl)c Commontoealtj) of cpaosadjusetts

REPORT OF TPIE SPECIAL COMMISSION ON THE NEW
BEDFORD-FAIRHAYEN BRIDGE.

~ would represent him in future m ■mgs.
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The first full meeting, which was attended by Mr. McGovern
and the other members of the Commission, was held on April 24,
1967, in Room 443 of the State House. Present at this meeting were
all Commission members, as w'ell as Mr. Robert J. McDonagh,
Bridge Engineer; Mr. Parker Carr, Assistant Structural Mainte-
nance Engineer; Mr. William Donoghue, Highway Department
Expediter; and Mr. Thomas Sheehan, Division of Waterways. All
had been invited by Mr. McGovern.

The minutes of this meeting follow:
“Testimony was heard from Mr. McGovern relative to the

anticipated cost of the construction of a high level bridge, or a
bascule bridge, and of a tunnel. Figures were also provided on the
cost of maintaining the present New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge.

The original cost of the bridge was $1,000,000. Maintenance
costs for 1966 were $61,175, of which $52,400 was paid for salaries,
$7,500 for maintenance, and $1,275 for utilities. The federal
government does not contribute any of the costs to maintain the
bridge.

Mr. McGovern pointed out the four criteria considered by the
Department when recommending replacement of such structure,
viz.,

1. structural capacity inadequate
2. roadway width inadequate

alignment—that is, sight distance and curves
4. inadequate waterway

Senator Harold Clasky interjected that 40 years ago, Mayor
Ashley of New Bedford had suggested replacing the bridge with a
high level bridge. Representative Raymond S. Peck observed that
the 5 to 7 minute interval which has been the span alleged by the
Department to occur when the bridge was opened is an unrealistic
figure. Mr. McGovern insisted that this time span is common to all
bridge openings and cited Gloucester and Fall River as examples.

Estimates of cost for a high level bridge based on 1965 construc-
tion costs: $17,000,000. This would provide for a 135 foot clearance
for deep water vessels with a maximum grade of 4%. The total
span would run from Acushnet Avenue, New* Bedford, to Green
Street, Fairhaven, and would be 5,900 feet long. ■

Mr. McGovern also estimated that 25,000 vehicles per day would
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be using the bridge by 1985, even with the new 195 connector. This
is approximately the same number of vehicles using the bridge at
present without the 195 connector. Mr. McGovern also brought out
the fact that the new bridge, the 195 connector, is four years away.
He further estimated ramp construction cost at $1,000,000, plus
another $50,000 for demolition of the present structure. He, there-
fore, concluded that the total cost of the bridge would be at least
$20,000,000. He informed the Commission that the Braga Bridge
cost $23,000,000. Mr. McGovern estimated the cost of a tunnel,

Abased on an informed guess at approximately $30,000,000.
Upon questioning from Representative Coury, Mr. McGovern

stated that a tunnel would be much more expensive to maintain
because of the requirement for ventilation, machinery, lighting and
attendants.

Federal financial assistance was also brought out by Mr.
McGovern and others present, that the federal government could
contribute 50% of the total cost of a bridge or a tunnel, but it

a would appear unlikely that the federal government would con-
* tribute as much, based on the estimate previously cited, as it is

presently contributing to the Commonwealth as a whole. Further
questioning revealed that it is extremely unlikely, if not all
together unreasonable, to assume that the Commonwealth would
permit its total federal commitment to be expended in one area.”
(Conclusion of minutes.)

At about this time a local retired businessman, Mr. John N.
O’Brien of Newr Bedford, offered a plan for the replacement of the
present bridge, which was given wide coverage in the local news-
paper. His proposal would have removed the old draw, as well as
the old approach to the present bridge. It wmuld have replaced the
bridge with a new structure located considerably north of the
present New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge. This proposal was sent to
Mr. McGovern to be evaluated by his staff, and by the staff in the
Engineering Division of the Department of Public Works. The

was subsequently advised that Mr. O’Brien’s plan,
into which had been put a great deal of time and effort, was not
feasible, and that further consideration of it would, therefore, be
unwarranted.

The next meeting of the Special Commission was held on August
■ 9, 1967, in Room 480 of the State House. Present were: Commis-
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sion Chairman Raymond S. Peck, Representative Edward Coury,
Commission Clerk Representative George Rogers, Mr. John
McGovern, and Mr. Parker Carr, who had been invited to attend
the special meeting. Also in attendance were Representatives
Joseph Saulnier and Donald Gaudette. Because it was felt that
all members of the New Bedford delegation should be present for
what the Commission hoped would be a semi-final meeting, it was
agreed that this meeting be postponed for one week. However, cer-
tain figures which had been compiled by Mr. McGovern were com-
municated to the Commission. The minutes of that meeting follow:

“.
.

. Upon motion by the Clerk, it was also agreed to invite the
Mayor of New Bedford, and the members of the Boards of Select-
men of the Towns of Fairhaven and Acushnet to the next meeting.
A brief report was given, which will be repeated at the next
meeting, by Mr. John McGovern, the Governor’s appointee to the
Commission. This report was given in conjunction with requests
made by the Commission Chairman at its last meeting, and
follows:

During the months of April and May, the traffic count on the
New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge was as follows:

Saturday
...... 29,000

Sunday 23,700
Monda}'’ .... 24,500
Tuesday ...... 25,000
Wednesday ...... 24,700
Thursday ...... 26,800
Friday ...... 28,800

The Count on the same bridge after the opening of the new
Interstate 195 as of July 7th was as follows:

Friday 28,000
Saturday ...... 25,600
Sunday ..... 21,900
Monday ..... 28,000
Tuesday 26,400
Wednesday ...... 26,900
Thursday ..... 28,200

Projections for 1990 on the same bridge indicated an average
daily count of 23,000. This is with the opening of the new 195
bridge, while the count estimated on the 195 bridge will be 42,000
vehicles. Changes of hours for the bridge openings were also
discussed, per request of the Commission Chairman. Under the
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present regulations the bridge is closed during the following hours
6:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m., 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m., and 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. However, it was noted that under the regulations of the
Army Corps of Engineers, the bridge must be opened at any time,
for any vessel drawing over 15 feet of water. This would include
most of the large fishing vessels, and, of course, any of the ocean-
going vessels. Mr. McGovern noted that peak traffic on the bridge
appeared to be between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. Mr.

types of vessels using the channelMcGovern also reported on the
as follows: (based on 1966 figure

Total 1,2:
Freighters and tanker
Pleasure craft

96 ( 6%)
85 ( 5%)
171 (11%)
30 ( 2%)

Tow Boats
Tow Craft

Total Count during 1966 1,615

A brief discussion was also held regarding the use of Water Street
and Second Street by vehicular traffic for 1966 as follows:

Water Street, 7100 vehic
Second Street, 8500 vehicles

This indicates that while the east-west traffic was approximately
23,000 vehicles per day, the north-south traffic was 15,600 per day.
The obvious conclusion was that it would be impossible to elimi-
nate the bottle-neck which has occurred at the intersection, without
a radical change in the roadways leading onto the bridge.

A brief discussion was also held on the desirability of replacing
the present structure with a medium level bridge, which is defined
as one which will permit vessels up to 50 feet to pass beneath. 94%
of all traffic using the channel would be able to pass under a
medium level bridge, according to Mr. McGovern’s estimates. On
the other hand, a high level bridge, which is defined as one which
would permit the passage of vessels of 135 feet in height, would
require a total length of 5,800 feet. This was compared to a
medium level bridge, which would only require 2,700 feet for its
erection. The present system of 3 bridges entails some 3,600 feet.
Upon question by Representative Coury, it was revealed that in
order to replace the bridge with a tunnel, a minimum of 50 feet of
depth would be required below7 low water. The total length of the
tunnel would be 4,025 feet. The cost had already been discussed at
a prior meeting.
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A brief discussion was held relative to the advisability of inviting
Mr. O’Brien of New Bedford to attend the next meeting to discuss
the plan which he has proposed. It was generally agreed that it
would be in the best interests of all concerned to invite Mr. O’Brien
and Representative Coury moved that we do so. Representative
Gaudette expressed his appreciation at being permitted to sit in on
the Commission’s deliberations, even though not a member of the
Commission. Representative Peck observed that all of our meetings
have been open to any and all interested in the problems of the
New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge, while acknowledging the Repre-
sentative’s gratitude.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:30a.m.

Special Note.

It should be noted that Senator Harold H. J. Clasky of New
Bedford had been stricken seriously ill early in the session, and was
not able to attend those meetings for which the minutes are herein
listed. He did express by letter and personally to the Chairman and
the Clerk of the Commission, that he remained very much in-
terested in the deliberations of the Commission, however. Accord-
ingly, therefore. Senator Clasky was kept apprised by the Clerk
through the mails.

The Special Commission next met on August 16th in Room 480
of the State House at 11:00 a.m. The minutes of that meeting
follow":

In attendance: Rep. Raymond S. Peck, Chairman
Rep. Edward Court
Rep. Joseph D. Saulnier.
Rep. William Q. MacLean
Rep. J. Louis Leßlanc
Rep. Donald R. Gaudette.
Rep. GeorgeRogers, Clerk
Mr. John McGovern, Department of Public Works,
Mayor Ed-ward F. Harrington, New Bedford
Mr. Parker Carr, Engineer, Department of Public Works,

amission members recorded as absent
■n. Harold Clasky

Sen. Philip Quinn

Representative Peck opened the meeting at 11:00 a.m. The
Clerk reported that Mr. O’Brien, who had been invited to attend,
had called to say that he was unable to do so. He endorsed the
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general ideas which Mr. McGovern had put forth concerning the
replacement of the bridge with a medium level bridge. The Clerk
also reported that Selectmen Earl Holden of Fairhaven had called,
and was unable to attend the meeting, but endorsed the plan for a
funded study by consultants of the Department of Public Works, as
had been explained by the Chairman and Clerk in a recent news
release.

The Chairman also reported that Mr. Holden had called him for
the same purpose.

| Rep. William Q. MacLean of Fairhaven was the first to testify,
and read a letter from the Selectmen of the Town of Fairhaven
regarding the bridge problem. Rep. MacLean suggested that a
meeting be held with the pilots of the seagoing vessels, and with
representatives of the fishing industry, both commercial and pri-
vate. Fie also suggested that officials of Quaker Oats and the owners
of the marinas in this area be contacted to discuss what changes
might be made to enable trash fish boats to be accommodated, and

i which would permit a change in the bridge opening times. He also
suggested that a bascule type bridge probably would be best to
accommodate the myriad types of vessels which use the inner and
outer harbor. Rep. MacLean also expressed the hope, that in any
eventuality, the old bridge would be maintained while work is
being done on its replacement. He expressed the hope that the old
bridge would not be closed until the new one is built. He also
suggested that we meet with the yachtsmen in the area to discuss
their feelings in regard to the bridge problem. Mention was also
made of a liaison committee which could be set up between the
Towns of Acushnet and Fairhaven, and the City of New Bedford.

The next witness was Mayor Edward Harrington of New
Bedford, who endorsed in general the ideas put forth by Rep.
MacLean. He spoke of a public hearing which could be held in New
Bedford, rvhich might be called either at the request of the

i Commission, or at his request, or at the combined request of the
* administrations of New Bedford and Fairhaven and the Bridge

Commission, at which public opinion could be aired along the lines
suggested by Rep. MacLean. Rep. Peck inquired of the Mayor as
to whether any such public hearing had ever been held in New
Bedford concerning the bridge problems. The Mayor replied that
no such public hearing, to his knowledge, had been held.
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Mayor Harrington recommended that a bridge, 60-65 feet high,
be constructed, rather than a medium level bridge, which would not
ccommodate oceangoing vessels. He spoke at length about the

North Terminal Development and the effect on it a new bridge
rid have. He also described the extensive work which has beenwould have. H

done on the New Bedford side of the bridge, and which is soon
to be done on the roadways leading to the bridge. The Mayor
ndorsed the idea of a funded study by a consultant firm under the

direction of the DPW, as recommended and suggested jointly by
the Chairman and Clerk of the Commission, and which had been

n coverage in the local paper. The Mayor suggested that the
rublic hearing to which we have referred, would give represent

e Harbor Development Commission, Selectmen from thetiv

Towns of Fairhaven and Acushnet, the fishing industry, the boat-
owning public, and area legislators, an opportunity to discuss all
aspects of the bridge problems and to explore all possibilities for its
solution.

The next witness was Rep. Leßlanc, who endorsed the sugges-
tions put forth by both Rep. MacLean and Mayor Harrington.

Rep. Saulnier endorsed the idea of a general meeting, endorsed the
suggestions of Rep. MacLean and Mayor Harrington, and also
requested that his bill for a tunnel be withdrawn from further
consideration by the Commission.

Rep. Gaudette also spoke very briefly, and endorsed the ideas
promulgated by Rep. MacLean and Mayor Harrington.

Mr. McGovern offered suggestions under questioning by the
Chairman and various members of the Commission, on the advis
ability of a study which had been discussed, and on the replace-
ment of the bridge. The meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m.

New Bedford Hearing.

In accordance with an announcement previously made, an open
hearing was held by the Commission in the New Bedford Free
Public Library, on Thursday, October 26, 1967. The meeting was
called to order by Commission Chairman, Rep. Raymond S. Peck,
at 8:15 p.m. Members of the Commission in attendance, in addition
to the Chairman were Rep. Edward P. Coury of New Bedford; Mr.
John McGovern, Deputy Chief Engineer, the Commissioner’s
appointee; and Rep. George Rogers, Commission Clerk. Senators
Clasky and Quinn were not able to be in attendance.
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Rep. Peck opened the meeting with a brief account of the
Commission’s history and its accomplishments to date. He com-
mended Mayor Harrington for his cooperation, and introduced him
as the first witness of the evening. After a brief opening statement,
Mayor Harrington introduced City Council President Anthony S.
Catojo, Jr. Councillor Catojo advised the Commission that the
City Counsel was meeting at the same hour, and they were,
therefore, unable to be in attendance. Mayor Harrington resumed
his testimony, thanked the Commission for its efforts, and stated
that the problem was at least 30 years old. He hoped that
something would be done shortly to correct a very poor situation.
He once again restated his preferences for any replacement, stating
that his first choice would continue to be a high level bridge, which
would permit capital ships to enter the inner harbor; his second
choice a bascule bridge, medium level, approximately 65 feet above
mean low water. He then discussed the possibility of the Commis-
sion’s devising a different schedule for bridge openings. The Mayor
then called on Rep. MacLean, who, he said, would be able to define
more specifically the needs of the harbor area.

Rep. William Q. MacLean of Fairhaven was next to testify, and
in his opening remarks, stated very emphatically that any question
of removing the bridge altogether, as had been discussed by the
Commission previously, should be discounted as unfeasible, unreal-
istic, and not worthy of serious consideration. Rep. MacLean
stressed the importance of Route 6 traffic to the economy of
Fairhaven, and stated that he felt that removal of the bridge would
work irreparable harm on many concerns that look to the traffic for
their livelihood. Rep. MacLean suggested that rules and regula-
tions for traffic using the north part of the river, for opening and
closing the draw, and for other matters relating to the harbor area,
should be promulgated by a group of individuals and concerns
which comprise the business community affected by the Commis-
sion’s activities. He suggested that the New Bedford Seafood
Producers Association (which was not represented at the hearing)
should be in the forefront of any such movement. Another sugges-
tion put forth by Rep. MacLean was that the lighting on the bridge
be replaced to afford more favorable illumination. He pointed to
the many accidents which had occurred on the bridge in the past-
few years, and attributed many of them to the poor lighting in the
area. Rep. MacLean also called attention to hazards created by
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high tides, and pointed specifically to huge puddles which form in
front of the Bridge Diner, particularly hazardous to traffic. A final
suggestion made by Rep. MacLean was that the Department of
Public Works consider painting the traffic control lines at least
twice each year, especially in view of the poor lighting to which he
referred previously.

The next individual to testify was Rep. Joseph Saulnier of New
Bedford, who endorsed all of the suggestions made by Rep.
MacLean, and who referred to the desirability of making some
changes in the times for opening and closing the bridge.

The next witness was Selectman Walter Silvera of Fairhaven, and
he too, endorsed Rep. MacLean’s suggestions.

The next witness was Selectman Earl Holden of Fairhaven, and
he spoke briefly, endorsing Rep. MacLean’s suggestions, and
further suggested that the funded study by the Department of
Public Works, and which had been previously suggested by the
Commission, be recommended as part of its report.

The Commission next heard from Captain William Trought of
the New Bedford Police Department’s Traffic Division, who
answered questions from the Commission, and testified concerning
the schedule in effect for the pedestrian lights at the New Bedford
end of the bridge.

The next witness was Attorney Louis J. Ostric, 3 Clinton Place,
New Bedford, who spoke briefly on the desirability of a high level,
as opposed to a medium level bridge.

Mr. John Linehan, Manager of the Maritime Terminal, Inc.,
spoke of the decrease in the number of ships using the facilities of
his terminal, and mentioned that there had been a 25% decline in
the number of ships, and noted specifically that the More Mac
Lines had indicated that they would be reluctant to have their
ships enter the harbor under anything but the most favorable
conditions, because of recent accidents that had taken place in the
channel.

The next witness, Captain Edwin Evans of Buzzards Bay, spoke
on the hazards of piloting ships in the treacherous channel.

The next witness to testify was Mr. Griffith Roberts of the New
Bedford Stevedoring Corporation. He indicated that the north
terminal would not be properly developed until the present bridge
is replaced.
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Mr. Chester Hathaway of Fairhaven presented the Commission
with a plan devised in the 1940’s by a member of his family. The
Clerk of the CCommission indicated that he would have the De-
partment of Public Works evaluate it.

The next witness, Lt. Leonard DeCunha, Secretary to the New
Bedford Traffic Commission, presented the Commission with some
figures which he thought it would find interesting, as follows:
Automobile accidents during the past 4 years have numbered 145
on the New Bedford side of the bridge. This has resulted in turn, in
191 personal injury claims, and 307 property damage claims. Lt.
DeCunha spoke on the question of implementing a right turn green
arrow on the New Bedford side of the bridge, and advised the
Commission that permission for installation of same has never been
forthcoming from the Department of Public Works. At this point
Rep. MacLean interjected that a similar arrow is in use on the
Fairhaven side of the bridge on Middle Street.

At this point, City Councillors Bachand, Catojo, Gaudette,
Hayes, McMullen, and Saulnier, entered the room, but did not
testify.

Rep. Peck, for the edification of those present, read the various
figures relating to traffic, which are itemized earlier in this report.

Rep. Gaudette questioned the accuracy of some of the counts
which had been made relative to the total number of cars using the
bridge daily. These questions were answered by Captain Trought,
who indicated that the counts were accurate.

The next and final witness was Mr. John O’Brien, retired New
Bedford businessman, who spoke briefly on the plan which had been
previously brought to the attention of the Commission, and which
■was referred to earlier in this report. He wras advised by the Clerk
of the Commission that the Department of Public Works would
take into consideration all proposals for the location of the new
bridge, and that his plan would certainly be considered by them in
such an evaluation.

Rep. Peck thanked all those in attendance for their interest in
the problems of the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge, and stated
that the Commission would complete its work, and file a report
within two weeks of this, the final hearing to be held by the
Commission.
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The Chairman of the Special Commission wishes to express his
sincere appreciation for the effort expended by the Commission
Clerk in compiling the information contained herein. It should be
noted that this Commission operated without funds, since there
was no appropriation provided in either the enabling legislation or
subsequent bills referred to it for study. The secretarial help
available to the Clerk took the form of staff provided by the
Speaker of the House for his Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen. For
this, the Commission is also very grateful.

Bt The Special Commission :

Sen. PHILIP A. QUINN.
Sen. H. J. CLASKY.
Rep. RAYMOND S. PECK, Chairman.
Rep. EDWARD COURY.
Rep. GEORGE ROGERS, Clerk.
Mr. JOHN F. McGOYERN, Deputy Chief Engineer,
Appointee of the Commissioner of the Department of
Public Works.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Seven

An Act authorizing and directing the department of public
* WORKS TO CONDUCT A STUDY OF THE POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS TO THE

ROUTE SIX-ACUSHNET RIVER CROSSING, AND PROVIDING FOR ITS
FINANCING.

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

1 Section 1. The department of public works is hereby
2 authorized and directed to make an engineering study in
3 depth of the possible solution to the Route 6-Acushnet River
4 Crossing, said study to be financed from available accelerated
5 highway program funds.

*

I

Appendix A.

Che Commontuealth of Massachusetts

1 Section 2. This act shall take effect upon its passage.
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lii the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Seven.

An Act authorizing and directing the department of public.,

WORKS TO INSTALL A DIRECTIONAL SIGNAL AT THE NEW
EXIT TO THE NEW BEDFORD-FAIRHAVEN BRIDGE.

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

1 The department of public works is hereby authorized and
2 directed to install a green directional arrow, permitting
3 northbound traffic to travel in that direction at all times, £
4 after exiting on the New Bedford side of the New Bedford-
-5 Fairhaven Bridge, on the traffic signal located at the exit of
6 said bridge.

»

t

Appendix B.

Ciie Commontucaltfi of e^assacjjuoetts


