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®fje Commontoealtt) of Jttasgacljustette

RESOLVE CREATING COMMISSION.

CHAP. 57. RESOLVE PROVIDING FOR AN INVESTIGATION 
AND STUDY BY A SPECIAL COMMISSION RELATIVE TO THE 
MODERNIZATION OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT.

Resolved, That a special commission, to consist of two members 
of the senate, three members of the house of representatives, and 
four persons to be appointed by the governor, three of whom shall 
be representatives of the County Commissioners and Sheriffs 
Association of Massachusetts, is hereby established for the purpose 
of making an investigation and study of the subject matter of current 
house document numbered 4129, relative to the modernization of 
county government.

Approved July 31, 1969
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QTf)e Commontoealtf) of jJAassadjugettS

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

To the Honorable Senate and House o f Representatives:

GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned members of the Special 
Commission to Modernize County Government recommend that the 
suggested bill be offered to the Great and General Court of the 
Commonwealth in this session. This commission was authorized by 
chapter 57 of the Acts of 1969.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. DENIS L. McKENNA, Chairman 
Rep. PAUL W. CRONIN, Clerk of the 
Commission
Rep. JAMES L. GRIMALDI 
Sheriff DONALD P. TULLOCH 
Commissioner LLOYD W. FRADET 
Rep. LAWRENCE P. SMITH, Co-Chairman 
Sen. JOHN D. BARRUS 
Mrs. MARCIA A. MOLAY 
Commissioner EDWARD P. KIRBY
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®f)e Commontoealtt) of Ufla&efacljusfettsi

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

To the Honorable Senate and House o f Representatives:

GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned members of the Special 
Commission to Modernize County Government hereby agree with 
the contents of this interim report of the commission and 
recommend that the suggested report be offered to the Great and 
General Court of the Commonwealth in this session. This commis
sion was authorized by chapter 57 of the Acts of 1969.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. DENIS L. McKENNA, Chairman 
Rep. PAUL W. CRONIN, Clerk of the 
Commission
Rep. JAMES L. GRIMALDI 
Sheriff DONALD P. TULLOCH 
Commissioner LLOYD W. FRADET 
Rep. LAWRENCE P. SMITH, Co-Chairman 
Sen. JOHN D. BARRUS 
Mrs. MARCIA A. MOL AY 
Commissioner EDWARD P. KIRBY
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®lje Commontoealtfj of Jllaggacfjusietts

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE 
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

To the Honorable Senate and House o f Representatives:

GENTLEMEN: We, the undersigned members of the Special 
Commission to Modernize County Government hereby agree with 
the contents of this interim report of the commission and 
recommend that the suggested bill be offered to the Great and 
General Court of the Commonwealth in this session. This commis
sion was authorized by chapter 57 of the Acts of 1969.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. DENIS L. McKENNA, Chairman 
Rep. PAUL W. CRONIN, Clerk of the 
Commission
Rep. JAMES L. GRIMALDI 
Sheriff DONALD P. TULLOCH 
Commissioner LLOYD W. FRADET 
Rep. LAWRENCE P. SMITH, Co-Chairman 
Sen. JOHN D. BARRUS 
Mrs. MARCIA A. MOLAY 
Commissioner EDWARD P. KIRBY
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SUMMARY

I. Scope and Procedure o f Study
The commission was authorized to study the “Modernization of 

County Government” as outlined in ( H-4129 of 1969 ) (see 
Appendix A) as well as other aspects of county government. The 
Commission held hearings throughout the state. Invitations were sent 
to the officials of every municipality in the Commonwealth asking 
them to share their views on the subject matter with the 
Commission. Invitations were also sent and testimony was heard 
from elected county officials from each of the existing counties, 
regional planning officials and people from government and academia 
who had expressed a knowledge of regional government. The 
Commission also had an executive secretary, and a legal counsel who 
gathered a large amount of information from other states, the 
Federal Government, several Massachusetts state agencies and various 
associations who had compiled information on either Counties or 
Regional Governments.

II. Hearings Reactions
Minutes were kept of all hearings and are on file. Excerpts are 

printed in this report. There was a high degree of consistency in the 
subject matter witnesses discussed no matter when or where they 
testified. There was almost no sentiment to abolish counties.

There was general agreement it could be improved. Officials 
consistently mentioned water and air pollution, solid waste disposal, 
water supply, police and fire protection, as problems that could be 
solved economically by a modernized county. Several suggested the 
State should assume the costs of all courts and roads. Most sections 
recognized the need to realign county boundaries if they are to 
function as logical regions in the last quarter of the 20th century. 
Even those counties who meet this criteria today would not stand in 
the way of change for those who do not.

The Commission also realized that there are many other areas of 
government structure that need even more detailed study before 
determinations can be reached as to whether or not additional 
changes should be suggested to the Legislature.
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III. New County Functions
The Commission feels that initially the boundaries of the 

counties should be realigned as stated in the bill under sections one 
through four and explained in the report. Within those realigned 
regions the counties should then assume the following functions:

1. Planning and Economic Development
2. Sewerage
3. Pollution Control
4. Water Supplies
5. Public Safety
6. Solid Waste Disposal
7. Conservation and Open Spaces
8. General Aviation airports
9. Agricultural and reclamation services

10. Purchasing
11. Data Processing

These are explained in detail in the report.
IV. State Responsibilities Under the New County Plan

Many traditional services now administered by the county have 
no place in a reorganized county. If the county is now defined as the 
intermediate level of government that is “suited by composition and 
governmental structure to solve regional problems that transcend 
municipal boundaries but should not be assumed by the state or 
federal government” it is appropriate at the outset to streamline the 
county and direct it of all the functions more appropriately suited to 
another level of government — the state. (See proposed bill Section 
8 .)

a. Registrars of deeds
b. Public administrators
c. Masters in Chancery
d. Judicial functions except the probate court
e. The cost of the districts attorneys office
f. Medical examiners
g. County hospital
h. County agricultural schools beyond high school
i. County parks and recreational services
j. Responsibilities in connection with dams
k. Responsibilities in connection with waterways
l. Responsibilities relative to county highways
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m. responsibilities relative to tax appeal
n. County training schools
o. County Law Libraries

Some of these items are self-explanatory; the others are explained in 
the report.

V. The Structure o f the New County Government
There will be three classifications of counties: rural, urban and 

cosmopolitan. They shall be administered by county commissioners 
whose number shall depend upon the type of county. 5 — 7 in rural, 
7 — 9 urban and 9 — 15 cosmopolitan. There are protections to 
guarantee that no one community can have a majority of the 
commissioners. On or before the first Wednesday in February 1971, 
this special commission must provide a minimum of four optional 
county charters to be acted on by the votes of each county on the 
first Tuesday of November 1971. Research has indicated that it 
should be possible to provide the voters options on all known forms 
of middle tier government. The Commission will then disseminate 
knowledge on the charters to local governments to stimulate citizen 
interest and encourage public participation in their adoption.

VI. County Revenue
The county commissioners are empowered to levy any tax that is 

constitutional to cover expenditures. Each county will be able to 
choose the best method of taxation suited to its services and its 
citizens.

VII. Continuing Investigation and Study
The Commission’s findings at this time indicate the need to 

continue our study in several areas. There are some explanations in 
the report regarding the Sheriff, Registries of Deeds, Election of 
District Attorneys, Probate Court, Clerk of the Supreme Judicial 
Court and Clerks of the Superior Court to name but a few.

VIII. Conclusions
This report and the bill it recommends do not purport to solve all 

of the problems of government. It does, however, recognize some 
immediate problems and suggests specific changes to solve them. 
Once we accept the premise that the resources of government are at
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some point “ limited” then we must begin the task of maximizing 
those resources. The first step in that process is to free ourselves of 
the 1820 framework of county government, to trade it in for a 
machinery of government that is structured to utilize the tools of 
today, systems analysis, computers, participatory democracy, so that 
counties can solve the problems of tomorrow.
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION

Chapter 57 of the Acts of 1969 adopted by both branches of the 
General Court in July of 1969, which is reprinted at the forward of 
this report, authorized a commission comprised of three members of 
the House to be appointed by the Speaker, two members of the 
Senate to be appointed by the Senate President and four 
Gubinatorial appointees, three of whom must belong to either the 
County Commissioners or Sheriffs Association. Speaker Bartley 
appointed on August 18, 1969, Representatives Smith, Grimaldi and 
Cronin. President Donahue appointed Senators McKenna and Barrus 
on August 12, 1969, and Governor Sargent appointed Commissioner 
Kirby of Plymouth, Fradet of Hampden and Sheriff Tulloch of 
Barnstable representing the County Commissioners and Sheriffs 
Association. His fourth appointment was Mrs. Marcia Molay who has 
been involved with the Study of County Government through the 
League of Women Voters in Massachusetts. The members met in 
January, 1970 at the State House and elected Senator Denis L. 
McKenna and Representative Lawrence P. Smith, Co-chairmen. 
Representative Paul W. Cronin was elected the Clerk of the 
commission. The bill was based on H. 4129 of 1969 (Appendix A), 
sponsored by Representative Cronin. When the bill was heard before 
the House Committee on Counties the petitioner requested a 
well-financed study be authorized to study the many problems that 
must be solved before such legislation could be implemented. 
Chairman Smith asked that a copy of Representative Cronin’s 
research accompany the bill for study by the commission. The 
Committee on Counties issued a favorable report for the investiga
tion and the study of the subject matter contained in H. 4129 
without any member dissenting.

SCOPE AND PROCEDURE OF STUDY

The commission was authorized to study the modernization of 
county government (H. 4129) and many other aspects of county 
government. After some general discussion at the first meeting it was 
decided that the commission would hold public hearings throughout 
the state and invite the mayors and selectmen from every 
municipality in the Commonwealth to attend the hearings. Hearings
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were held in the municipal officials’ home areas so that the 
commission might have the benefit of their knowledge and 
viewpoints on county government. It was later agreed to invite 
people from government and academia who had expressed know
ledge of regional government as well as regional planning people and 
elected county officials. The commission allowed a wide latitude in 
testimony and was able to accumulate a representative sampling of 
opinions from the groups invited to testify.

The commission also had the benefit of an executive secretary 
and legal counsel who compiled a great deal of information on 
counties and regional governments from the states of New Jersey, 
Arizona, New York, California, Florida, Indiana and Hawaii. The 
Federal Government contributed a mountain of information not 
only on the organization of regional type governments, but also on 
the many facets of governments qualifying for federal funding. The 
commission was also thankful for the 1962 report of the Legislative 
Research Council on county government and more recently the 1970 
report on regional government. All of this information was 
synthesized by our very competent counsel and used as the need 
arose throughout this period of our study. We also acknowledge with 
thanks the assistance of the Massachusetts Taxpayers Association, 
the Massachusetts Selectmen Association and the Massachusetts 
League of Cities and Towns, who provided us with many source 
materials. Several agencies of the State Government most notably the 
D epartm en t of Corporations and Taxation, Department of 
Community Affairs and O.P.P.C. deserve our thanks for their 
cooperation and assistance. Time and space prevent a full discussion 
of all of the information in this, the first of what we hope will be 
several reports of the commission. However, the information 
gathered by the commission is on file for future use.
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CHAPTER II 
HEARING REACTIONS

The hearings held for municipal officials varied from county to 
county but did seem to have several common threads running 
throughout. At the first hearing held in Middlesex County, a 
Selectman stated that his board felt that our commission should have 
two goals (1) to review and put into operation those improvements 
or corrections immediately recognized and justified and (2) to 
thoroughly review the role county government should play in the 
future governmental structure. The second goal was put in 
perspective after the hearings were concluded. As a result the need 
for the commission to continue is apparent. The first goal can be 
achieved by the passage of the sample legislation that is attached to 
the report. Hopefully this will happen before this session of the 
Legislation prorogues.

Local officials in Middlesex stated: “Counties should be 
realigned into logical regions, regionalization of municipal functions 
such as centralized purchasing, regional planning, police and fire 
would be beneficial.” While some were negative “abolish county 
government” was a statement made by only one official. Most 
officials recommended some positive change, recognized existing 
values and expressed the feeling that a form of county government 
was needed to solve the problems of the future. The second hearing 
was held in Essex County. The comments were similar. “The 
boundaries do not make sense . . . Lawrence and Lynn do not have 
common interests nor do Andover and Saugus, yet Greater Lowell, 
Lawrence and Haverhill joined by the Merrimack River and Route 
495 do . . . “Chapter 90 is very well run by the County . . . wish 
there were more funds”, “There is a definite need for county 
government” , “Should be a closer association between local and 
county government” yet “Opposed to giving county commissioners 
the right to tax”, “The present structure of county government does 
not fit the  p resen t situation . . . should be expanded to 
include . . .  air and water pollution and other services” , “Next to the 
school administration county government is the next whipping 
boy” , “We want reform not abolition.”

The third hearing was held in Worcester where participants 
stated: “County government is ideal for regional planning . . . .  and
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it could oversee environmental control, solid waste control” . “At
t a c k s  on c o u n t y  g o v e r n m e n t  are unjust i f i ed and 
unwarranted” , “People want officials who are subject to re-election 
and, if they are not effective, will not vote them back into office.”

“ . . . the small towns at the northern section of Worcester 
County are not compatible with the towns in the southern section, 
their problems are different. . . .  would recommend a reduction in 
the size of the county.” One man stated he was for the “abolition of 
county government” , yet the same man proposed a complete 
restructure with new lines and name changes. “Cities and towns need 
to give up some of their powers to a strong region and work together 
to solve mutual problems.” “A name change for county government 
is necessary for public acceptance.” “County lines should be changed 
to group communities with mutual problems . . .  to save duplicated 
expenses.” “County employees should have civil service.”

The fourth hearing for all the western counties was held in 
Springfield. Officials attending the hearing stated: “as times change 
the structure of government needs to be changed to fit the 
needs.” “County government should do more.” “Springfield pays 48 
percent of the county’s cost — and only has one commis
sioner.” “Let the people decide what they wish done with county 
government.” “Would like home rule with checks and balan
ces.” “Districts are imposed by the federal government and the 
people are assessed for the expenses.” “County line change might 
help to create better government.” Functions such as police 
protection . . . correction would cost less if regionalized.” “The 
powers of counties should be increased not reduced.” “In the future 
the towns need help on police and fire protection.”

The fifth hearing was held in Plymouth for Barnstable, Dukes, 
Nantucket and Plymouth Counties. The problems of the two island 
counties were summed up as follows: “The islands of Nantucket and 
Martha’s Vineyard are unique to the mainland and special 
consideration should be given to these areas . . . other areas could be 
improved by county realignment but have the county lines for the 
islands remain as they are now.” Mainland officials comments were 
similar to those expressed in other parts of the state on regional 
problems: “Something must be done in the areas of conservation, 
pollution control and certain areas of education . . . water and 
sewage.” “It is financially impossible for a small town to build an
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incinerator.” “The county does a good job.” “County government 
was “close to the people as any government can be.” “County 
government has a public relations problem.” “The Boston news 
media would do away with all elected officials.” “Rich towns get 
more service than small towns” yet they differed in one respect. 
“Redrawing Plymouth county lines would be a mistake while other 
line changes would be beneficial.” “This is where it all began, here in 
Plymouth.”

The next hearing for Bristol and Norfolk was held in Dedham. 
Several officials stated that “ they are pleased and satisfied with their 
county government” while others felt it should be reconstructed. 
“We need waste disposal, expanded police protection, drug educa
tion.” “We are growing but can’t afford more property taxes.” 
Norfolk officials much like Plymouth felt that county lines in their 
area should not be changed. “We do not want to be tied into 
Boston.” “if realignment would be better for the rest of the 
Commonwealth, Norfolk would yield.”

The last meeting for municipal officials was held for Suffolk 
County at the State House. Mayor White sent a representative to give 
a statement on H.4129 as well as comment on his federation of cities 
and towns. He stated that the present structure is “ totally illogical” 
and that “ the only long-range solution is the restructuring of the 
county.” He stated there were “many points of view” on the size of 
the county but “he felt the regional planning area reflected the 
legislative judgment.”

“The state should administer justice completely.” Other wit
nesses commented that a Suffolk County Commissioner “is like 
being an admiral in the Swiss Navy, they have no power.” “The state 
should assume correctional institutions and court costs.” “Would 
rather see people govern themselves than to have a remote system.” 
The officials of Winthrop and Revere who are part of Suffolk County 
and pay no taxes voiced objection to any boundary changes that 
would upset their unique situation. At the conclusion of the hearings 
for the municipals the commission voted to hold four more hearings 
for regional government experts, regional planning councils and 
elected county officials.

At the government experts hearing the commission was informed 
of several current reports by other states who are working on this 
same problem, as well as criteria that should be considered in the
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modernization of counties. It was stated that it is not too late to 
modernize counties in Massachusetts . . . “That present lines do not 
make sense.”

The regional planning councils’ hearing brought to light the 
concern of several planners. One “congratulated the commission for 
its bravery to even go into this area” , another said that the concept 
of “counties being the regional unit of government is a good one and 
had been proposed in a study conducted in his district.” “Drainage 
lines must be considered in redrawing county lines.” Others felt the 
county should have a “baby legislative body”, “the regional planning 
district lines should be the new county boundaries.”

The last two hearings were with elected county officials. Their 
comments were from acceptance of “the need to change” to 
“maintain the status quo”. “The form of county government should 
not be left to referendum” . “It is important to have county 
designated as the federal planning unit.” “Should get involved in 
water supply conservation and open spaces” . “Should not transfer 
any functions to the state since it will only cost more” . “Registries 
of Deeds should maintain their present district lines to prevent 
chaos. . .” “if Middlesex County is to be realigned no county 
commissioner presently holding office can be re-elected.”

“ County public works should not be assumed by the 
State” . “Regionalization dehumanizes the human element.” “Coun
ties should be put on a competitive basis.” “Being big is not 
necessarily being good.” “Police chiefs have begun to learn they must 
turn to others to help solve their problems, small towns can’t handle 
demonstrators and riots.”

In summary the commission learned a great deal from the 
hearings. There was almost no sentiment for abolition of counties. 
There was general agreement that it could be improved. Officials 
from every segment of the state repeatedly mentioned air and water 
pollution, solid waste disposal, water supply, police and fire 
protection as problems that could be solved economically by a 
modernized county. Several suggested that the state should assume 
the costs of courts and roads.

Some felt that county government today is remote, invisible, 
archaic, others felt it was close to the people, gave excellent value for 
services provided. It was the conclusion of the commission that the 
gap between these two statements was created primarily by outdated
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boundaries and lack of communication between county officials and 
local governments which bear the financial burden for the county.

Most sections of the state recognized the need to realign county 
boundaries if they are to function as logical regions in the last 
quarter of the twentieth century. Even those counties who meet this 
criteria today should not stand in the way of change for those who 
do not.

The commission also realized that there are many other areas of 
government structure that need even more detailed study before 
determinations can be reached as to whether or not additional 
changes should be suggested to the Legislature.

During the past few decades there has been a clear trend toward 
more federal and state involvement in service areas which were once 
the absolute province of municipalities or counties. Smaller units of 
government, those found in cities and towns, and intermediate units 
of government, those that aid small groups of municipalities, have 
been unable to provide solutions to problems that affect the lives of 
all citizens of the Commonwealth. Because of the magnitude of the 
problems and because of the distance of the federal and state 
government, government is becoming increasingly more invisible to 
the people it serves. People are unable to identify bad, irrelevant or 
unnecessary programs. They are unable to detect outright waste in 
government because their government is uncompromisingly complex.

Federal and state involvement has produced solutions to some of 
the problems plaguing municipalities but the municipality has paid a 
high price. The taxpayer pays for his service and also pays for 
duplication, excessive costs, irrelevant programs, and minimal 
utilization of resources. Yet he must depend on big government 
because of the inadequate governmental and administrative machin
ery of his local government and the fiscal superiority of big 
government to raise tax dollars. The question of searching for logical 
ways to solve governmental problems hinges on the nature of the 
problem to be remedied. The programs desperately needed to clean 
our air, to revive and decontaminate our waterways, to provide 
futuristic solutions to sewer treatment and solid waste disposal 
cannot, by default, be passed to Washington or Boston. This 
technique fans the crisis of confidence the citizen feels with his 
government. Voters and taxpayers have the right to feel that their 
government is responsive to their problems and needs, and should



20 HOUSE -  No. 6125 [August

have the power to vote for or against programs or officials that 
influence their lives.

It was in this context that the Special Commission to Study the 
Modernization of County Government was formed. The commission 
by definition studied one level of government, the middle tier of our 
state-wide governmental structure, the county. The commission had 
three alternatives in its treatment of counties:

(1) the county system in Massachusetts could remain the same;
(2) the county system in Massachusetts could be abolished;
(3) the county system in Massachusetts could be revitalized and 

restructured to become relevant to the people which it serves.
The conclusion reached by this committee is similar to that 

reached by a similar commission asked to study county and 
municipal government in New Jersey in 1969:

“The commission recommends use of present county 
government as the best alternative for building an
effective unit of local government at the middle tier:

(1) the commission views present county govern
ment as (the) starting point or base — not as a 
desired end;

(2) only with substantial changes in many areas 
can county government become an efficient 
effective government which accurately repre
sents its constituents and can act to meet its 
future needs.”

The county should become the form of government responsible 
for all problems requiring government control or contributions that 
transcend municipal boundaries yet are more regionally oriented 
than state oriented. To this end the commission recommends that 
present county boundaries be changed and logical regional units, 
each having a community of interests, be created. (See attached 
map.) The regional areas of the 19th century which constitute our 
existing boundaries are not responsive to our contemporary problems 
and certainly will become even more remote in the future. In 
redrafting the county boundaries the commission received technical 
assistance from the State Department of Community Affairs and the 
Office of Program and Planning Coordination. The boundaries were 
drafted recognizing criteria of the state regional and sub-regional 
units. Maps were studied of standard metropolitan statistical areas,
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economic development areas, logical areas of regional planning, 
drainage basins, highway networks, telephone exchanges, newspapers 
circulation patterns, population, rivers, existing county facilities and 
growth patterns.

The proposed changes would create a cosmopolitan county of 
approximately 1.5 million people, three rural counties of approxi
mately 200,000 people, eight urban counties of approximately 
400,000 people and two island counties. In preliminary drafts Dukes 
and Nantucket were grouped with Cape Cod and projected as part of 
Barnstable County. However, after testimony from island representa
tives and local officials, it was agreed that the territorial integrity of 
the islands, their uniqueness and isolation from the mainland 
mandated that their status as individual entities should remain. Mrs. 
Molay, who is a Gubernatorial appointee to the commission, feels 
Dukes and Nantucket should be part of Barnstable County. “With 
increasing technical advances the island communities will find they 
share a community of interests with the mainland. Certainly their 
ultimate economic and social development depends on and is 
intrinsically linked to development of Barnstable County. Retaining 
a distinct county structure for the two islands will further 
institutionalize this separatism and encourage divergence and duplica
tion rather than cooperation,” Mrs. Molay stated.

The majority of the commission felt, however, that since the two 
island counties would not receive services under the modem county 
structure because of their isolation and further, that it would be 
unlikely that island representation would be able to be elected to 
county offices because of their physical distance from the Cape 
political process, that the joining of the island to Barnstable County 
should only come through the initiative of the island inhabitants. 
Otherwise, island citizens would be taxed for progress on Cape Cod 
without receiving proportionate benefits.

The new counties recognize certain natural coagulants in each 
district that the commission feels are important. For example, the 
Merrimack River presents pollution problems to every community 
adjacent to it. The solution of the problem requires government 
action. The modernized county is the best unit of government to 
solve the problem at the lowest possible cost to all taxpayers, thus it 
is important to have every community in the Valley in one county. 
Many of the communities are also joined by interstate 495 and I 93.
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Hampshire County includes the Nashua River Valley and also 
recognizes the community of interests that develop from Route 2. 
Franklin and Hampden Counties are the only instance where we 
divide a river valley, however, Franklin County is very rural in 
character having many small towns clustered along Route 91 and the 
river which flows south from Vermont. At the southern 1/3 of the 
river in Hampden County, we have an urban county with 
manufacturing, pollution, etc. The two are very different in both 
geography and problems. In Berkshire County we have perhaps our 
most rural county, 49 communities with approximately 150,000 
people.

Worcester County revolves around the Greater Worcester 
economic area joined by Routes 9, 20 and the Massachusetts 
Turnpike. Barnstable County consists of Cape Cod and four adjacent 
water oriented communities. This seems to be a reasonable 
geographic, economic and population district. Bristol County centers 
around the Taunton, Fall River, New Bedford economic area, an 
urban area. Plymouth County is the South Shore county connected 
by Routes 3 and 24. Norfolk County is also an urban community 
with population clustered along both 495 and Route 128. The 
cosmopolitan county consists of 1.5 million people. This county 
covers all of Boston going as far south as Milton, north to Malden 
and west to Newton. This choice is the most difficult decision. The 
commission evaluated the S.M.S.A. limits, the phone company 
limits, the M.A.P.C. limits and many others. Much testimony at the 
hearings by officials elected within the M.A.P.C. region indicated 
that the M.A.P.C. district was too large for a county. The 
commission feels that the crux of this proposal is the accountability 
of officials serving any county to their electorate. To create a district 
which is unwieldy in size creates the same kind of problem existing 
in county government today . . . .  the invisibility of elected officials. 
The core district is what a person wants to make it. The commission 
chose these limits because 1.5 million seems to be a governable 
amount of people, the geographic limits include most of the 
problems a city faces today and for the foreseeable future. Beyond 
this limit municipalities become more suburban with problems that 
differ in either type or degree. Middlesex is a distinctly suburban 
county with Routes 495 and 128 both its boundary and common tie. 
The remaining county, Essex, is a cohesive unit joined by Route 1
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and ocean oriented interests. It consists mostly of the North Shore.
Within these boundaries counties become natural entities to solve 

regional problems. In this context it becomes the unit of government 
that can provide crucial, areawide resources and solutions to integral 
problems which need not be taken over by state or federal 
intervention.

NEW COUNTY FUNCTIONS

The commission feels that initially the proposed reorganized 
county system should assume the following functions on a regional 
basis:

(1) Planning and economic development
(2) Sewerage
(3) Pollution control
(4) Water supplies
(5) Pub he safety
(6) Solid waste disposal
(7) Conservation and open spaces
(8) General aviation airports
(9) Agricultural and reclamation services

(10) Purchasing
(11) Data processing.
These are particular functions that demand regional solutions. 

For example, data processing is a tool that is economically feasible 
on a county-wide basis for central purchasing and inventory control 
as well as many other governmental functions. By contrast, very few 
municipalities can justify an expenditure for this type of equipment 
in terms of both machinery and personnel. Yet the availability of 
such a system in whole or in part to municipalities is an excellent 
example of how government can and must maximize its resources 
today and accomplish even greater efficiency and economies in the 
years to come.

The principal unit of water supply in most areas of the state is 
either the local government or local water company. In the Greater 
Boston area the Metropolitan District Commission (M.D.C.) fulfills 
this function. As our population has grown so has our demand for 
water. Some communities find themselves with both an abundant 
supply and adequate distribution systems. Most communities
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however, face substantial expenditures in the not too distant future 
if they are to meet the demand for water. In making the county the 
principal source of water supply and giving it the power to assume 
the property, duties and costs of any existing water supply and the 
power of eminent domain to gain future supplies, economies of scale 
are achieved by mandating a homogeneous water supply system 
shared by all municipalities. The county shall be bound to provide a 
quality at least as good as a community now enjoys and a volume to 
meet their needs.

Some of the proposed counties include rivers of almost unlimited 
volume that are now used by a few communities as a source of 
supply. This would facilitate an economically sound system of both 
supply and distribution.

The same economies could be available for sewage disposal as for 
water supply. The M.D.C. has this function in Greater Boston. The 
cities of the Commonwealth and some towns have sewage systems, 
however, treatment plants are almost non-existent. The Federal 
Clean Waters Act and the similar State Legislative Acts have provided 
not only a policy of eliminating polluted streams but funds to 
provide up to 90 percent of the cost of constructing treatment plants 
to solve the problem within a rather strict time table. Most local 
communities have found it impossible to bear their share of 
treatment plant costs, thus they have joined together in small special 
service districts to solve the problem as a group. This could be solved 
at an even lower construction cost and in the long run, perhaps even 
more important, lower operating costs if distribution and treatment 
followed our county lines. The same systems development tech
niques that enabled us to put a man on the moon can allow us to 
treat an entire river basin as a system. Failure to do so will only add 
to our existing special service districts.

Solid waste is currently a severe problem that promises to get 
worse. At the present time some municipalities have residential trash 
collection, a very few have retail store trash collection and most have 
general commercial collection by private contractors. Communities 
generally dispose of their solid waste by incineration, land Fill dump, 
or open dump. This is an excellent example of a statewide problem 
where the solution must be reached on a countywide basis. Present 
solutions usually involve a proposal for the D.P.W. to build an 
incinerator to service a few communities in the general area. It is
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generally recognized that incineration is a fifty-year old solution to a 
problem of the 70’s. The technology that has made interplanetary 
flight possible is also working on exotic solutions to this 
problem — nuclear sterilization, high intensity heat, reprocessing, 
self-disintegrating containers. These solutions will be in use in the not 
too distant future. The communities that build monuments to trash, 
‘incinerators , will still be paying on their bond issues in the 

twenty-first century. Massachusetts still has a great deal of unused 
land. More of our area is now covered by trees than was covered by 
trees one hundred years ago. The cheapest and most efficient short 
run solution to this problem is sanitary land fill. Every city and town 
does not have enough land to solve its problems but almost every 
county would. This is also a problem where the county could set 
standards for the town as to numbers of collections, etc. It would 
then be up to the town to either meet these standards or contract 
with the county to do it for them. This system of setting standards 
with the option of contracting with the county has met with some 
success in the Western United States. With a rural, urban, 
cosmopolitan arrangement this would be a very effective system not 
only for solid waste but also for all current municipal problems that 
have regional impact. Some communities will find it cheaper to do it 
themselves and others finding greater economies in county 
contracting at least in a short run, transitional period.

Assuming that a modem county system creates logical regional 
entities and its governmental history begins unfettered by old or 
irrelevant programs, any legislation passed should aim at insuring that 
county planning from this point on remains vital to the individual 
municipalities which it serves. Having this in mind the commission 
recommends that each county have a planning agency and that all 
regional planning districts within the state be realigned along new 
county boundaries. The county planning authority will provide 
technical assistance and a yearly master plan to the elected officials 
of the county. Instead of many invisible regional agencies reporting 
to the federal government or the Commonwealth and answering to 
administrators of state programs, the new planning agency of the 
county will be directly responsible to an elected official who is in 
turn accountable to the people. If programs run away or do not meet 
citizen needs and taxes increase, the voter will be easily able to 
identify the source of the waste and invoke his traditional remedy by
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electing a more responsive elected official.
Planning at the county level will be further enhanced by giving 

member cities and towns a voice in the master plan of the county. 
Each county under this commission’s proposed legislation would 
report at least four times a year to a county advisory council 
consisting of a representative from each city and town. Representa
tives will be able to voice their ideas and criticisms concerning the 
solution of county-municipal problems, county-municipal relations, 
service problems, capital facilities development and other subjects of 
mutual interest and concern.

Perhaps one of the most significant areas where economies of 
scale can be achieved under a modem county system is in the public 
safety area. Under our present system, cities and towns are primarily 
responsible for their own services. As a result, one driving in 
Massachusetts is able to see two fire stations almost in sight of one 
another because a municipal boundary line separates them. Police 
departments in the past several years have purchased riot control 
equipment on an individual basis when one county riot squad 
intelligently trained and equipped could be serving the entire county. 
Resort areas have been compelled to hire numbers of public safety 
employees disproportionate to their population because of the influx 
of summer residents. A county police system would be able to 
deploy personnel in relation to the stress involved at any time. Small 
rural towns, if they desired, could rely entirely on the county police 
force.

The new county should have the authority and responsibility to 
solve all problems of pollution within its boundaries. The county 
should be the implementing authority for pollution control 
programs, the action oriented arm of any pollution control programs. 
Standards set by the Commonwealth or federal government are of 
little solace to an individual if pollution crises are merely reported 
and relevant programs are not put into effect.

STATE RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER A NEW COUNTY PLAN

To insure that counties function as an autonomous middle tier of 
government between state government on one hand and municipal 
government on the other, it was imperative for the commission to 
examine present county responsibilities. Many traditional services,



1970] HOUSE -  No. 6124 27

now administered by the county, have no place in a reorganized 
county. If the county is now defined as an intermediate level of 
government that is: “ suited by composition and governmental 
structure to solve regional problems that transcend municipal 
boundaries but should not be assumed by the state or federal 
government,” it is appropriate at the outset to streamline the county 
and divest it of all the functions more appropriately suited to 
another level of government -  the state.

It is the recommendation of this commission that initially the 
following functions should be turned over to the appropriate state 
department or agency (See proposed bill Section 8 for additional 
details):

(a) judicial functions, except the probate court
(b) Masters in Chancery
(c) public administrators
(d) registrars of deeds
(e) the cost of the district attorney’s office
(f) medical examiners
(g) county hospitals
(h) county agricultural schools beyond high school
(i) county parks and recreational services
(j) responsibilities in connection with dams
(k) responsibilities in connection with waterways
(l) responsibilities relative to county highways
(m) responsibilities relative to tax appeal
(n) county training schools
(o) county law libraries

Some of the above warrant explanation. Others are self-explanatory.
The administration of justice is not a regional problem, it is a 

statewide problem. Questions of what kinds of facilities are needed 
in the Commonwealth; the pay scale of justices the uniform 
administrators of justices are best answered by a centralized state 
agency. Justice is a primary state constitutional responsibility and 
ought to be the administrative and financial responsibility of the 
Commonwealth. The 1962 Legislative Research Council report 
relative to county government (H.3131) stated: “a crazy quilt system 
of court administration and finance handicaps efficient management 
and financing of the court.”

The District Attorney’s office is a choice example of fragmenta-
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tion of a service. The Commonwealth pays the salaries, pensions and 
group insurance of the district attorney and assistant district 
attorneys and also pays their expenses for official travel within the 
state. Yet, the county must pay the following costs for administra
tion of criminal law: (1) the salaries of all other employees of the 
district attorney; (2) expenses for all official out of state travel by 
the district attorney and his staff; (3) expenses of investigation 
including the expenses of state police assigned to the office of the 
district attorney; (4) expenses of experts and other witnesses 
summoned for the state; and (5) the cost of stationery and other 
supplies of the district attorney’s offices.

By having the Commonwealth assume all costs of the district 
attorneys, those offices will truly come under the general supervision 
of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth as provided by law:

District attorneys within these respective districts 
shall appear for the Commonwealth in Superior Court 
in all cases, criminal or civil in which the Common
wealth is a party or interested, and in the hearing, in 
the Supreme Judicial Court of all question of law 
arising in the case of which they respectfully have 
charge, shall aid the Attorney General in the duties 
required of him, and perform such of his duties as are 
not required of him personally; but the Attorney 
General, when present, shall have the control of such 
cases. They may interchange official duties. (G.L.
C.12 S.27)

The counties have had responsibilities with respect to highways 
since 1828 when the county commissioners assumed the power and 
duties of the old “Highway Commissioners” . They are not in the 
road building business. Because they do not function at the 
operational level, but still have powers in this area, highway 
construction is a fragmented service where the citizens’ tax dollars 
pay for overlapping jurisdiction of service by as many as five 
different governmental units.

The county has two primary functions with respect to road 
programs: (1) it acts as a revenue raising unit to finance highway 
construction with state and local governments (their revenue is 
charged to the cities and towns and ultimately to the property
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owner); and (2) it participates in the procedural requirements 
incident to the laying out, construction and discontinuance of public 
ways.

Since the county does no road construction or maintenance their 
highway function is obviously a vestage of the 19th century and 
should be transferred to a unit of government actually able to 
construct, improve and maintain public ways. Moreover, cities and 
towns doing work in this area would only have to deal with one unit 
of government and not two. The step eliminated is one of form and 
not substance and would eliminate the unfairness of assessing the 
costs of county highways on the local property taxpayer. Almost 
thirty years ago, Arthur Curley stated in his report entitled “A Study 
of County Government, 1941” '."

Under no theory of equalization can this burden on 
property taxpayers be justified; because “usage” is 
the only equitable criterion for assessing the cost of 
constructing and maintaining highways, other than 
purely local roads.

The elimination of counties as middlemen helps to make the 
structure more efficient, makes the decision making power more 
visible and the system more responsive to the real needs of the 
people.

THE STRUCTURE OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT

Traditionally in Massachusetts, the governing body of the 
county, the county commissioners, has not been regarded as a 
legislative body. While the commissioners are in substantial control 
of county departments and institutions where principal officers they 
appoint, they have little or no control over county agencies headed 
by independently elected county officials. Moreover, there is no 
executive form of government in the Massachusetts counties to 
handle the managerial tasks of government.

The existing form of county government is unable to respond to 
problems which are areawide in scope and would be assigned to the 
counties under this proposal. If we are to expand the role of county 
government then it must possess the power essential to deliver these
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services which it is ideally suited to perform.
The commission feels strongly that the voter should identify the 

progress or failure in government with the political figures who have 
decision making powers. As stated by a study commission in New 
Jersey in its pamphlet “County Government: Challenge and 
Change” :

“Inherent in the idea that elected leaders are better 
because they are politically accountable to the voter 
is the notion that the voter can fix blame or failure 
for specific programs, or at least that the elected 
official, in running on his record, can point to his 
legislative successes. It is also necessary that within 
each unit of government there be clear lines of 
authority so that the elected officials can evaluate 
programs and policies. For every problem and 
program an elected official should have on his desk 
the proverbial sign saying ‘The buck stops here’.”

The commission proposes that there be 5-7 commissioners in the 
rural counties, 7-9 in the urban counties and 9-15 in cosmopolitan 
county. The commission’s suggested bill also provides that in rural 
counties no more than two (2) commissioners may reside in the same 
city or town; in the urban counties no more than two (2) 
commissioners may reside in any city and no more than two (2) 
commissioners may reside in any town; and in cosmopolitan county 
no more than four to seven commissioners (depending on the 
determination of the exact number of commissioners the voters of 
the county assign in their charter) may reside in Boston. It was the 
intention of the commission that a majority of the commissioners of 
cosmopolitan county reside outside of Boston.

This system guarantees that all interests in the county will be 
represented by the legislative arm of the modem county government 
and will be able to directly effect the county decision making 
process.

No specific provision has been made in this commission’s 
proposed bill for an executive department of the county; nor has any 
attempt been made to create a formal structure of government to be 
imposed on the restructured counties. Since the individual citizen
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and taxpayer is the person ultimately affected by the reorganization 
of county government he should have a say in its final form. There 
will be uniformity among the counties with respect to their general 
powers but there should be flexibility on the alternative form of 
county organization. Therefore, on or before the first Wednesday in 
February, 1971, the Special Commission to Study the Modernization 
of County Government is charged with the responsibility of 
providing at least four (4) optional county charters to be acted upon 
by the registered voters of each county on the first Tuesday of 
November, 1971.

Research has indicated that it should be possible to provide the 
voters options on all known forms of middle-tier government. It will 
then be the task of the Special Commission to disseminate 
knowledge with respect to these charters to all local governments to 
stimulate citizen interest and encourage public participation in their 
adoption. Since counties will henceforth carry the general de
signation of rural, urban and cosmopolitan, there will be a 
particularized need for the Special Commission to inform citizens of 
the application of particular charters to the solution of their region’s 
problems.

COUNTY REVENUE

One of the most recurrent complaints about the present county 
structure during the Special Commission’s hearings throughout the 
state was the county’s means of raising revenue. In addition, during 
the hearings conducted for municipal officials much dissatisfaction 
was expressed with the present statutory budget procedure. More 
significantly, the first thing the average citizen points to when 
criticizing “the invisibility of county government” is the means by 
which a county raises its revenue. The feeling is understandable. No 
one in Massachusetts has ever received a county tax bill. Since few 
people are recipients of a direct county service most feel that the 
assessment is disproportionate to the benefits received.

One of the best ways to improve confidence in county 
government is to mandate a visible method by which the counties 
raise money to cover expenditures. Like all governmental units 
county government must always be able to issue bonds for long term
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capital expenditures. Moreover, because of the uniqueness of the 
service of the new counties, each county must have a device whereby 
it may be able to initiate a project or program peculiar to a limited 
area within the county. If such a project will have only limited 
benefit to the county as a whole and there is agreement that this 
limited problem should be solved, the cost of the project should be 
placed on those who will receive the benefit. Therefore, the county is 
empowered to “impose service charges for benefits received.”

To raise the major portion of the revenue necessary to maintain a 
county, commissioners are empowered to “levy any tax that is 
constitutional to cover expenditures.” Because of the breadth of this 
provision to each autonomous unit, each independent county will be 
able to choose the best method of taxation suited to its services and 
its citizens. Elected public officials will be charged with tailoring 
county fiscal matters to the wishes of the electorate. Opponents of 
this method feel that citizens will simply be subjected to another set 
of assessments and collections and this plan would, in effect, impose 
a new tax. The simple answer to this argument is that this plan 
eliminates an old assessment that has been used to pay for many 
functions which are more equitably performed by the state as well as 
eliminating from local real estate taxes those traditionally local 
services that can now be performed more efficiently on a regional 
basis. The tax will be used to pay for services which, if not provided 
at this level of government, would be assumed by the state and 
federal governments. The commission believes that solution oriented 
counties will be more effective than distant, larger units of 
government that are less responsive to the pressures of the electorate.

CONTINUING INVESTIGATION AND STUDY

The commission believes that its initial recommendations, if 
implemented, would dramatically improve the role of the county and 
its services. There are, however, some areas that require further study 
and some questions that require answers.

The Sheriff. The commission investigated the role of the sheriff 
in the county structure. Many of the preliminary drafts of this 
proposed legislation made the sheriff the chief law enforcement 
officer of the county with all the powers of a director of public
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safety. He would have had the combined power of the county police 
commissioner and the county fire commissioner as proposed in the 
commission’s current bill. Moreover, the Houses of Correction would 
have been turned over to the state and administered by the State 
Department of Correction.

Much of the testimony gathered at the hearings and subsequent 
investigation by the commission disclosed that such action might be 
counterproductive. The sheriffs have demonstrated that the Houses 
of Correction can be run at a much lower cost and more efficiently 
than the state institutions though with great variation in programs 
from county to county. Granted the mission of Houses of Correction 
differ from those of state prisons but there is a good case to be made 
that offenders sentenced to Houses of Correction have a better 
chance at rehabilitation in these smaller regionally oriented 
institutions. Furthermore, the commission could not agree as to 
whether or not the State Department of Corrections could 
effectively assume these new responsibilities at this time. The 
commission is of the opinion that a uniform system of corrections 
for the Commonwealth would best serve the interests of the public.

If the Houses of Correction were to stay with the county and run 
by the sheriff then certainly he could not be county director of 
public safety. Such a proposal would put the sheriff and his staff in 
the precarious position of having the responsibility of apprehending a 
criminal, testifying against him at trial and then, after conviction and 
incarceration, attempting to rehabilitate him in the Houses of 
Correction.

It was for these reasons that the proposed legislation remained 
silent on the office of sheriff and that we will continue to study this 
area.

Registries o f  Deeds. There was some speculation that, even 
though the present registry districts do not conform entirely with 
present county boundaries, that under any reorganization plan the 
registry districts should be realigned along the new county 
boundaries.

Because of the recording system which has been used in 
Massachusetts since the 1600’s it would be economically unfeasible 
to reorganize the Registries of Deeds at this time. However the 
proposed legislation does lay the groundwork for significant changes 
in the registry systems by keeping the districts intact and placing the
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entire system under the control of the Secretary of State. One state 
agency will then have the opportunity to scrutinize this archaic 
structure with a view towards modernization. Moreover, as the chief 
record keeper in the Commonwealth, the office of the Secretary of 
State is best qualified to apply new data processing techniques to 
modernize recording procedures.

Since the registry districts remain intact the Registrars of Deeds 
will be elected in the same manner as present.

Election o f District Attorneys. The commission feels that, for 
the present, district attorneys should be elected from the existing 
districts. However, since the district attorneys are under the general 
jurisdiction of the Attorney General it may be advisable for the 
Attorney General’s office to propose legislation if the orderly 
administration of criminal justice is required.

Probate Court. The commission would have recommended that 
the probate court be transferred along with all other judicial 
functions to the state but the Massachusetts Constitution prohibits 
this reform. Any changes would have to be made at a constitutional 
convention.

Clerk o f  the Supreme Judicial Court. The clerk of the Supreme 
Judicial Court should be elected from Cosmopolitan County.

Clerks o f the Superior Court. If this commission’s proposed 
legislation is passed by the General Court, the statutes pertaining to 
venue of the Superior Court will have to be amended. The 
commission feels that the clerk of the superior court should still be 
elected but their electoral district should conform to the venue 
requirements of the reorganized judicial system.

CONCLUSION:

This report and the bill that it recommends do not purport to 
solve all of the problems of government. It is merely the result of 
adhering to the admonition of our very first witness in Middlesex 
County: (1) “ to review and put into operation those improvements 
immediately recognized and justified.” His second point “ to 
thoroughly review the role county government should play in the 
future government structure” is in one sense an even more 
demanding task. Some have said that if this bill were implemented at
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the same time as our state reorganization then Massachusetts would 
have the most modern structure of government of any state in the 
country. That may or may not be true but we do know at this point 
in time how inadequate our present structure is. Once we accept the 
premise that the resources of government are at some point 
“limited” then we must begin the task of maximizing those 
resources. The first step in that process is to free ourselves of the 
1820 horse and buggy framework of county government to trade it 
in for a machinery of government that is structured to utilize the 
tools of today, systems analysis, computers, participatory democracy 
so that counties can solve the problems of tomorrow.
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APPENDIX A

By Mr. Cronin of Andover, petition of Paul W. Cronin, John A. S. McGlennon, John 
F. St. Cyr, Martin A. Linsky and Harry A. S. Read for legislation relative to the 
modernization of county government. Counties.

®})e Commontoealtfj of Jtlasteacfjugette

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE MODERNIZATION OF COUNTY GOVERN
MENT.

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

1 This act will require the re-drawing of county boundaries to
2 create a metropolitan county of approximately one and one half
3 million people and four rural counties of approximately two
4 hundred thousand and eight urban counties of approximately
5 four hundred thousand.
6 Governmental Framework. — The county commissioners,
7 three in rural counties, five in urban and seven in metropolitan,
8 shall sit as a council and shall be elected at large.
9 The voters must then approve by referendum a system for

10 their county that would provide for either:
11 1. Commissioner — Strong manager form;
12 2. Commissioner — Executive secretary form;
13 3. Commissioner — Strong single commissioner similar to
14 strong mayor.
15 The county will have the power to use any form of taxation
16 that is constitutional to cover expenditures proposed by the
17 executive and approved by the council.
18 The county will become the form of government responsible
19 for all problems that require government control or contributions
20 that transcend municipal boundaries yet are more regionally
21 oriented than state oriented.
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22 This modernization shall include but not be limited to the
23 following:
24 County Finance. — The county commissioners shall have the
25 power to raise funds by any form of taxation that is
26 constitutional to cover the costs of government within their
27 jurisdiction. The budget shall be prepared by the executive and
28 approved by the commissioners.
29 County Treasury Department. — The county treasurer shall
30 become an appointed official of the county executive with the
31 approval of the commissioners and functions shall remain the
32 same.
33 Water Supply. — The county shall be the principal source of
34 water supply and shall have the power to take over all the
35 property, duties and costs of any existing water supply and the
36 power of eminent domain to gain future supplies. The county
37 shall have the duty to provide a quality at least as good as a
38 community now enjoys and a volume to meet their needs.
39 Sewage. — The county shall have the prime responsibility for
40 sewage disposal — shall have the power to assume all existing
41 properties, duties and costs as well as meet all future needs — the
42 county will become the principal region for all water pollution
43 control.
44 Solid Waste Disposal. — The county will provide disposal
45 facilities for solid waste collected within the county and may be
46 contracted by the town to do the collection.
47 Court Structure. — Functions and costs of all courts other
48 than probate transferred to the state.
49 Functions and costs of probate courts to remain with the
50 county.
51 The Sheriff. — The sheriff shall be retained and his duties
52 expanded to include the powers to set standards of public safety
53 within his county and to see that local communities maintain
54 them, either independently or in conjunction with the sheriffs
55 office. The sheriffs shall maintain jails to implement the normal
56 process of his duties, but houses of correction shall be placed
57 under the state correction department. The county industrial
58 farm will be abolished.
59 The costs and functions of the District Attorney shall be
60 assumed by the state; however, he will still be an elected official.
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61 The costs and functions of all medical examiners shall be
62 transferred to the state as shall the costs and functions of masters
63 in chancery and public administrators.
64 Registries of deeds, the costs and functions of these offices
65 shall be transferred to the state; however, the registrar will still be
66 an elected official.
67 Registries o f  Probate. — Function to remain the same as
68 present.
69 Public Buildings. — The responsibility for the construction or
70 alteration of any public building within the county shall belong
71 to the county governing body.
72 Airports — Counties to maintain existing powers.
73 County Planning Functions. — Regional planning districts shall
74 be re-aligned along new county boundaries and function as a
75 county planning authority.
76 County Public Safety Functions. — The county shall set
77 minimum standards of public safety for each municipality within
78 its jurisdiction. These standards may either be met by the
79 municipality independently or contracted with the county. The
80 county shall continue its present functions in this area and also in
81 civil defense.
82 County Health Functions. — County Hospitals. — All county
83 hospitals, their functions and costs should be assumed by
84 the state.
85 County Health and Nursing Departments. — Counties to
86 maintain current health programs and set minimum municipal
87 standards that may be met independently or contracted for.
88 Dog Law. — Set minimum standards for municipalities in
89 county that they may solve on their own or contract for results
90 from county.
91 County Law Libraries. — To remain in county and to become
92 associated with the county library system.
93 County Educational Activities. — The county should supersede
94 any regional school district in existence and with referendum
95 approval establish regional school systems.
96 County Training Schools. — Functions and duties to be
97 assumed by the state youth service board.
98 County Agricultural Schools. — Functions and costs assumed
99 by state and up-graded to junior college or state college status.
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100 County Agricultural and Forestry Functions. -  Trustees for
101 County Aid to Agriculture. -  Should be retained as present as
102 should the reclamation and forestry functions of the county.
103 County Parks and Recreational Services. -  The costs and
104 overall policy of all county parks shall be assumed by the state
105 department of natural resources.
106 County Public Works Functions. — All county highway costs
107 and functions to be assumed by the state department of public
108 works. All county waterway and dams costs and functions to be
109 assumed by the state department of public works.
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APPENDIX B

jc Commontoealtf) of 4$laga:acf)ugettg

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy.

An Act r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  m o d e r n i z a t i o n  o f  c o u n t y

GOVERNMENT.

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

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24

SECTION 1. Organization o f Counties. On the effective date 
of this act, all existing counties shall be abolished and the 
following new counties shall be established:

1 .

2 .
3.
4.
5.

Berkshire
Franklin
Hampden
Hampshire
Worcester

6 .

7.
8 . 

9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Plymouth
Bristol
Barnstable
Dukes
Nantucket

Merrimac 
Middlesex 
Essex 
Norfolk 
Cosmopolitan

(1) Berkshire County shall be comprised of these 35 cities 
and towns:

Hinsdale 
Lanesborough 
Lee 
Lenox 
Monterey 
Mt. Washington 
New Ashford 
New Marlborough 
North Adams 
Otis 
Peru
Pittsfield

(2) Franklin County shall be comprised of these 39 cities 
and towns:

Adams
Alford
Becket
Blandford
Cheshire
Clarksburg
Dalton
Egremont
Florida
Granville
Great Barrington
Hancock

Richmond
Sandisfield
Savoy
Sheffield
Stockbridge
Tolland
Tyringham
Washington
West Stockbridge
Williamstown
Windsor



197°] HOUSE -  No. 6125 41

25 Amherst Goshen Northampton
26 Ashfield Greenfield Pelham
27 Bernardston Hadley Plainfield
28 Buckland Hatfield Rowe
29 Charlemont Hawley Shelburne
30 Chester Heath Shutesbury
31 Chesterfield Huntington Sunderland
32 Colrain Leverett Warwick
33 Conway Leyden Wendell
34 Cummington Middlefield Westhampton
35 Deerfield Monroe Whately
36 Erving Montague Williamsburg
37 Gill Northfield Worthington
38 (3) Hampden County shall be comprised of these 22 cil
39 and towns:
40 Agawam Longmeadow Southwick
41 Belchertown Ludlow Springfield
42 Chicopee Monson Ware
43 Easthampton Montgomery Westfield
44 East Longmeadow Palmer West Springfield
45 Granby Russell Wilbraham
46 Hampden South Hadley
47 Holyoke Southampton
48 (4) Hampshire County shall be comprised of these 29 ci1
49 and towns:
50 Ashbumham Harvard Phillipston
51 Ashby Hubbardston Princeton
52 Athol Lancaster Royalston
53 Ayer Leominster Shirley
54 Boxborough Littleton Sterling
55 Clinton Lunenburg Templeton
56 Dunstable New Salem Townsend
57 Fitchburg Orange Westminster
58 Gardner Pepperell Winchendon
59 Groton Petersham
60 (5) Worcester County shall be comprised of these 41 cil
61 and towns:
62 Auburn Holland Shrewsbury
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63 Barre Hopedale Southbridge
64 Beilingh am Leicester Spencer
65 Blackstone Mendon Sturbridge
66 Boylston Milford Sutton
67 Brimfield Millbury Upton
68 Brookfield Millville Uxbridge
69 Charlton New Braintree Wales
70 Douglas Northb ridge Warren
71 Dudley North Brookfield Webster
72 East Brookfield Oakham West Boylston
73 Grafton Oxford West Brookfield
74 Hardwick Paxton Worcester
75 Holden Rutland
76 (6) Merrimac County shall be comprised of these 22 cities
77 and towns:
78 Amesbury Haverhill Rowley
79 Andover Lawrence Salisbury
80 Billerica Lowell Tewksbury
81 Boxford Merrimac Tyngsborough
82 Chelmsford Methuen Westford
83 Dracut Newbury West Newbury
84 Georgetown Newburyport
85 Groveland North Andover
86 (7) Middlesex County shall be comprised of these 24 cities
87 and towns:
88 Acton Lexington Sudbury
89 Bedford Lincoln Waltham
90 Berlin Marlborough Way land
91 Bolton Maynard Westborough
92 Burlington Northborough Weston
93 Carlisle Southborough Wilmington
94 Concord Stoneham Winchester
95 Hudson Stow Woburn
96 (8) Essex County shall be comprised of these 23 cities and
97 towns:
98 Beverly Manchester Rockport
99 Danvers Marblehead Salem

100 Essex Melrose Saugus
101 Gloucester Middleton Swampscott
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102 Hamilton Nahant Topsfield
103 Ipswich North Reading Wakefield
104 Lynn Peabody Wenham
105 Lynnfield Reading
106
107

(9) Norfolk County shall be comprised 
towns:

of these 23 cities and

108 Ashland Hopkinton Plainville
109 Canton Medfield Sharon
110 Dedham Medway Sherborn
111 Dover Millis Walpole
112 Foxborough Natick Wellesley
113 Framingham Needham Westwood
114 Franklin Norfolk Wrentham
115 Holliston Norwood
116
117

(10) Cosmopolitan 
cities and towns:

County shall be comprised of these 15

118 Arlington Belmont Newton
119 Boston Everett Revere
120 Brookline Malden Somerville
121 Cambridge Medford Watertown
122 Chelsea Milton Winthrop
123
124

(11) Plymouth County shall be comprised of these 32 cities 
and towns:

125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140

Abington
Avon
Braintree
Bridgewater
Brockton
Carver
Cohasset
Duxbury
East Bridgewater
Easton
Halifax

Hanover 
Hanson 
Hingham 
Holbrook 
Hull
Kingston 
Lakeville 
Marshfield 
Middleborough 
Norwell 
Pembroke

(12) Bristol County shall be comprised of these 19 cities and 
towns:
Acushnet Freetown Seekonk
Attleboro Mansfield Somerset
Berkley New Bedford Swansea

Plymouth
Plympton
Quincy
Randolph
Rockland
Scituate
Stoughton
West Bridgewater
Weymouth
Whitman
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141 Dartmouth North Attleborough Taunton
142 Dighton Norton Westport
134 Fairhaven Raynham
144 Fall River Rehoboth
145 (13) Barnstable County shall be comprised of these 19 cities
146 and towns:
147 Barnstable Harwich Sandwich
148 Bourne Marion Truro
149 Brewster Mashpee Wareham
150 Chatham Mattapoisett Wellfleet
151 Dennis Orleans Yarmouth
152 Eastham Provincetown
153 Falmouth Rochester
154 (14) Dukes County shall be comprised of these 7 cities and
155 towns:
156 Chilmark Gay Head Oak Bluffs
157 Edgartown Gosnold Tisbury

West Tisbury158
159 (15) Nantucket County shall be comprised
160 Nantucket

1 SECTION 2. The county seats of these c
2 follows
3 1 For Berkshire County — Pittsfield
4 2 For Franklin County -  Greenfield
5 3 For Hampden County -  Springfield
6 4 For Hampshire County -  Fitchburg
7 5 For Worcester County — Worcester
8 6 For Merrimac County — Lawrence
9 7 For Middlesex County — Concord

10 8 For Essex County — Salem
11 9 For Norfolk County -  Framingham
12 10 For Cosmopolitan County — Boston
13 11 For Plymouth County -  Plymouth
14 12 For Bristol County -  Taunton
15 13 For Barnstable County — Barnstable
16 14 For Dukes County — Edgartown
17 15 For Nantucket County — Nantucket
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1 SECTION 3. Classification o f Counties. For the purpose of
2 this act, the reorganized counties shall be designated rural, urban
3 or cosmopolitan in nature:
4 (A) The following counties shall be designated rural
5 counties:
6 (1) Barnstable County
7 (2) Berkshire County
8 (3) Dukes County
9 (4) Franklin County

10 (5) Nantucket County
11 (B) The following counties shall be designated urban
12 counties:
13 (1) Bristol County
14 (2) Essex County
15 (3) Hampden County
16 (4) Hampshire County
17 (5) Merrimac County
18 (6) Middlesex County
19 (7) Plymouth County
20 (8) Norfolk County
21 (9) Worcester County
22 (C) The following county shall be designated cosmopolitan
23 county:
24 (1) Cosmopolitan County

1 SECTION 4. Review o f County Boundaries. In order to
2 insure that county government remain logical regional govem-
3 mental units, the general court shall review all county boundaries
4 five years after the effective date of this act to determine
5 whether or not county boundaries should be again altered and
6 may alter the boundaries. After this initial five-year review,
7 county boundaries shall be reviewed by the general court every
8 ten years and may be altered to maintain regions that can
9 effectively solve the problems assigned to them by the General 

10 Court.

1 SECTION 5. Regional Planning Districts. All regional plan-
2 ning districts shall be realigned along the reorganized county
3 boundaries and function as a county planning authority.
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68 The commissioner of police shall be empowered to assign
69 municipal law enforcement personnel and the county fire
70 commissioner shall be empowered to assign municipal fire
71 personnel to serve permanently in any area of the county, except
72 those personnel who as of the effective date of this act are on
73 active duty in a municipality. In any such case, the initiative
74 must come from the individual policeman or fireman who desires
75 permanent assignment outside the perimeter of his present
76 geographic boundary. The police commissioner and fire com-
77 missioner are empowered to deploy their personnel to any area
78 of the county temporarily as the need arises.
79 The county department of public safety shall establish
80 standards for record keeping and reporting, radio and other
81 communication systems, criminal investigation procedures, train-
82 mg and career development, and any other public safety
83 programs deemed to be regional in nature.
84 The budget of the Department of Public Safety shall be
85 approved by both the executive and legislative branches of the
86 county. The Department of Public Safety shall maintain county
87 jails to implement the normal conduct of its duties.
88 (F) Solid Waste Disposal. The county shall be the principal
89 agency for the control of Solid Waste within its boundaries. It
90 may absorb any existing facilities within the county and it may
91 build or acquire any additional facilities subject to the approval
92 of the State Department of Public Health. The county shall set
93 the standards for the collection and disposal of all solid waste
94 within its boundaries. Any municipality within the county may
95 either meet the standards or contract with the county to perform
96 the service for them.
97 (G) Conservation & Open Space. Programs for conservation
98 and open space shall be proposed by the county planning
99 department in its annual comprehensive plan and may be

100 implemented by the county governing body.
101 Nothing contained in this provision shall be taken to mean the
102 transfer to the county of conservation recreational and open
103 space lands currently held by cities and towns except that a
104 county may negotiate for the transfer of said lands with the
105 consent of the individual cities and towns.
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106 (H) Airports. The county is empowered to carry out pro-
107 grams having to do with the establishment of regional airports for
108 general aviation consistent with standards imposed by the
109 Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission. The county must ap-
110 prove and may construct and operate said airports.
111 (I) Regional Agricultural Reclamation & County Extension
112 Services. The county has the power to retain and expand
1 1 3  existing agricultural reclamation and county extension services,
1 1 4  including responsibilities in conjunction with the agricultural
1 1 5  extension programs.
116 (J) Purchasing and Data Processing. The county is em-
117 powered to institute a county purchasing system which shall hold
118 for the procurement of all materials, supplies, equipment and
119 services required by any department, office or agency of the
120 county and which shall be offered in whole or in part to member
121 cities and towns, including participation by individual cities and
122 towns in group discount purchases.
123 The county is empowered to institute a suitable data

> 124 processing system which shall be offered to member cities and
125 towns in whole or in part.

1 SECTION 7. Structure o f  County Government. The legis-
2 lative power of the county shall be vested in a Board of County
3 Commissioners. There shall be five to seven commissioners in the
4 rural counties; seven to nine commissioners in the urban counties
5 and nine to fifteen commissioners in the cosmopolitan county.
6 The commissioners shall be elected at large and must reside and
7 be registered voters in the county. In the rural counties, no more

) 8 than two (2) commissioners may reside in the same city or town;
9 in the urban counties, no more than (2) commissioners may

10 reside in any town and no more than two (2) commissioners may
11 reside in any city; in the cosmopolitan county, no more than
12 four to seven commissioners may reside in Boston.
13 The general court shall provide a series of at least four (4)
14 optional county charters to be acted upon by the registered
15 voters of each county on the first Tuesday of November 1971.
16 Said charters shall include but not be limited to a strong county
17 manager plan, an appointed county executive plan and a strong
18 county commissioner plan. Each optional county charter shall 

I
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19 designate but not be limited to, the following:
20 (a) the exact number of county commissioners
21 (b) how the executive power of the county shall be
22 exercised
23 (c) the budgetary process of the county
24 (d) the powers and duties of the county commissioners
25 (e) the general powers of the county
26 (f) the powers, duties and status of all appointed officers
27 and employees of the county according to the principals
28 of a merit system
29 Until a charter becomes effective in the counties, the present
30 structure of county government shall remain in force.

SECTION 8. State Functions and Responsibilities. The follo
wing functions and responsibilities are hereby considered 
functions and responsibilities of the state government, and as 
such are considered to be transferred from county governments 
and where designated to a specified state department or agency: 

all judicial functions, except the probate court; 
all Masters in Chancery (to the Chief Justice of Superior 
Court);
all public administrators (to the Department of Cor
porations and Taxations);
all registrars of deeds (to the Secretary of State with 
their fee’s to become part of the General Fund); 
the cost of all functions performed by the District 
Attorney (to the Office of the Attorney General); 
all medical examiners (to the Office of the Attorney 
General);
all county hospitals (to the State Department of Public 
Health);
all county agricultural schools beyond high school (to 
the State Department of Higher Education); 
all county parks and recreational services (to the State 
Department of Natural Resources); 
all responsibilities in connection with dams (to the State 
Department of Public Works) ;
all responsibilities in connection with waterways (to the 
State Department of Public Works);

6 (a)
7
8

(b)

9
10

(c)

11
12

(d)

13
14

(e)

15
16

(f)

17
18

(g)

19
20

(h)

21
22

(i)

23
24

0)

25
26

(k)
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27 (1) all responsibilities relative to county highways (to the
28 State Department of Public Works);
29 (m) all responsibilities relative to tax appeals (to the State
30 Tax Commission);
31 (n) all county training schools (to Division of Youth
32 Services);
33 (o) all county law libraries (to the Chief Justice of the
34 Superior Court).
35 Except for the judicial functions, the state government may
36 contract with appropriate county officials within reorganized
37 counties to carry out any of those functions and responsibilities
38 transferred herewith. For the purpose of this act, all functions
39 and responsibilities, thus enumerated shall be considered trans-
40 ferred on January 1, 1973.

1 SECTION 9. County Revenue. The county is empowered to
2 (a) levy any tax that is constitutional to cover expenditures, to
3 (b) impose service charges and fees for services rendered which
4 are directly related to a benefit received, and (c) to authorize
5 general obligation bonds.

1 SECTION 10. County Industrial Farm. The county industrial
2 farm shall be phased out and abolished.

1 SECTION 11. Grants. In furtherance of the purpose of this
2 act, (a) any county may secure and expend grants from private
3 foundations or agencies, and accept grants from the federal
4 government and enter into contracts for and agree to accept such
5 grants, donations or subsidies in accordance with such reasonable
6 conditions and requirements as may be imposed thereon; (b) the
7 general court shall petition the federal government to realign
8 federal grant regions to coincide with the reorganized county
9 boundaries, and empowers the reorganized counties to do 

10 Federal A-95 reviews.

1 SECTION 12. Acquisition and Eminent Domain. The county
2 is empowered to acquire by gift or purchase, by eminent domain
3 or otherwise, any land and properties deemed for a public
4 purpose, consistent with the powers and duties set forth in this
5 act.
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1 SECTION 13. County Functions and Responsibilities. The
2 functions and responsibilities of the reorganized counties shall
3 include all those now vested in county governments and those
4 enumerated in section 6 of this act exclusive of those enumerated
5 in section 8 of this act.

1 SECTION 14. County Acquisition o f Property Outside I t ’s
2 Boundaries. In order to accomplish the functions enumerated in
3 section 6 of this act all counties are empowered to acquire by gift
4 or purchase property outside their boundaries. Each county is
5 empowered to contract with other counties for facilities.

1 SECTION 15. Federation o f Counties. The governing bodies
2 of any two or more counties by appropriate action, may enter
3 into an agreement with each other or with the governing bodies
4 of any counties or cities of any other state to the extent that the
5 laws of such state permit for establishment of a federation of
6 county officials. Membership of the federation shall consist of
7 one representative from each county entering into the agreement.
8 The representative from each member county shall be the chief
9 executive of the member county. Any county which has become

10 a member of the federation may withdraw upon sixty (60) days
11 notice subsequent to formal action by his legislative body.
12 The federation shall have the power to study such area
13 governmental problems common to two or more members of the
14 federation as it deems appropriate, including but not limited to
15 matters affecting health, safety, welfare, education, economic
16 conditions and regional development; and promote co-operative
17 arrangements and co-ordinate action among its members and
18 make recommendations for review and action to the federation
19 members. The federation, may by appropriate action of the
20 government bodies of the member governments, exercise such
21 other powers as are exercised or capable of exercise by the
22 member governments and necessary or desirable for dealing with
23 problems of mutual concern.
24 The federation may employ such staff and consult and retain
25 such experts as it deems necessary. The government bodies of the
26 member governments may appropriate funds to meet the expense
27 of the federation. Services of personnel, care of equipment and
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28 office space and other necessary services may be accepted from
29 members as part of their financial support.
30 The federation may accept funds, grants, gifts and services
31 from the government of the United States or its agencies, from
32 the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, or its departments,
33 agencies, or instrumentalities, or from any other governmental
34 unit whether participating in the federation or not and from
35 private and civic sources.
36 The federation shall make an annual report of its activities to
37 the member governments.

1 SECTION 16. Transitional Provisions, (a) Equalization of
2 County Assets. Inasmuch as this act does change and alter
3 existing counties, a committee to consist of three Representatives
4 to be designated by the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
5 two Senators to be designated by the President of the Senate,
6 and four other residents of the Commonwealth to be designated
7 by the Governor shall be established for the purpose of
8 apportioning existing moneys and appropriations and allocating
9 existing obligations of the present counties among the reorgan- 

10 ized counties.
The committee may hire clerical, legal and other such

12 assistance as may be necessary and may expend for said purpose
13 and other expenses of said committee such sums as may be
14 necessary.
15 The committee shall be provided with quarters in the State
16 House and shall be entitled to receive such data, information and
17 assistance from the department of corporations and taxation,
18 the department of administration and finance and any other state
19 or county agency as may be necessary for the accomplishment of
20 its purpose.
21 The committee may report to the General Court from time to
22 time but shall make its final report by publishing the same by
23 January 1, 1972 and shall submit such drafts of legislation as
24 may be necessary to apportion existing moneys and appropria-
25 tions and allocate existing obligations among the reorganized
26 counties. Such legislation will take effect on January 1,
27 1973. (b) Optional County Charters. The Special Commission
28 to Modernize County Government now in existence, shall
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29 prepare the optional county charters described in Section 7 of
30 this act and shall submit the same to the General Court not later
31 than the first Wednesday in February 1971. (c) Present County
32 Employees and Appointed Officers. The present non-elected
33 employees and officers of the county who immediately prior to
34 the effective date of this act occupy classified positions in a
35 county within the meaning of Section 49 of Chapter 35 of the
36 General Laws shall be placed in positions of equal grade in a
37 reorganized county.
38 Non-elected employees and officers of the counties who
39 immediately prior to the effective date of this act occupy
40 classified positions within a county within the meaning of
41 Section 49 of Chapter 35 of the General Laws and whose
42 positions would be legally transferred to the state under Section
43 8 of this act shall be employees of the state and be placed in a
44 position of equal grade in the state department of civil service
45 and given full credit for their service in county government.
46 All questions as to civil service status including seniority and
47 eligibility for competitive promotional examinations shall be
48 determined by the director of civil service in accordance, so far as
49 practicable, with the civil service law.
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