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SPECIAL COMMISSION ON POSTON HARBOR ISLANDS,
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS, 1969.

The Commission submits herewith its third report relative to
Chapter 86 of the Resolves of 1966: A Resolve providing for an
investigation and study by a special commission relative to the
construction of bridges, tunnels, causeways, dams and the use of
land fill to connect the various islands of the Boston Harbor to
each other and to the mainland, and relative to the use and
development of lands near the mouth of the Neponset River and
on the shores of Dorchester Bay.

Proceedings of The Conference On the Future of the Islands,
Waters and Shoreline and draft legislation necessary to preserve and
enhance productive harmony within the ecological systems of the
harbor are submitted herein.

Respectfully submitted.

JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY
JOSEPH E. BRETT.
MICHAEL F. FLAHERTY.
PHILIP N. CARNEY.
PAUL MURPHY.
THOMAS W. McGEE.
DAVID M. BARTLEY.
JAMES R. McINTYRE.
GEORGE V. KENNEALLY, JR.
THOMAS MOCCIA.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives
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Resolves of 1966. Chapter 86.

RESOLVE PROVIDING FOR AN INVESTIGATION AND STUDY BY A
SPECIAL COMMISSION RELATIVE TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF
BRIDGES, TUNNELS, CAUSEWAYS, DAMS AND THE USE OF LAND
FILL TO CONNECT THE VARIOUS ISLANDS OF THE BOSTON HAR-
BOR TO EACH OTHER AND TO THE MAINLAND, AND RELATIVE
TO THE USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF LANDS NEAR THE MOUTH
OF THE NEPONSET RIVER AND ON THE SHORES OF DORCHESTER
BAY.

Resolved, That a special commission, to consist of five members
of the senate, eight members of the house of representatives, the
commissioner of public works or his designee, the commissioner of
the metropolitan district commission or his designee, the president
of the Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce or his designee, the
president of the Quincy South Shore Chamber of Commerce, Inc.
or his designee, the chairman of the Quincy Development Commis-
sion or his designee, the president of the 1975 World Freedom Fair
of Boston, Inc. or his designee, and three persons to be appointed
by the governor, is hereby established for the purpose of making
an investigation and study relative to the construction of bridges,
tunnels, causeways, dams and the use of land fill to connect the
various islands of Boston Harbor to each other and to the main-
land and relative to the use and development of lands near the
mouth of the Neponset river and on the shores of Dorchester bay.
Said commission shall consider the development and implementa-
tion of recreation and conservation programs for the protection
and enhancement of the natural characteristics and assets of said
harbor and its environs. Said commission shall suggest ways and
means for the financing of such developments. Said commission
may appoint a person to act as secretary and to correlate its
findings, and shall establish his compensation. Said commission
may accept and expend gifts and grants of money from the federal
government or any other public or private source. Said commission
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may cooperate with any agency of the commonwealth or its
political subdivisions, including regional planning districts in the
conduct of its investigation and study, and may enter into coopera-
tive agreements and contracts with said agencies and political
subdivisions of the commonwealth for the receipt and expenditure
of federal and other grants and gifts, and for professional services,
clerical and other services and supplies in connection therewith.

Approved August 13, 1966
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This Commission, recognizing the profound impact of man’s
activity on Boston Harbor, particularly the intensive influence of
post-World War II population sprawl and blight coupled with high-
density urbanization and resource exploitation declares that the
time for restoring and maintaining the environmental quality of
Boston Harbor has reached the most critical stage.

The Harbor is and must be treated as the single most important
component of our metropolitan environment. Pursuant to that
conclusion, this Commission recommended in its Second Interim
Report legislation to acquire or control the harbor islands under a
program of conservation and recreation. That recommendation is
now Chapter 742 of the Acts of 1970.

However, that recommendation was recognized then, as now, to
be but the first crucial step in a program designed to insure a
productive harmony between man and his environment; to pro-
mote efforts which would tend to prevent or eliminate damage to
the harbor and to enrich by preserving a choice which would aid in
understanding the harbor’s ecological systems.

As trustees of the harbor for succeeding generations, we have
failed as civilized people to fulfill the responsibilities to assure a
safe, healthful, productive, esthetically and culturally enriching
environment. We have ignored long range effects and accepted
short term answers. The results are evident; degradation of the
quality of the natural resource, creation of risks to health and
safety and other undesirable and unintended consequences.

In order to restore the harbor and maintain its quality as an
important natural resource to the people of metropolitan Boston,
this Commission recommends the following specific legislation:
first an act directing acquisition and development along the shores
of Dorchester Bay and the Neponset River. More than a quarter of
a million people live along this section of shore. Yet, it is generally
cut off by roadways or occupied by low-grade commercial and
industrial uses which deprive the people of local recreation. We
therefore recommend that the Department of Natural Resources
acquire the fee or any lesser interest in all shoreline and vacant
lands and flats currently not public recreational or conservation

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT
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lands commencing at Commercial Point in Dorchester and along
both shores of the Neponset River up to the Baker Chocolate Mill
Dam in Milton.

Second, this Commission recommends additional legislation
designed to maximize year-round use of public open space in the
harbor by directing the Metropolitan District Commission, the
Department of Public Works, the Department of Natural Re-
sources, and the University of Massachusetts to initiate coordinated
planning for construction of trails for horseback and bicycle riding,
hiking, and snowmobiling along the shorelines from Castle Island in
South Boston to the Mill Dam in Milton, then to Squantum and
along Wollaston Beach in Quincy.

Third, accompanying legislation to create a Boston Harbor Outer
Sanctuary composed of Greater Brewster, Middle Brewster, Outer
Brewster, Calf, Little Calf, Green Island, together with such water
islets, rocks and flats adjacent thereto and such other property as
may be necessary or expedient to protect this unique area. The bill
prohibits mining, drilling, dump burning, advertising within this
designated area.

Last, this Commission recommends legislation calculated to
foster, promote, and maintain governmental conditions under
which man and nature can exist in productive harmony and fulfill
the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future
generations to preserve and enhance the qualities of Boston
Harbor.
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Sponsored by the Special Legislative
Commission on the Islands, Waters and

Shoreline of Boston Harbor

Senator John Joseph Moakley,
Chairman

State House,
Boston, Massachusetts

June 24 and 25, 1969

®be Commontocaltf) of iflatfsiacfjusettiS
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CONFERENCE ON THE FUTURE OF THE
ISLANDS, WATERS AND SHORELINE
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Conference Co-Sponsors

The Harbor Islands Commission gratefully acknowledges the
assistance of the following area firms in financing and organizing
this Conference;

Several other organizations have given generously of their time
to assist in Conference planning and organization, for which the
Commission is also grateful. These arc:

The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, New
England Chapter
The Associated Industries of Massachusetts
The Boston Federal Executive Board
The Boston Llarbor Pollution Committee
The Boston Society of Architects

General Oceanology, Inc.
The Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce
The Marine Technology Society, New England Section
The Maritime Association of Greater Boston
The Massachusetts Audubon Society

SYLVANIA ELECTRIC PRODUCTS, INC., SUBSIDIARY

TO)c Cornmontocaltf) of iHafiJSacfjusiettfi:

THE GENERAL DYNAMICS CORPORATION, QUINCY BOAT
DIVISION

THE GENERAL TELEPHONE AND ELECTRONICS COR
PORATION

THE JOHN HANCOCK MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COM
PANY
THE NATIONAL SHAWMUT BANK
PEAT, MARWICK, LIVINGSTON & CO.
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The Massachusetts Bay Yacht Clubs Association
The Massachusetts Petroleum Council
The Massachusetts State Association of Architects
The Trustees of Reservations
Urban America, Inc
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Harbor Uses

General

JACKS: The size and diversity of Harbor space makes it likely
that we can use the islands in diverse ways and not in a single use
such as is often derisively suggested by the notion of ‘paving over
the Harbor.’

DAVIS: There are diverse interests to be served, and many of
them can be accommodated if we put our minds to it. It may
seem poles apart to suggest both parks and urban development, but
never doubt that the two can be undertaken in harmony, if that is
what is desired.

Waste Receptacle
SENATOR MOAKLEY: Before any use for large numbers of

people can be made of these islands, water pollution will have to
be reduced significantly.

GOVERNOR SARGENT: The pollution of Boston Harbor and
the abuse of some of these islands must be controlled and curbed.
The Federal Government has been dragging its financial feet in a
way that has slowed our progress, not only in Boston Harbor, but
in other water pollution control efforts we are now making in the
State.

CAROTHERS: Any rational planning for taking advantage of
Boston Harbor’s recreational potential must assume that a pollu-
tion abatement program with real muscle will be carried out.
Revitalization requires immediate steps to end pollution. Without
this first move, no improvement or development for recreation can
take place.

KTASHMAN: Airport noise will remain a constraint on residen-
tial uses, but not as much on recreation or commercial uses. The
atmosphere over the islands, particularly the outer islands, is today
relatively free of pollution, but, with further buildup of other
sources, (air) pollution would become a problem impairing the uses
of the islands. A major study of the metropolitan sewera tern
in 1966-1967 concluded that construction of a deep rock storage
tunnel system, together with a pumping station, screening and



1971] HOUSE - No. 5051 21

chlorination facilities, and a 9.5 mile outfall sewer into the Atlan-
tic Ocean, is the most positive and economic solution to the
abatement of pollution in Boston Harbor. If this Deep Tunnel Plan
(estimated to cost $430 million dollars in 1967) was funded and
constructed, the pollution problem in the harbor could be over-
come within ten years, and we would then make full use of the
shellfish, recreation and aesthetics of the harbor. Finances appear
to be the major hurdle to overcome because no helpful State or
Federal programs exist. In view of the costs and the likelihood that
Federal legislation will be required, further studies are required.

GREGG: The panel notes some special urgency for detailed
information on tidal action in the Harbor. The patterns of water
movement and stratification are essential to the development of a
basic water quality management program on which productivity
and use primarily depend.

Transportation Center
BACALIS: In the past, land development planning has pro-

gressed to a point rather late for the inclusion of optimum trans-
portation engineering. In the future, transportation will play a
most vital role in Harbor development. Water use and land use
planning cannot and must not proceed without a definitive input
from transportation system designers. Transportation technology
presents no problem and can support most any outcome of Harbor
use. The Workshop consensus was that the proposed Brewster
Islands Airport, with that proximity to Logan, would impair the
ultimate use of both airports simultaneously. However, it may be
possible for both airports to operate jointly if their specific func-
tions were complementary and not competitive. It is recommended
that the Massachusetts Port Authority undertake an in-depth pro-
gram to determine the most cost-effective air operations in the
Harbor area. Careful consideration should also be given to the
probable effect on airport use of ultra-high-speed rail service
between Boston and New York. Boston Harbor offers a unique
opportunity for demonstration purposes. The Harbor’s present
availability and need for ground, water, and airborne transportation
in its ultimate development represents an opportunity to improve
the state-of-the-art in human settlements.
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Rcerealion/Conservation Preserve

GOVERNOR SARGENT: By preserving this harbor, the shore-
line and more particularly these islands, we can provide a place
where recreation can become “re-creation”, that will be unique in
America, so close to a teeming metropolitan population.

SENATOR KENNEDY: 1 plan to introduce a bill in this session
of Congress requesting that the Secretary of the Interior be autho-
rized to study, investigate and formulate recommendations on the
feasibility and desirability of establishing the Boston Harbor
National Recreation Area. The bill will stress development of the
harbor as a recreational area. Recreational development in this
time of recognition of the need for open spaces in our urban
centers - not commercial or residential, should be the primary goal
of any development plan.

CAROTHERS: An urban environment clamors for park space.
Boston Harbor could be a great regional park. Our Marine Re-
sources report stresses that opening more shoreline to the public is
a major national need. There are rigid limits on the supply of
shoreline recreational resources, but we can make them serve more
people. One way to do it is to open up relatively inaccessible or
remote beaches. The Boston Harbor Islands offer such an oppor-
tunity. The Department’s Marine Resources report states that our
National policy should be that ocean areas and waters are to be
used for aesthetic as well as for direct economic uses. Our estu-
aries, bays and ocean areas should not be monopolized or domin-
ated by industrial, transportation or waste disposal needs. Rather,
they should be managed for multiple use while maintaining high
quality ot the waters and adjacent lands. Natural areas on shore or
those that maintain marine life in the harbor should be conserved.

ABBOTT : We agreed that a special legislative bond issue,
making maximum use of available Federal funds through HUD,
BOR, or whatever sources may be available, was entirely comple-
mentary with Senator Kennedy’s proposal, that the Department of
the Interior study, investigate and formulate recommendations on
the feasibility and desirability of establishing a Boston Harbor
National Recreation Area.

DAVIS: The critical requirements for recreation and open space
are such that some areas surely must be dedicated solely to such
uses. Peddocks Island is such a case.
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LAMPREY: An interim designation of recreational use (should
be made and much more detail should be developed on the effect
of other usages before a final goal is selected.

Marine Rcso
CAROTHERS: The Harbor attracts many wintering waterfowl

.is I have often seen on my waterfowling visits. Over the past fiv
years, the January waterfowl census of Boston Harbor shows a
average of 23,400 birds, with a maximum count of 44,200. Th

State Division of Marine Fisheries found 21 sped
Dorchester Bay. Four species have recreational significance.

GREGG: The natural characteristics of the Harbor are not
degraded as to be valueless: put another way, continued Harbor

lions without adequate consideration of ecological and ocea
gical factors will destroy presently valuable resources, prevent

ment of these values, and may bring nuisanc
iditions through eutrophication, septic conditions, and destruc

lion of aesthetically pleasing life forms and scenic qualities. It i
possible, with a systematic program which assesses and evaluate

logical and oceanological factors, to so guide development tha
the water environment is pleasing and free of nuisance condition
isable for recreation, and productive of those lii'e forms which

provide recreation, and enjoyment to man. On the assumption tha
both funding and technical competence are presently scare
panel suggests that a first order of business is a serious effort t
extract from previous studies, and from studies now underway
specific information useful for the guidance of Harbor develop
ment. The panel recommends that the Harbor Islands Commis

advisory body of scientists competent in ecologyconstitute an advisory body of scientists competent in ecology anc

iceanology to provide a continuing source of advice and cot
on ecological and oceanological factors in Harbor use. Such a
advisory body should be asked to develop for the Commission a

recommended strategy and structure for continuing, systemati

development of ecological and oceanological information, anc
developing guidelines for evaluating development prop
panel suggests that, as s<son as possible, it would be desir
develop a physical model of the Harbor in order to test tl
of physical development schemes against the base of ecological an
oceanological data. We suggest that detailed ecological anc
ological investigations concentrate first on those portio
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Harbor in which major alterations are most likely to take place.
Specifically, we suggest a special effort to develop ecological/
oceanological information to evaluate development proposals for
Dorchester Bay, both cost-effective, and in terms which may en-
courage appropriate weighting of intangible values. The panel
suggests, however, that unless the people of the Commonwealth are
willing to support a serious program of assessing ecological and
oceanological conditions, and of evaluating the development pro-
posals against these factors, the most responsible course of action
for harbor development is that which preserves existing natural
resource values, and retains future options. In other words, the
urgency of need for ecological and oceanological information, and
its application, increases as man’s desire for altering the water
environment increases.

Urban Neighborhood

SENATOR KENNEDY: It is indeed tempting to view the
acreage available along the undeveloped shores and islands of the
harbor as an answer to the pressing need for an expanded tax base
for the city and housing for its residents. But this would only serve
to compound the mistakes of the past. We do not now have nearly
adequate recreational facilities to serve the residents of our city or
region. We cannot continue to allow development of our shorelines
with residential dwellings and commercial centers. The natural
beauty of our beachfront must be preserved for all of our citizens

for it is a vanishing resou
SIMON; There should be a continuing consideration of residen-

tial land development on one or more of the islands. A possible
compromise for having residential projects on the islands was
something that was likened to the
sea and the islands as the open
dense residential development. W

Dutch planning system using the
■d the shorelands for the
ght down the middle on

whether or not the most logical place I rpment
woidd be the islands nearest the mainland. One ti
that would be, by definition, the best recreational lai

tiiat

CHAMPION; The city, working will lished
Tech-Bostonians and experts from the Massachusetts Inst

nology, has proposed to use Expo '76 as a catah w
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community which will create not only new land, wealth and
opportunity, but help to mend years of neglect of the harbor with
vigorous anti-pollution and recreation efforts.

DAVIS; A new community in a harbor location sparks con-
troversy and concern, but fuels the imagination as well. Poorly
done, a new community is no better than any other poorly done
piece of urban sprawl. Skillfully designed, it can be a delight, and
provide needed housing and public facilities in an efficient way.

General
GOVERNOR SARGENT: Let us, State and Federal Govern-

ment. explore what is the best way to maintain this unique
resource. Let us plan together and then decide which level of
Government can best manage this natural asset. I urge that we
proceed with a joint Federal-State study of which level of govern-
ment or conceivably both can best and most profitably and intelli-
gently acquire, develop and preserve these islands. Perhaps that is
the best procedure, Federal money and State management of what
is a national resource.

SENATOR KENNEDY: The fact that this Conference has been
called gives credence to our hope that tomorrow Boston Harbor,
restored and developed, will be the focal point of commercial,
educational, and recreational activity of this great metropolitan
area. To accomplish this goal, we will have to call upon the
resources of all levels of government local, state and Federal

and on the sustained interest of the private and commercial
sectors of our economy. The major stumbling block to success is
the very fact that the approach is fractionalized. No fewer than
seventeen agencies have responsibility in matters concerning the
harbor. The Federal role is one of funding, direction, and review.
The state and local role is one of maintenance of effort, adminis-
tration of necessary zoning regulations, and responsiveness to local
interest. Our Boston Harbor Project lends itself most readily to
such a system.

Harbor Management

EMERSON: We need a catalyst. 1 believe we arrived at a con-
sensus that the catalyst should be a public group. Our consensus
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was that the interests of private industry in profitability were not
incompatible with the objectives, including social objectives, of
public planning organizations.

SCHEFFFY: The question of proliferation of single-purpose
agencies and districts is now recognized as an issue of growing
national concern. In whatever we do, we should strive to make the
fullest use of existing agencies and departments in dealing with the
Harbor situation. We endorse the general concept of a review
procedure which should be incorporated into the planning process.

Federal Rnh
SFNATOR KENNEDY: Both n

Area Planning Council and one b
Technology, citing the stumbling
recommend that all of Boston 11
tered by one authority. These repo
authority. I would suggest that the

ports, one by the Metropolitan
the Massachusetts Institute of

block of divided responsibility,
arbor be acquired and adminis-
ts suggest that the state be that
Federal Government could play

n achieving this objective. It is my belief that the
merit of the Harbor must be studied by one agency.

a major ml
overall! deve
in consultation with all others,
sibilities in the harbor area. Anc
ment of the Interior.

1, which have re spon-
sion Id be the Depart-

tatc
tha

LAMPREY: The Federal rof
to achieving the final goal wi
agreed upon.

finding a systematic approach
depend upon the goal which is

Role of the‘ C

SENATOR KENNEDY: It would be my recommendation that
the General Court act immediately to pla aiding actic
development of any of the undeveloped areas of the harbor. The
best course of action max the Commonwealth to pass
legislation prohibiting il development of the islands
now owned by the state, city or id authc
state to take options on those islands presently held by private
interests. Another alternative would be for the General Court tc
authorize a bond issu How the Commonwealtl
of Boston Harbor. Tl iture, the Federal G
acts to nationalize this the state could
imbursed
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SENATOR MOAKLEY: The Harbor Islands Commission has
recommended that the Commonwealth obtain ownership of the
Harbor Islands and place them in a land bank under the control
and supervision of the Department of Natural Resources. A pro-
gram of maintenance and improvement should be developed
pending completion and approval of a comprehensive plan for the
Boston Harbor.

JACKS: The MIT Report recommends that the Commonwealth
plan future uses of the islands and the vacant shoreline. The
overlapping jurisdiction of the shoreline municipalities and coun-
ties, a multiplicity of state agencies, the Metropolitan District
Commission and the Port Authority require leadership at the
Commonwealth level if coordinated planning is the objective. We
recommend early acquisition of all the islands to ensure that
maximum advantage can be taken of coordinated development of
the entire space under appropriate public controls. The compara-
tive costs and benefits of a limited number of such metropolitan
alternatives must be considered and, in the absence of metropolitan
government, the State, through the Harbor Islands Commission or
a successor agency, must assume the planning function.

ABBOTT: We could not emphasize strongly enough the need to
purchase and protect those islands in Dorchester Bay and Hingham
Bay which are privately owned. And we trust that the Great and
General Court of Massachusetts will recognize this and support
legislation which would protect the Harbor for public purposes.

GRHGG: The panel suggests that the State of Massachusetts
bear the leadership role in assuring that adequate information on
ecological and oceanological factors is available for decision-
making. In the absence of a permanent, legislative-created institu-
tion for research, planning and management of the Harbor, we
suggest that the Department of Natural Resources, with participa-
tion from other agencies as appropriate, be authorized, directed
and funded to provide ecological and oceanological information,
and to evaluate and comment on development proposals, as well as
coordinate the exercise of regulatory responsibilities vested in the
Department of Public Works and the Department of Natural Re-
sources.

SIMON: All the island land and strategic shoreline should be
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taken up by the Commonwealth. We found that when we sub-
stituted for all the land just the land in private hands, we were
almost unanimous this land should be taken by the Commonwealth
so that the planning of it and the use of it could be controlled for
the future.

CHAMPION: We are concerned that we are now being asked to
let the Commonwealth take over the responsibility for Boston’s
harbor development. We disagree with the assumption that, given
present capacities and attitudes, this challenge can better be met
by the State and its agents than by the city. We think the reverse
is true. First, the City of Boston has the predominant interest, not
only in improving environmental quality and conserving recre-
ational opportunities, but in making the most of residential and
commercial benefits, both direct and indirect. Second, we have not
been backward in moving to meet the challenges. It is the city
which has a national reputation for effective urban planning and
development in tandem with private and public partners alike. We
fear an over-zealous state intervention which would make it ever
more difficult for Boston to seek its salvation in an area which
properly belongs in its own jurisdiction. We simply believe we can
perform better not only for ourselves, but for the whole metro-
politan area than any potential regional or state rival. And we
think the record bears us out. We need to be allowed to work out
our own destiny in our own harbor in a way that serves the
interests of all. Perhaps the day of a true regionalism is on its way.
I hope so. In the meantime, let us work with what we have.

SPEAKER BARTLEY: The Boston Harbor Islands Commission
approach to guaranteeing a humane environment can and should be
expanded to include other natural resource areas of the Common-
wealth. This pattern of government cooperating with industry in
keeping our land and waters livable and pleasant and productive is
good. And it is workable. And so I shall propose next year that a
similar Connecticut River Special Commission be created, to pre-
serve and protect the special qualities of that great area of Massa-
chusetts.

PARSONS: 1 would suggest that the organization to carry on
from this point be a government development corporation. Let’s
call it a state, regional or city development corporation. The first
job for this development corporation is, of course, to decide what
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is to be done what is wanted what the city wants to be within
the regional context.

LAMPREY: It is up to the Massachusetts Legislature working in
close liaison with the City of Boston and the other affected
communities to settle on a final goal.

SCHEFFEY: One basic role of the Commonwealth is to provide
a framework for the kind of long-range land use planning and
analysis that the Boston Harbor in this instance demands, but
which will also arise in the case of other areas and regions and
resources of Massachusetts. In other words, we believe that the
Commonwealth could and should provide the framework for
planning. The problem of Boston Harbor is a responsibility of the
City of Boston as well as the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and
the entire Metropolitan Region. We endorse the concept that the
Legislature proceed to propose a bond issue to acquire the desig-
nated Harbor Islands and shoreline areas as delineated in the MAPC
Report and as reiterated in the MIT study. The present Harbor
Islands Commission should be continued, perhaps broadened and
restructured in order to include more representation from various
interests. We suggest that the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion, in effect a regional planning organization, be designated as
the coordinating body for carrying out the long-term planning and
research proposed in the MIT report.

WEST: All appeared to agree that the leadership for the devel-
opment and environmental control should emanate from the State
in consort with the municipalities and the Federal Government,
with the already established Massachusetts Commission on Ocean
Management providing an ad hoc subcommittee to identify and/or
recommend the agency which should perform the guardianship and
developmental role of the Harbor and its islands.

SENATOR MOAKLEY: There is only one constant in this
decision-making equation which I as a legislator must insist upon.
That is, whatever use or combination of uses is decided upon, it
must benefit the maximum number of people involved. And it
must benefit the community as a whole rather than any one
segment. I want the satisfaction of community needs to be the one
element that will not be compromised.

Role of the Private Sector
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JACKS: The fact that the private sector is attracted to the
Harbor region is the best indication that substantial benefits will
accrue from its use. Finding ways to permit the most effective
interaction between the two sectors is one of the challenging tasks
ahead.

SENATE PRESIDENT DONAHUE: Nor is it too early to insist
that the public interest that interest which demands that any
combination of uses be designed to benefit the maximum number
of people within the community as a whole be paramount in all
our deliberations. What we have initiated here today is nothing less
than the assertion of the primacy of the public interest in the
preservation, improvement and utilization of this invaluable natural
asset. This priceless natural resource belongs to the people, and it
must be utilized and developed for the benefit of the people.

CAROTHERS: Creation of a park in Boston Harbor would
require public acquisition and control over the harbor’s resources
to some degree.

BACALIS: A statement of philosophy and objectives is needed.
These objectives can then be translated to land use, water use and
transportation goals.

PARSONS: There has been planning maybe not perfect but
planning for years, and perhaps the weakness is that it doesn’t
include implementation, so let’s try to think of new public-private
arrangements where industry can begin to play a role in the
traditional areas of public monopoly. We have this chance for new
public-private arrangements wherein the profit incentive can be put
to work more broadly for the benefit of all. We find ourselves in
the midst of an artificial but very rigid separation of public and
private enterprise. This has created a two-business community situ-
ation where never the twain shall meet, except in those traditional-
ly accepted roles such as the telephone and power companies. It is
here that 1 see our opportunity for relief of the urban crisis and
the planning and implementation crisis and maybe even our oppor-
tunity to avoid disaster. Industry, technology, methodology,
management, investment resources are waiting in the wings ready
to be called to center stage for their performance. They are not
seeking nor do they need applause they need only to be included
in the script. We must write the script so that it can be heard and
understood. Why not ask industry for responses to a scheme which
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involves accepting (maybe collecting) the solid wastes from the
Boston area, treating these wastes to make them acceptable fill,
and filling a prescribed acreage according to plan. Instead of
looking for funds to pay for such an activity, let the industry bid
include a provision for payment in the form of development rights
on say, one acre for each ten acres filled for 50, 70, 90 years. This
development to also be in accordance with the plan. Why not?
Let’s also think of investment public and private rather than
grants or gifts. The planning and implementation must be sched-
uled so as to show real opportunities to investors. While 1 do not
oppose the MIT proposed organization for development planning, I
think I am placing far more emphasis on implementation and
certainly industrial participation. Let me suggest that the organiza-
tion be oriented strongly toward doers rather than critics who
know how but can’t.

WALKER: Industry must know with whom it will be dealing
over the long term. Where there is investment by private industry,
there must be adequate return on that investment. There is need
for leadership. It is unlikely that private industry will provide this
leadership at this time. Industry has, however, vast technological
and leadership resources which it will be willing to commit when
resolution of the political problems and the prospect of an adequate
return become possible.

ATTORNEY GENERAL QUINN: The choice exists whether to
continue as in the past or to guarantee, under a system of laws and
regulations, the ultimate disposition and use of our unique com-
munity resources for the greatest benefit to the community at
large, rather than to particular or vested interest groups.

Harbor Planning Process

General

DAVIS: I think there is implicit in the MAPC and MIT reports
a strong suggestion of the wisdom of keeping the options open.
The discussions of benefit-cost ratios; the need for reaching accept-
able trade-offs between uses; the need to involve all the institutions
concerned, public and private, state, local and federal, in the
decisions all suggest that we be very certain before making fur-
ther indelible imprints on the harbor and its resources.
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PARSONS: The frustrations of planners seem to arise from the
complete futility of every planning effort, and this is true at all
levels of government. After seeing years of planning end unimple-
mented on the shelf and seeing no possibility of making things
happen in the future, who can blame the planner if he begins to
think why do it?

SENATOR MOAKLEY: Although there has not yet existed a
consensus as to future Harbor uses, the Boston Harbor Islands
Commission has undertaken through this Conference to make cer-
tain that any future lack of consensus is not attributable to lack of
information. There are two underlying assumptions that have made
this Conference mandatory. First, that there is relatively little
known about the Harbor and its potential.

WALKER; There is need for a continding dialogue and an
educational program to keep industry and all the other participants
in the Conference interested and informed of progress.

LAMPREY; The first conclusion and recommendation was that
consensus has not yet been reached on the proper use of Boston
Harbor, the islands and shoreline. And part of the failure to reach
a consensus is due to a definite lack of information on the effect
which various usages will have on the Harbor environment.

JACKS; The adverse conditions in the Harbor, the MIT Report
points out, are not constraints in the strict sense but are a question
of costs. To put it another way, what is wrong in the Harbor can
be corrected but the price may be high. Consideration of particular
island uses, however, should not be rejected solely because they
depend on costly improvements in Harbor conditions. We must
also know something about the magnitude of the benefits to be
derived from the use. It is the analysis of both the costs and the
benefits which will provide the economic basis for the decision
which the legislature must make. Economic analysis is indis-
pensable if we seek rational use of the Island resource.

WALKER: There is danger in talking in terms of cost effective-
ness where the social effectiveness of programs is a value judgment

Info rma tion/R esearch

Decision-Making Techniques
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cannot be stated with precision and will vary with the person
making the evaluation.

STRASSER: Different alternatives for the use of the Harbor
would benefit different groups in different ways, to different
extents. How do you decide whom to please, in what way, and
how much? What planners or analysts cannot and should not try
to do, is to make decisions for the decision-maker, irrespective of
how sophisticated their tools are or how many computers they use.
A lack of appreciation for this fact, more than anything else, is the
cause of friction between planners and decision-makers. OR
(Operations Research) might help project anticipated traffic flows
to and from the Islands, in the event that some of them are used
for airplane or hydrofoil stations. Alternatively, OR might be used
to prescribe an optimal recreational capacity for the Islands. How-
ever, the usefulness of OR as a tool would come into play once
the ultimate use of the Islands has been decided upon. OR would
probably have little to say about the desired use of the Islands.
Cost-effectiveness analysis might offer insights into alternative uses
for the Islands provided elusive value judgments can be incorpo-
rated into the process. The spirit, purpose, and the emphasis on
analytical methods of PPB (Planning-Programming-Budgeting) are
certainly relevant to sound public decision-making, concerning the
utilization of the Harbor Islands. However, in the past the greatest
use of PPB has been as a means of introducing long-term budgetary
reform in a specific, on-going government agency. PPB has seldom
been applied as a means of disciplining special-purpose, multi-
agency planning efforts such as these deliberations concerning the
Boston-area Harbor Islands. “Systems analysis” applied to the Har-
bor Islands might seek an optimal use of them that is compatible
with the total social, physical and ecological environment. Once a
use or set of uses has been agreed upon for the Boston Harbor
Islands, and once an approach has been selected, PERT (Program
Evaluation Review Technique) might help the City and State
authorities to insure that the selected alternative gets implemented
according to the planned schedule and in accordance with the prior
estimated amount of money.
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Scope
DAVIS: Single-purpose function planning cannot be afforded.

The task must proceed with an understanding of total needs and
requirements of the region. Pinpoint location planning cannot be
afforded. One part of the urban organism is related to another; one
community interacts with its neighbor.

GREGG: Effective, sustained consideration of ecological and
oceanological factors in the use and management of Boston Harbor
are essential, whether or not major alterations in the Harbor and
environment are undertaken, in the same sense that political and
economic effects are evaluated.

SENATOR MOAKLEY: This Conference represents possibly the
earliest stage in the decision-making process that business, govern-
ment, and academic representatives have been brought together to
frame a comprehensive, community-wide approach to the utiliza-
tion of a major environmental resource.

JACKS: Whether the agency which is to plan for uses of the
Islands is an existing agency or a new agency, provision should be
made for participation by representatives of the six communities
which share the Harbor shoreline as well as by other governmental
and community groups. The role of the Harbor communities in the
planning process and in the future of the islands is one more of
the difficult questions posed by Harbor Islands development.

Participation
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TUESDAY, JUNE 24, 1969

Session Chairman Governor Francis W. Sargent

Opening Remarks Senator John Joseph Moakley

JOHN M. MORAN: Ladies and gentlemen, if I may introduce
myself, I am John Moran, Executive Director of the Harbor Islands
Commission, and it is my pleasure to introduce the Chairman of
the Conference and Commission, Senator John Joseph Moakley.

SENATOR MOAKLEY: Thank you very much, John. Governor
Sargent, Jim King, representing Senator Edward M. Kennedy, as
Chairman of the Special Legislative Commission on the Boston
Harbor Islands, 1 take great pleasure in welcoming all of you here
in the House of Representatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. I am most pleased that you have accepted my invitation
to participate in this planning Conference. Many of you have come
from far and near to focus your talents upon a natural resource
that is crying out for attention. I am certain that you gentlemen
realize that the thought product generated here will set the para-
meters and direction for the future utilization of this valuable
Massachusetts natural resource. It will determine in part whether
we leave a legacy of man’s encroachment upon nature or comple-
ment his harmony with hers. It is therefore appropriate that this
Conference have for its setting this historic Massachusetts legislative
chamber.

This Conference is designed to provide a unique approach in
assisting this Legislature to arrive at a decision which could alter
the character and improve the environment of the City of Boston.
It represents possibly the earliest stage in the decision-making
process that business, government, and academic representatives
have been brought together to frame a comprehensive, community-
wide approach to the utilization of a major environmental re-
source. Moreover, it is especially timely to note that it represents a
cooperative effort by the public and private sectors to meet com-
pelling domestic needs. I think it is important that in a period
when government’s credibility is waning and industry and univer-
sities have been criticized for their emphasis upon the instrumental-
ities of war, that these very segments are demonstrating through

MORNING SESSION
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this Conference their interest in employing these same capabilities
for the solving of urban problems.

This Conference gives promise that social and domestic needs
may now receive that same marketing emphasis and creative
impetus that other aspects of our civilization have been receiving in
a disproportionate share. This long-awaited adjustment of our
priorities is what the youth of this divided Nation rightly demand
of its leaders and which this Conference can in part foster.

There are two underlying assumptions that have made this Con-
ference mandatory. First, that there is relatively little known about
the Harbor and its potential. The Harbor and its islands presently
perform several interrelated functions of regional importance. It is
a waste receptacle, a transportation center, a recreational and
conservation preserve, and a body of water with important ecologi-
cal functions. Second, before any use for large numbers of people
can be made of these islands, water pollution will have to be
reduced significantly. The Harbor will have to be linked to the
metropolitan area by adequate public transportation. Potential con-
flicts between Harbor users and nearby permanent residents must
be resolved. And most important, ways must be found to finance
the facilities required.

Before the Legislature can make an informed judgment as to the
Harbor’s future functions, more information is required. This area
is an irreplaceable natural resource and accordingly requires inno-
vative, systematic approaches to planning. And your presence here
today provides such an approach.

Although there has not yet existed a consensus as to future
Harbor uses, the Boston Harbor Islands Commission has under-
taken through this Conference to make certain that any future lack
of consensus is not attributable to lack of information. As a
by-product. 1 would hope that this Conference would focus public
attention upon the islands and gei
steps necessary to satisfy basic inf

irate community support for the
rmational needs.

It is my personal belief, which
two and one-half years on this C
and deliberative evaluation of all
orderly and intelligent utilization
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uses is decided upon, it must benefit the maximum number of
people involved. And it must benefit the community as a whole
rather than any one segment. I want the satisfaction of community
needs to be the one element that will not be compromised.
Community needs will not be compromised if all of my colleagues
in the Legislature are able to make an informed judgment.

As Chairman of this Commission, I am not committed to any
one use of this resource. The time for decision is still in the future,
and it will come only when members of this Commission are
satisfied that we have all of the information that we can reason-
ably have to make an informed judgment.

This 50-square-mile expanse in the midst of Boston is a micro-
cosm of urban environmental ills. It is conceded that our waters
are polluted and our air is nearly the worst in the Nation; our
Harbor lays prey to economic disaster, and our City lacks adequate
housing and recreational areas. However, we have in close proxim-
ity thirty islands which in the past have been used for activities
which the public wished to hide. If it is possible in our lifetime to
use them, then we must meet this problem head on.

Gentlemen, you have been presented a challenge that is repre-
sentative of most of the Nation’s ills, and it will be up to you to
define the conceivable aspects and to discover the inconceivable.
You have been given the task of defining these areas and guiding
my Commission with the experience and talent at your command.

1 challenge all of you to give of your talents to see if man can
work harmoniously with what nature has provided him. Teach us
to utilize without encroaching and to devote and to develop
without eclipsing the harmony that man must feel with his envi-
ronment.

Thank you very much
it is my distinct pleasure to introduce to you the Governor of

the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, one who has served as De-
partment Head of the Department of Public Works and who has a
distinct background in recreation and conservation, the Governor
of the Commonwealth. Governor Francis Sargent.
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Introductory Remarks: The Commonwealth’s Interest in th
Utilization of Boston Harbor
Governor Francis W, Sargent

GOVERNOR SARGENT: Thank you very much. Senator Joe
Moakley, Chairman of the Boston Harbor Islands Commission, Jim
King. Special Assistant to Senator Kennedy, and my friends who
are here today, all concerned about Boston Harbor and the future
of Boston Harbor. And 1 might say that I have more than passing
interest in this problem

ret that I was Commissioner of
Also, 1 was Commissioner of
rr many years with recreation,

Senator Moakley referred to the
the Department of Public Works
Natural Resources and concerned
with natural resources, with fisheries; and this is part of the
problem, in my opinion, of the situation that we have today in
Boston Harbor. Boston, and in fact Massachusetts, has for too
long far too long - turned its back on one of this State’s - in-
deed this Nation’s - most important natural resources; the islands,
the waters, the shoreline of Boston Harbor, the subject of this
Conference today. It is time to end that era, to turn our face to
the sea, not only because it is richly woven into our heritage, but
because it is vitally important to our future.

Not only am 1 now Governor of Massachusetts, but 1 am the
man who for four years directed a Federal study of the outdoor
recreation needs and resources of America, both now and in the
future. 1 am also the one who was the first to call for the
preservation of the unique natural beauty that is Cape Cod, and
worked to achieve what that unsurpassed national resource has
become the Cape Cod National Seashore. I made that effort at
the time when it was not popular
prove it. There are few things in
pleasure than being able to say, ‘
opponents of the Cape Cod Nat
wisdom of its preservation, its pr
been preserved and protected for
tions for their enjoyment.

to do so, and 1 have the scars to
my life that have given me more
’1 told you so,” when yesterday’s
ional Seashore now embrace the
Mention, and the fact that it has

is generation and future genera-

So I come to this Conference with more than passing interest
and with a specific recommendation based not on passii gilt
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but on years ot experience and insight in this whole increasingly
complex subject of preserving and protecting as we grow into a
larger and more demanding society. One of the most challenging
tacts ot society’s life today of course is the problem of urban
unrest, not only in Boston, but in the cities of America. And one
of the compelling facts of that unrest is that part of its cause is
man’s need, so often frustrated in the urban areas, to find a place
where recreation can become “re-creation,” where he can stretch
his legs and even his soul, where he can relax, where he can try to
relieve the pressures building around him. I say by preserving this
harbor, the shoreline and more particularly these islands, we can
provide such a place that will be unique in America, so close to a
teeming metropolitan population. But we will save these islands
not by disucssing it but by doing it, happily if you agree. For we
have come a long way in enlightenment since the fight to turn
state land over to the National Park Service for the Cape Cod
National Seashore. 1 do not say this State should abdicate its
responsibilities and say to Washington, “We can’t handle this asset
ot ours as well as you can. Bring your money, bring your prestige
and make Cape Cod a Yosernite, make Boston Harbor a Yosemitc
or a Glacier National Park.” That wouldn’t be logical. 1 say
instead, let us, State and Federal Government, explore what is the
best way to maintain this unique resource. Let us plan together
and then decide which level of Government can best manage this
natural asset. That very effort has begun, and now let it continue
and intensify.

The MDC (Metropolitan District Commission) has a Federal
grant of $128,000. half the cost of acquisition for Peddocks Island.
Washington stands ready to grant about twelve and a half percent
of the acquisition costs for the development of Peddocks Island.
Now, let that continue. And meanwhile, though I am aware that
this Commission urges acquisition of that fifteen or so of those
thirty islands now privately owned, an acquisition pegged at some
ten million dollars, I urge that we proceed with a joint Federal-
State study of which level of government or conceivably both canivably both can
best and most profitably and intelligently acquire
preserve these islands.

If in the end the study shows the State is best suited, there ca
be no doubt, major Federal financial assistance would then b
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necessary. But perhaps that is the best procedure, Federal money
and State management of what is a national resource. After all, it
does not belong only to Boston or Massachusetts, but in a very
real sense to America, its history and its future.

And, of course, while our study proceeds, the pollution of
Boston Harbor and the abuse of some of these islands must
be - and insofar as this State’s jurisdiction in resources permits,
will be - controlled and curbed. We must do much more and much
better. In that connection, however, I must again stress that the
Federal Government must make good on its water pollution con-
trol financial help and commitment. And this is what they have
not been doing in recent years. We are moving ahead in this area,
but Washington has been dragging its financial feet in a way that
has slowed our progress, not only in Boston Harbor, but in other
water pollution control efforts we are now making in the State.

Further, the problems of air pollution as it affects these islands,
this shoreline, this Harbor, must be of increasing concern. We will
defeat our own purpose if we preserve this area only to find we
have allowed a cloud of soot and smog and poisoned air to fall
around it.

What we do now can cast the mold of the future for the
Harbor, the islands and the shoreline, not for years but for the
ages and for the future generations. We had better do whatever we
do and do it very well and intelligently, with an eye on the long
reach of man’s history, for that is the lifetime of the resources we
study today, these islands, this shoreline, this Harbor.

I appreciate this opportunity to share my views with you. I
would be listening, and others will be listening to the discussion
that goes on today. 1 personally am not going to be able to stay,
but 1 have people who will be here participating and listening. I
just want you to know that the decisions that we make today, the
suggestions that we hear about today will be more important than
perhaps we realize, because I think that we have got to remember
is that Boston Harbor is one of the greatest assets that not only
Massachusetts but the Nation has. It’s one of the most unique
harbors, one of the most beautiful harbors. There is no reason why
it can’t be. So listen throughout the world if we preserve, if we
protect it, and if we do the things that are needed to make it
available for future generations.
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So I say, Senator Moakley, that I am delighted to be with you;
and I am very pleased and honored at this time to introduce Jim
King, Senator Kennedy’s Special Assistant, who will be repre-
senting the Senator and has a message for us today.

Keynote Address: Statement of the Theme of the Conference
GovernmentIIndustry Partnership

MR KING: Governor Sargent, Senator Moakley, friends, the
Senator couldn’t be here this morning due to a shift on a Commit-
tee hearing that we weren’t aware of until the last moment and a
leadership meeting relative to a bill which in all probability will
come to the floor today.

1 hope you will bear with me. 1 will speak in the first person to
make it a lot easier because I am literally reading the Senator’s
comments cold. I believe 1 am the only person that came in today
via Boston Harbor on those waters and also the only person who
has a touch of sea sickness, outside of any nervous twitches 1 may
have. 1 will be using the first person in the speech because this was
to be the Senator’s comments, so please bear with me. It is not
that I am trying to be presumptuous. It would have been a
pleasure for the Senator to have been here and have an opportun-
ity to keynote this Conference on the future of the islands, waters,
and shoreline of Boston Harbor.

1 commend Senator Moakley and the members of his Commis-
sion for their farsighted report, The Harbor Islands, and for the
convening of this most important Conference.

Boston Harbor, including Dorchester, Quincy and Hingham Bays,
comprises about 180 miles of irregular tidal shoreline, about 47
square miles of water and some thirty islands. Surely such irre-
placeable assets located as they are at the core of a densely
populated metropolitan region should be at the disposal of our
citizens. Unfortunately, through the absence of judicious planning
and the onslaught of unchecked technological application, much of
the shoreline is characterized by dilapidated structures and is un-
protected from the forces of erosion. The waters are polluted and
almost all of the islands are under-utilized and virtually inacces-
sible.

Senator Edward M. Kennedy
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Historically, Boston Harbor is of special significance. Its magnifi-
cent protected anchorage and strategically defensible hills were
among the original reasons for the settlement of Boston. Its exis-

tence as an economically significant commercial port contributed
to the early and continuing prosperity of the settlement, and later
of the city. Its cod and shellfish at first gave sustenance to our
early settlers, and then an economic viability to the city as our
traders expanded their markets. Its beaches have served as the
recreation center for the city. Today, Boston Harbor is an example
of the havoc that man has played with his environment.

The fact that this Conference has been called gives credence to
our hope that tomorrow Boston Harbor, restored and developed,
will be the focal point of commercial, educational, and recreational
activity of this great metropolitan area.

To accomplish this goal, we will have to call upon the resources
of all levels of government local, state and Federal and on the
sustained interest of the private and commercial sectors of our
economy. We have made efforts in the past to deal with the
problems we have created in Boston Harbor. Individual towns
which border the Harbor have passed ordinances against the dump-
ing of refuse and garbage in its waters. Through local development
commissions, unplanned commercial and residential development of
waterfront property has been halted. The state, through the Massa-
chusetts Port Authority, the Metropolitan District Commission, and
the Department of Natural Resources, has done much to focus
attention on the need for the restoration of the Harbor and has
taken steps to halt the continued abuse of this resource by munici-
pal and industrial pollution. The Federal Government, through the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department
of the Interior, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
and the Army Corps of Engineers, has developed a sewage treat-
ment facilities program, has cooperated in the funding of compre-
hensive studies of the Harbor, has begun an effort to rid the
Harbor of drift and debris, and operates a limited dredging pro-
gram to maintain the natural depth of the harbor channels.

But none of these fractionalized efforts have achieved even a
modicum of success. The major stumbling block to that success is
the very fact that the approach is fractionalized. No fewer than
seventeen agencies have responsibility in matters concerning the
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harbor. Thus, it is more than difficult to pursue a program of
pollution abatement, industrial and commercial revitalization, recre-
ational restoration, or harbor development to final success.

Time and again, the problems of Boston Harbor have been
brought to my attention. And time and again 1 have responded by
urging those Federal agencies with responsibility in harbor matters
to step up their programs and their funding of programs designed
to relieve these problems. The agencies have responded but again
the response, because it was fractionalized, met with little appreci-
able results.

Last summer, I sponsored a program which provided 5,000
Boston area children with an opportunity to explore the recre-
ational and educational opportunities provided by that portion of
the Harbor which is still usable. This program is another example
of the value of Federal, state and local cooperation. At the end of
the summer, it was plain that we should not longer deny our
citizens the use of the islands, beaches and waters of the harbor.
Something must be done to reclaim this great natural resource, so
that once again the people of Boston and surrounding areas may
make full use of the great potential of Boston Harbor.

The task of restoring, developing, and preserving the resources of
Boston Harbor is not a small one. Neither is it an impossible one.
Because of the interest in this project, two comprehensive plans on
harbor development have been provided. One by the Metropolitan
Area Planning Council, and one by the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology which was commissioned by the Special Commission
on the Boston Harbor Islands of the General Court. The plans are
exciting. The programs they outline are forward looking and in-
clusive. The alternatives offered on the scope of harbor develop-
ment are intriguing. Both reports, citing the stumbling block of
divided responsibility, recommend that all of Boston Harbor
from Hull to Winthrop, its waters, islands and shores be ac-
quired and administered by one authority. These reports suggest
that the state be that authority. I would suggest that the Federal
Government could play a major role in achieving this objective. I
support the recommendation that it should be our first objective

only after it is achieved can we hope to reach our goal
The Federal Government, through the Department of the In-

terior, is playing an ever increasing role in the preservation
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restoration, and conservation of the natural resources that have
made this country the great nation that it is today. Certainly, our
coastal areas are one of our finest resources, and tor both historical
and physical reasons, the coastline of Massachusetts, and particular-
ly Boston, deserve Federal protection and would serve as an ideal
demonstration of the results of Federal involvement.

The Cape Cod National Seashore, signed into law by President
Kennedy in 1961, is already proving to be one of the finest efforts
of the Federal Government in this area of resource protection and
development. Presently Congress, after a study and recommenda-
tion presented by the Department of the Interior, is considering a
bill to create the Connecticut River National Recreation Area. If
considered favorably, the Federal Government will lead the effort
to return the resources of the Connecticut River coursing
through Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont

to the people for recreation purposes.
But Federal involvement should not, and must not, encourage

state and local abandonment of responsibility. The Department of
the Interior must rely heavily on state and local cooperation in
such efforts. Without such cooperation, such programs are doomed
to failure. The Federal role is one of funding, direction, and
review. The state and local role is one of maintenance of effort,
administration of necessary zoning regulations, and responsiveness
to local interest.

Our Boston Harbor Project lends itself most readily to such a
system. Therefore, after a careful review of all suggested alterna-
tives I plan to introduce a bill in this session of Congress re-
questing that the Secretary of the Interior be authorized to study,
investigate and formulate recommendations on the feasibility and
desirability of establishing the Boston Harbor National Recreation
Area. The bill will stress development of the harbor as a recreation-
al area for the citizens of Greater Boston and New England.
Recreational development - in this time of recognition of the need
for open spaces in our urban centers - not commercial or residen-
tial, should be the primary goal of any development plan if we are
to meet the present and future needs of the citizens of our regionIt is indeed tempting to view the acreage available along the
undeveloped shores and islands of the harbor as an answer to the
pressing need for an expanded tax base for the city and housing
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for its residents. But, to my mind, this would only serve to
compound the mistakes of the past. We do not now have nearly
adequate recreational facilities to serve the residents of our city or
region. We cannot continue to allow development of our shorelines
with residential dwellings and commercial centers. The natural
beauty of our beachfront must be preserved for all of our citizens

for it is a vanishing resource
Certainly it is possible to use a portion of the islands for

residential and commercial development. However, it is my belief
that the overall development of the Harbor must be studied by one
agency, in consultation with all others, state and local, which have
responsibilities in the harbor area. And that agency should be the
Department of the Interior.

I would hope, however, that such action on my part will not
serve notice that there is no need for further action on the part of
the General Court. I would hope that during the time necessary to
secure passage of this study bill, the time involved in the study,
and again the time involved in passage of a bill on the Federal level
based on the recommenations of the study, the General Court
could continue its involvement in the protection of the Harbor and
its islands.

It would be my recommendation that the General Court act
immediately to place a holding action on development of any of
the undeveloped areas of the harbor. The best course of action
may be for the Commonwealth to pass legislation prohibiting
non-recreational development of the islands now owned by the
state, city or local agencies; and authorizing the state to take
options on those islands presently held by private interests. Then
pending completion of the Federal study, plan for a partnership
with the Federal Government in ownership of portions of the
islands and shore for conservation and recreation purposes. Such a
pattern recognizes the joint concerns and responsibilities of all our
levels of government.

Another alternative, not in conflict with the plan I propose,
would be for the General Court to authorize a bond issue to allow
the Commonwealth to acquire all of Boston Harbor. Then, if in
the future, the Federal Government acts to nationalize this recre-
ation area, the state could be reimbursed.

We have lost, by our own destructive power, the greatest natural
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resource in the Boston area. This week, begins the second year of
the program I am sponsoring in the Boston Harbor. Our goal is
larger, however —to expose 15,000 of our children from the

Metropolitan area to the benefits of Boston Harbor as a recre-
ational and educational resource. This exposure, while bringing
enjoyment to these children, will also bring frustration. For
swimming will not be allowed pollution prevents this. Clamming
will not be allowed pollution prevents this. And only two or
three of the thirty islands will be available for exploration and
adventure underdevelopment and inaccessibility of the other
islands creates this situation.

I look for the day when all of the citizens ot Greater Boston,
both the underprivileged and the undeprived, can look forward to
a weekend of camping and swimming on any of our islands, or a
swim at lunchtime at one of our beaches, or picnics along our
shores. We have, in Boston Harbor, a truly magnificent resource.
Let us develop it. Let us protect it. Let us enjoy it.

Address: Boston Harbor and the Role of the
Harbor Islands Commission

Senator John Joseph Moakley, Chairman,
Harbor Islands Commission

SENATOR MOAKLEY: In 1966, the Massachusetts Legislature
created the Boston Harbor Islands Commission, a public body to
gather the basic information required to make an informed judg-
ment as to the utilization of the islands and to prevent incom-
patible uses that would destroy the natural beauty and natural
charm of this area. The fact that most of the undeveloped shore-
line of Dorchester Bay and the banks of the Neponset River are
zoned for commercial and industrial use has always been a con-
stant reminder to our Commission that what is only now a pos-
sibility can become an ugly reality. Early contacts with National
industries were established in 1967, and a number of these firms
sent representatives to join us on a Harbor tour. In 1968, a
contract was completed with MIT for a systems analysis of the
Harbor Islands and the shoreline. The Report suggests three alter-
native types of development, each conceived to meet Metropolitan
needs.
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In addition, the MIT Report pointed out areas that required
additional information pollution, transportation, ecology are only
a few of these areas. It also pointed to the need for a coordinated
planning agency, one that would involve all the segments of the
community. The Harbor can serve human needs to a much greater
degree than it does today. Around its shores, inappropriate com-
mercial and industrial uses can be transformed into residential and
recreational and high-grade commercial uses. New parks, marinas,
beaches and fishing facilities can respond to the need for local
recreation for the increasing population. The Harbor community
could provide a wider housing choice, an attractice alternative to
suburbia. It could provide more employment and increased tax
revenues, and aid our understanding of our urban problems.

But the cost of utilization will be high. Whether it is to be
recreation or habitation or a combination of both, a measure of
the cost and benefits must be sought before an intelligent choice
can be made.

The Harbor must be protected at once from needless and piece-
meal destruction. The Harbor should not be treated as ordinary
real estate available to create new filled land; rather it should be
regarded as a most valuable natural asset of the entire Metropolitan
region, an essential ingredient contributing to the unique environ-
mental well-being of the area.

The investigations and study by the Boston Harbor Islands
Commission has concluded that the Harbor is a single body of
water, the planning of which can be effectively carried on only on
a regional basis. The islands’ mud flats and shoreline are a basic
component of the Harbor and not merely real estate. Priority of
uses of the Harbor must be established to provide the greatest
public benefit. Careful study must be given to land fill proposals to
avoid any alterations which could hamper tidal flushing of pollu-
tants. Water quality must be improved and maintained at levels
sufficiently high to permit full public enjoyment and use of this
water.

To preserve the widest realm of choice, the Commission has
recommended that the Commonwealth obtain ownership of the
Harbor Islands and place them in a land bank under the control
and supervision of the Department of Natural Resources. A pro-
gram of maintenance and improvement should be developed
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pending completion and approval of a comprehensive plan for the
Boston Harbor.

This then is the role of the Boston Harbor Islands Commission.
First, to obtain necessary data through conferences and studies.
Second, to involve all segments of the community in the planning
process. And third, to set wise guidelines as to utilization. Fourth,
and last, to set governmental machinery in cooperation with
private industries to implement these guidelines.

I believe it both appropriate and timely to introduce next
Professor Stanley Jacks, Senior Lecturer, Alfred P. Sloan School of
Management, MIT. Professor Jacks was Executive Director of the
Boston Harbor Islands Study Group. He holds degrees at Harvard
College and Northeastern University. He has taught at various
colleges and universities in the Boston area, including Harvard and
MIT. In addition, he has published various articles and reports on
this same subject matter. He will provide us with both a visual
orientation of the Harbor and its potential. It gives me great
pleasure to introduce at this time Professor Stanley Jacks.

Address: Presentation of the Report of the Boston Harbor
Study Group of “The Harbor Islands”

Stanley M. Jacks, Senior Lecturer, Alfred P. Sloan
School of Management, Massachusetts Institute of

Technology; Executive Director,
Boston Harbor Study Group

MR. JACKS: Senator Moakley, members of the Harbor Islands
Commission, ladies and gentlemen;

It was just a year ago that a group of MIT faculty and students
undertook, on behalf of the Harbor Islands Commission, a pre-
liminary study of utilization of the thirty islands of

’

Boston
Harbor. Although the contract contemplated a summer study only,
the project has an importance and a fascination such that several
of us have acquired an abiding interest in the work of the Commis-
sion. We have even been moved to make a film of the islands
which we will show you following my remarks.

My task is to summarize the MIT Report. Since copies have
been made available to the conferees, I think it will suffice if Isummarize the main findings and recommendations.
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The central idea underlying the MIT Report is the idea of
choosing among alternative uses of the largely unused Island space.
The Report sketches three choices: a moderate recreational use
similar to that proposed by the Metropolitan Area Planning
Council in its 1967 Open Space and Recreation Study of Boston
Harbor; an intensive recreational and educational use; and third,
development of the inner islands as an urban sub-core. The Report
mentions other possible uses, like the long-standing idea to use
some of the islands as links to facilitate cross-metropolitan trans-
portation and the more recent suggestion to use the Brewster
Islands as a site for a second airport. Many other ideas for uses of
the Harbor Islands will surely be offered, including the notion to
leave matters as they are. One of the hard tasks ahead will be to
select from the array a few carefully defined alternatives which we
shall want to analyze in depth. To help in making that decision,
we may want to encourage advocacy planning by interest groups.

The abundance of plausible alternatives in the use of the islands
tells us something about the unusual qualities of the Harbor space.
The Harbor, as a glance at the map shows, is the centerpiece of the
metropolis. It is a sizable, relatively shallow and very beautiful
watery space almost entirely landlocked within a highly developed
region which has diverse and pressing needs. The capability of the
many unused (or partially used) islands and their surrounding
waters to serve needs is apparent to a sightseer on a summer’s day
boat ride. He will quickly realize that commercial shipping uses
only a small part of the Harbor space. As he cruises around the
islands, he may behold in his mind’s eye a vision of people
swimming on a spacious island beach or fishing from piers. In
another unused part of the Harbor, he may see marinas or
campsites and on some of the larger islands, housing or civic or
educational institutions. Our sightseer would certainly find it in-
credible to leam that, to most of the area’s residents, this spectacu-
lar resource is as remote as the Azores, and he would be shocked
at the evident lack of concern for its maintenance.

Some uses of the islands and their surrounding waters will
require changes in existing conditions in the Harbor. Improvement
in water quality will be necessary if water contact sports are to be
both safe and attractive, and island habitation may be excluded if
noise from aircraft using Logan continues to increase. For all uses
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of the islands, the poor access to the Harbor shoreline imposes a

serious limitation.
The problems of water pollution, air noise and shoreline trans-

portation, however, are recognized by the community as problems
which must be solved even if there were no thought of using the
islands more than we now do. Greater utilization of the islands
provides a strong additional incentive to finding the solutions and
island use might provide benefits sufficient to help defray their
cost

The adverse conditions in the Harbor, the Report points out, are
not constraints in the strict sense but are a question ot costs. To
put it another way, what is wrong in the Harbor can be corrected
but the price may be high. Hundreds of millions, for example, may
be required to dispose of all metropolitan sewage further out in
Massachusetts Bay. Consideration of particular island uses, how-
ever, should not be rejected solely because they depend on costly
improvements in Harbor conditions. We must also know something
about the magnitude of the benefits to be derived from the use. It
is the analysis of both the costs and the benefits which will
provide the economic basis for the decision which the legislature
must make.

The Report recommends immediate acquisitions of the islands
and some portions of the vacant shoreline. Acquisition of vacant
shoreline is particularly urgent in view of imminent development of
these areas. Open land at Columbia Point, which was uncommitted
at the time we began our study last summer and which plays an
important part in two of the alternatives sketched in the Report,
has since been selected as the site of the Boston campus of the
University of Massachusetts.

The extent of the impact of the university complex at Columbia
Point upon the nearby islands will be uncertain until final plans are
drawn, but it appears the development need not cut off access.
The development of Columbia Point, however, when taken to-
gether with large scale private developments in Squantum and
Weymouth both of which are under active consideration would
foreclose some uses of the islands which involve counterpart uses
of the mainland. Some limitation on choice of island uses will also
occur if the 1976 Bicentennial Fair is held on the proposed Harbor
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site. The Fair and the new community which the Boston Redevel-
opment Authority has proposed as a reuse of the site would
extend the City of Boston eastward to Thompson Island and thus
have an overriding effect on the entire Dorchester Bay area.

The separate public and private forces now producing a trans-
formation of the Harbor shoreline have not reached most of the
islands but that result is inevitable. We recommend, therefore, early
acquisition of all the islands to ensure that maximum advantage
can be taken of coordinated development of the entire space under
appropriate public controls. Such action, of course, does not pre-
clude a major role for the private sector. The fact that the private
sector is attracted to the Harbor region is the best indication that
substantial benefits will accrue from its use. Finding ways to
permit the most effective interaction between the two sectors is
one of the challenging tasks ahead and this Conference will con-
sider the problem in one of the workshops.

The MIT Report recommends that the Commonwealth should
plan future uses of the islands and the vacant shoreline. The
overlapping jurisdiction of the shoreline municipalities and coun-
ties, a multiplicity of state agencies, the Metropolitan District
Commission and the Port Authority require leadership at the Com-
monwealth level if coordinated planning is the objective. Further-
more, choices of island uses must be weighed against similar uses in
other parts of the metropolis. The urgent need for housing and
jobs in the declining urban core, the most serious problem of the
metropolitan area, might be met in part by uses of the islands, but
they may also be met by action in other places. The comparative
costs and benefits of a limited number of such metropolitan
alternatives must be considered and, in the absence of metropolitan
government, the State, through the Harbor Islands Commission or
a successor agency, must assume the planning function.

It does not now appear that even intensive development in and
around some of the large islands would necessarily entail sub-
stantial injury to marine or other systems in the Harbor environ-
ment. However, we recommend active pursuit of greater under-
standing of these systems so that planners may know the con-
sequences of their actions. While the appeal of the Harbor as
natural open space and recreation space must contend with needs
for other uses, the size and diversity of Harbor spaces makes it
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likely that we can use the islands in diverse ways and not in a
single use such as is often derisively suggested by the notion of
‘paving over the Harbor.’ Choosing will be easier because we are
not restricted to one use of the entire space even though we
cannot have as much of each thing as we might like.

Economic analysis is indispensable if we seek rational use of the
Island resource. The case for such analysis has probably not been
put better than Justice Holmes put it when he enjoined legislators
and lawyers to seek an understanding of economics. From eco-
nomics, he said, “We learn that for everything we have to give up
something else, and we are taught to set the advantage we gain
against the other advantage we lose, and to know what we are
doing when we elect.” The Justice, perhaps, did not fully appreci-
ate what a difficult standard he set for decision-makers. Even
today, cost/benefit analysis, at least as applied to problems as
complex as the Harbor Islands, yields only crude measures. We will
be unable to measure some of the benefits and we may overlook
others, but cost/benefit analysis will require that we make our
ideas explicit and it will enable us to identify resource use with
unusually high pay-off. To have failed even to seek to identify
such possibilities would be inexcusable at a time when the urban
problems we face seem Gargantuan.

Because a study as penetrating as the one we recommend could
be the source of new knowledge about urban conditions and urban
growth, an MIT faculty group working in association with the MIT
Urban Systems Laboratory and the Harvard-MIT Joint Center for
Urban Studies could be organized to assist in the task.

Beneficial uses of the Harbor need not be delayed pending
decisions about alternatives. Some conservation and recreation pro-
grams, which would not foreclose future options, could be initiated
following acquisition of the space. Experimental programs to pro-
vide more information about the island environment as well as the
demand for various island uses are also strongly recommended.
Broad participation in these activities should be encouraged so that
the community comes to know the islands at first hand.

Whether the agency which is to plan for uses of the islands is an
existing agency or a new agency, provision should be made for
participation by representatives of the six communities which share
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the Harbor shoreline as well as by other governmental and com-
munity groups. All of the islands lie within the jurisdiction of the
Harbor communities. Sixteen are in Boston and Boston owns 40%
of the island acreage. Although only two islands are in Quincy,
that City controls access to most of the major islands. The role of
the Harbor communities in the planning process and in the future
of the islands, assuming a permanent change of jurisdiction, is one
more of the difficult questions posed by Harbor Islands develop-
ment.

The broad participation in this Conference sets a good example
for the work ahead, and its deliberations will surely help to shape
the ideas which will guide the community toward wise decisions.
We regret that some of the MIT group involved in the study last
summer are unable to attend. We shall especially miss the counsel
of Professor Kevin Lynch of MlT’s City Planning Department
whose professional skill was one of our main strengths. I want to
thank all those in the community who contributed to the work
- and there were many and, especially, John Moran, the Execu-

tive Secretary of the Harbor Islands Commission, whose patience
and understanding are deeply appreciated.
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Session Chairman Maurice Donahue, Senate President
Introductory Remarks: The Public Interest in

Preservation and Improvement of the Quality of
the Environment

Senate President Maurice Donahue

SENATOR MOAKLEY: It gives me great pleasure to introduce
to you a gentleman who has indicated his desire to help us with
the harbor land situation we find ourselves in, Senate President
Maurice Donahue.

SENATOR DONAHUE; Senator Moakley, guests at the head
table and ladies and gentlemen, I am delighted to join with you
and to serve as chairman of the afternoon session of this important
conference on the future of the islands, waters and shoreline of
Boston Harbor. I cannot commend highly enough Senator Moakley
and all of the staff of the Boston Harbor Islands Commission for
their imagination and initiative in convening this historic confer-
ence of governmental and community leaders. I share the con-
viction of the Boston Harbor Islands Commission that this two-day
conference can provide the beginning of the orderly planning
which will lead to the comprehensive community-wide develop-
ment and utilization of this unique resource of 50 square miles of
land and water, for what we have initiated here today is nothing
less than the assertion of the primacy of the public interest in the
preservation, improvement and utilization of this invaluable natural
asset. It is timely and appropriate that we do so to prevent the
kind of crass commercial exploitation and unplanned private devel-
opment which has created such tremendous problems and pre-
vented the public enjoyment of such comparable natural assets as
San Francisco Bay.

While it is too early to predict and determine the ultimate
utilization of the harbor island resources, it is not too early to
anticipate that a broad multi-purpose approach will eventually
emerge. Nor is it too early to insist that the public interest - that
interest which demands that any combination of uses be designed
to benefit the maximum number of people within the community
as a whole - be paramount in all our deliberations.

AFTERNOON SESSION
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I think I can speak for my colleagues in the State Legislature
when I say that we are prepared to play whatever role is deter-
mined to be necessary to assure the orderly development in the
public interest of the full potential of this great environmental
resource. We do not intend to sit quietly on the sidelines if, in our
judgment, any proposed use or uses of harbor islands were to
result in either the compromise or the subversion of the public
interest.

Simply stated, this priceless natural resource belongs to the
people, and it must be utilized and developed for the benefit of
the people. We are delighted therefore that this conference is being
held. We welcome the informed discussions of the possible uses of
the Harbor’s resources as the most effective means for the devel-
opment of a meaningful range of priorities which will ultimately
assure their proper utilization and the protection of the public
interest.

I congratulate you on your attendance here today, and I trust
that your deliberations will be productive and beneficial for all the
people of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Address: Impact of Urbanization on the Environmental
Resources ofBoston Harbor

Charles G. Carothers 111, Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife, Parks and Marine Resources,

U.S. Department of the Interior

MR. CAROTHERS: My job title is unwieldy and possibly mis-
leading. I do not really represent striped bass, black ducks or
redwoods trees. A favorite accusation by frustrated developers is
that some of us are more concerned with ducks than people. What
poppycock! Our concern is for the needs of people, and people do
need wildlife and accessible open space. These are environmental
factors.

We can manipulate our environment and make our air, water,
soil and vegetation serve Man’s needs in many ways. For years we
have known how to spoil our environment, but the country was so
vast we were deluded into thinking we could walk away from our
mess.

It is only in comparatively recent years that we have awakened
to the need to avoid irreparable damage to our environment. And
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this conference demonstrates your awareness that uses should be
compatible rather than destructive. It might be expecting too much
for everyone to agree on what constitutes compatibility. The dif-
ferences in definition are found in a number of fields. A student of
sociology has said there are two chief causes of divorce for incom-
patibility - the husband’s poor income and the wife’s rich patibil-
ity.

Compatible usage is an old disagreement within the conservation
family. Gifford Pinchot, pioneer campaigner against unwise exploi-
tation and destruction of the forest lands, was no Park Service
man. He was against waste and misuse, but members of the
National Park movement are convinced he had a blind spot.
Pinchot would have stood with the critics who believe the Park
Service is being wasteful, is misusing its wooded resources, in
permitting big, commercially valuable trees to die, fall down and
rot where they fall. These critics argue that selective logging should
be permitted to put those mature and overmature trees on the
market while they are still merchantable. They seem sincerely
puzzled by those who will fight to the bitter end to keep National
Parks and National Monuments in as natural condition as possible,
consistent with the need to permit public enjoyment of them.

Since National Parks and National Monuments contain un-
tarnished wilderness areas my analogy is not the most appropriate
one, I concede. Boston Harbor lost its wilderness qualities years
ago, although it is still graced by the sweet song of 727’s and
DC9’s and the mating calls of the Cessnas, Convairs and Constella-
tions around Logan International Airport.

The harbor, however, still has certain natural values, and I will
discuss these in a few minutes. First, though, persons helping to
manage this conference have suggested there might be interest in
harbor recreational programs elsewhere.

Last month Secretary of the Interior Hickel announced our
Department is considering legislation to establish a “Gateway
National Recreation Area” at the ocean gateway to New York. It
would incorporate Breezy Point and Jamaica Bay in New York and
Sandy Hook in New Jersey.

It would be the first area in Secretary Hickel’s new program for
the Department to create such urban recreation areas in and near
thickly populated centers. Secretary Hickel said:
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“I have pledged to move ahead with the acquisition and develop-
ment of parks and recreation areas, and particularly they that are
available close to where most of population live most of their lives.

“The creation of such areas near our large cities is an important
part of our program to protect our environment, as is the preserva-
tion of wilderness areas.

“We have got to bring the natural world back to the people
rather than have them live in an environment where everything is
paved over with concrete and loaded with frustration and vio-
lence.”

The proposed Gateway National Recreation Area would include
some 15,600 acres, including marshlands and shallow water areas,
at or near the entrance to New York Harbor. Most of the area is
already in public ownership. Establishment of the Recreation Area
would mean the transfer of city. State and Federal properties to
the Interior Department.

“The logical melding of these existing and available publicly
owned properties would provide a recreation resource of un-
equalled precedent in the United States,” Secretary Hickel said.

“Such an area would have significance to millions of visitors
from not only the crowded New York City area, but to much of
the mid-Atlantic and Northeastern Seaboard, and would be a
fitting gateway to foreign visitors entering our country,” he added.

And that statement of his is important. National Recreation
Areas must have national significance. The primary criteria for
selection of National Recreation Areas include guidelines for
spaciousness, population to be served, carrying capacity, attraction
of interstate patronage, and a number of other points. Estimates
are that 15 million people in New York, New Jersey, Connecticut
and Pennsylvania are within a two-hour drive of the proposed
Gateway National Recreation Area.

The national significance is a key feature of any recreation area
proposal. Before we pursue it further we might discuss a Save-the-
Bay movement a continent away.

Adversaries are contesting for the future of San Francisco Bay. I
bring it up as an example of effective and aroused citizen participa-
tion in deciding environmental issues. It is more than a great
harbor. The Bay is about 50 miles long and one to 12 miles wide,
with a surface estimated at 430 square miles. When California was
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admitted to the Union the surface was some 680 square miles. The
State for years sold shallow Bay acreage, some to be filled and
built upon, some to be held for filling and development. Cities,
counties and private owners have interests in continued filling.
About 70 percent of the Bay is less than 18 feet deep at low tide.
In the view of some developers it simply begs to be filled. Esti-
mates are that almost 250 square miles can be developed into real
estate.

The State owns about half the Bay, cities and counties almost
one quarter of the Bay, the Federal Government about 5 percent,
and private owners claim the remainder. Much of the area claimed
by cities, counties and private owners is along or near the present
shoreline.

In 1965 an interim body was created for the purposes its name
implies the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission. Its creation was an outgrowth of various campaigns.
The State Legislature gave the Commission power to issue permits
to any applicant planning to fill in the Bay.

The Commission has had real clout through its permit authority.
It completed its plan for protection of the Bay through controlled
development. Now that its plan has been finished, the Bay Con-
servation and Development Commission is by law due to expire 90
days after the California legislature adjourns, expected next month.
Unless the Commission’s life is extended, or the Legislature creates
the regional agency proposed in the Commission’s plan, the Bay
development picture may be back where it was several years ago.
Citizen interest is high. The Save San Francisco Bay Association
reports membership growth at 2,000 persons per month.

The prestigious Conservation Foundation says the Save-the-Bay
struggle has been a pioneering effort with many lessons for others
who hope to protect estuaries and other natural resources. They
have called it:

“A resource with sex appeal; one that excites the enthusiasm of
htizens from all walks of life ...”

\nd ... a plan that is needed, that will achieve the desired
environmental results, that is enforceable, that is respected and
that draws wide support. And also, perhaps, a plan that is adjusted
to political, fiscal and legal realities.”

The Department of the Interior has a particular concern for the
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Nation’s estuaries. At the direction of Congress, we are collecting
information on the current situation and the resource potentials of
estuaries and coastal zones. The National Estuarine Inventory will
contain the maximum available information on our estuaries and
the Great Lakes.

Right now we have only scattered data on physical pollution,
but enough to make plain the problem needs attention. Land fills,
draining of marshes, dumping and dredging are destroying natural
areas which are fish and wildlife habitats.

Between 1954 and 1963, 45,000 acres of tidal wetlands from
Maine to Delaware were lost. The Massachusetts Coastal Wetlands
Law of 1966 was a step in the right direction, and has helped to
preserve some habitat.

In Tampa Bay, Florida, 20 square miles have been filled and
converted into residential areas. More than one-half million acres of
estuarine habitat have been destroyed in the U.S. in the past 20
years from dredging and filling alone.

Lists of the typical examples of the highly polluted harbors of
the Atlantic Coast always give prominent mention to Boston
Harbor. Others on this doubtful honor roll in the Northeast in-
clude Jamaica Bay, New Haven Harbor and Narragansett Bay.

The Harbor Islands report by the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology study group bolsters the Harbor’s reputation as a
major-league sink. The luncheon period might not be the best time
to reiterate these examples from the M.I.T. work:

“The Harbor is not an important commercial fishing area. Al-
though 40,000 bushels of clams were taken in 1948, the current
annual harvest is only about 10,000 bushels, because water pollu-
tion has forced the closing of over half of the shellfish beds and
restrictions have been placed on most of the remainder.

“Vast amounts of raw and treated sewage, along with some
industrial wastes, are discharged into Boston Harbor to be disposed
of by tidal flushing. Some raw sewage is discharged illicitly from
shoreline structures and watercraft. The bulk of the raw sewage
enters via municipal sewer lines unconnected to the M.D.C. system
and from combined sewer outlets which carry raw sewage along
with the rainwater into the Harbor in times of heavy rainfall. Some
combined sewer outlets allow frequent or constant discharge of
raw sewage due to malfunctions or local sewer overloads. Most of
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the tributary rivers are heavily polluted as they enter the Harbor
due to upstream discharges from combined sewer outlets and local
industries.

“Four hundred forty million gallons of treated sewage and
sludge are discharged daily into the Harbor from the M.D.C,
primary treatment plants on Deer and Nut Islands. These plants
receive and process the sewage of 42 communities in the North
and South Metropolitan Sewage Districts.

“In addition to its detrimental aesthetic effects, the high pollu-
tion level in the Harbor has necessitated closing off some beaches
and shellfishing areas and increased utilization of the Harbor is a
continuing threat to marine life.”

The Santa Barbara oil blowout has been a sad experience for all
involved in that California situation. And the recent spill of heating
oil in Fore River was a graphic demonstration for this area of how
fuel can foul the environment.

The Red Sox supremacy over the Senators is admitted. Must
Boston also do more to pollute its water than Washington does its
Potomac? The Bosox are not tested regularly against the Phillies,
and Boston and Philadelphia must use other arenas for their status
struggles. I would rather not get into the arena of metropolitan
pride but I was unable to figure a way to duck the issue of Expo
’76.

I have seen schematic sketches superimposed on scale maps of
the Harbor picturing how a great landfill would be made to create
the proposed Expo site in the harbor here, should Boston be
selected over Philadelphia as the 1976 site. Our scientists in the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife have not entered into
thorough studies ot what extent the construction and operation of
Expo Boston would affect the harbor’s fish and wildlife resources,
but the impact should doubtless be considerable.

The Harbor attracts many wintering waterfowl, as I have often
seen on my waterfowling visits. Over the past five years, the
January waterfowl census of Boston Harbor shows an average of
23,400 birds, with a maximum count of 44,200. The State
Division of Marine Fisheries found 21 species of finfish in Dor-
chester Bay. Four species have recreational significance - winter
flounder, American smelt, striped bass and Atlantic cod.

Our Bureau also reported that the effects of the operation of
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Expo Boston would depend upon a number of factors, including
the extent to which the structures would affect tidal action and
water pollution generally.

I am not able to say how such tampering with the tidal action
might alter the harbor’s ability to dispose of sewage and industrial
wastes by tidal flushing. The extensive landfills for causeways
necessary to fulfillment of the New Harbor Community outlined as
an alternative in the M.I.T. study would also have to be reckoned
with as influencing tidal flow.

Two months ago Secretary Hickel issued his report on Marine
Resource Development, calling for a national commitment to
develop United States leadership in meeting the world’s marine
resource needs.

The report’s discussion of marine recreation needs pointed out
that about half our people live inside a 100-mile-wide band along
the sea coasts and shores of the Great Lakes. By the year 2000
these regions will have a population of 175 million. When I used to
drive to Boston from my home in Duxbury I was half convinced
that there were that many people already and all driving cars.

Outdoor recreation demands are increasing twice as fast as the
population and water-based recreation is preferred, especially
along our coasts.

The contiguous States have almost 60,000 miles of shoreline.
One third of that has recreational potential. Only about 6.5 per-
cent of the shoreline suitable for recreation is in public ownership.
And at times all those people we meet driving cars happen to go to
the public beaches the same day we do.

Our Marine Resources report stresses that opening more shore-
line to the public is a major national need.

But marine recreation has competition from industry, and com-
merce and private home development. All make serious inroads on
undeveloped shorelines. No single governmental level can guide
shoreline development, a fact this conference recognizes by its
existence.

There are rigid limits on the supply of shoreline recreational
resources, but we can make them serve more people. One way to
do it is to open up relatively inaccessible or remote beaches. The
Boston Harbor Islands offer such an opportunity.

The Department’s Marine Resources report states that our
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National policy should be that ocean areas and waters are to be
used for aesthetic as well as for direct economic uses. Our estu-
aries. bays and ocean areas should not be monopolized or domin-
ated by industrial, transportation or waste disposal needs. Rather,
they should be managed for multiple use while maintaining high
quality of the waters and adjacent lands.

At present trends the population of the world will reach 6
billion by the year 2000. If planners are to make any rational
plans they must necessarily assume there is a reasonable chance
that by then the population can be brought into comfortable
balance with the world’s resources.

Similarly, any rational planning for taking advantage of Boston
Harbor’s recreational potential must assume that a pollution abate-
ment program with real muscle will be carried out. I believe our
Federal Water Pollution Control Administration will participate in
the workshop session on pollution this afternoon. At that time
further aspects of the pollution issue will bear looking into.

If I underscore the Harbor’s enormous potential for recreational
use, I hope I am not automatically an enemy of new towns,
education, or jobs for the unemployed.

An urban environment clamors for park space. Boston Harbor
could be a great regional park. It will cost money. If 1 could now
wave a blank check on the Federal Treasury it might lend my next
remarks more weight. Since I can offer only best wishes, 1 must
ask your tolerance instead of your respectful silence.

I have had the opportunity to learn something of the plans
submitted to the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation concerning the
preservation and rehabilitation of the harbor environment. They
make sense. They say any such revitalization requires immediate
steps to end pollution. Without this first move, no improvement or
development for recreation can take place. Taking that first step
will be costly. The national average for generating refuse is about
five pounds per person per day, not counting agricultural waste.
I’m told that last year Boston’s costs for collecting refuse went
from $2.6 million to $3.9 million for payroll increases alone.

Helter-skelter development must give way to some adequate
review authority. Otherwise, haphazard and uncoordinated projects
can make a shambles of an environment. The physical and the
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biological are interconnected. Insults or outrages against the envi-
ronment always have side effects. Government has a responsibility
to foresee such side effects. A given development program might
be so important that it must go ahead, side effects notwith-
standing. Too often in the past, however, development has gone
ahead, side effects not even considered. I am sure you know 1 am
not centering the indictment on Boston Harbor. It spreads much
farther.

President Nixon’s establishment of an Environmental Quality
Council gives the nation, for the first time, the machinery for
making decisions at the highest level on matters where environ-
mental quality is confronted by development plans. His concern in
this field is made evident by the fact that he will chair this
Cabinet-level Environmental Council.

Creation of a park in Boston Harbor would require public
acquisition and control over the harbor’s resources to some degree.
The skyrocketing prices of land have made it painfully clear to us
in the Department of the Interior that the longer purchase is
postponed, the more expensive the property gets.

The outline presented to the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
suggests major new facilities for Deer, Long and Peddocks Islands.
The natural wooded slopes on Peddocks Island are believed ideal
for children’s day camp facilities and school field trips. From my
own years of managing the financial affairs of the Massachusetts
Junior Conservation Camp, I think I have learned the enormous
value of investing in kids, in giving them an indoctrination in the
conservation ethic. Relocation of Deer Island prison is suggested as
a way to provide major recreational space for the people of Boston
and Winthrop. And Long Island is suggested as the first public
camping area within 30 miles of downtown Boston.

Natural areas on shore or those that maintain marine life in the
harbor should be conserved. And preservation of some will have to
await their reclamation.

The United States gave the world the national park concept.
Since Yellowstone was established in 1872, some 1,200 parks or
equivalent preserves have been created in other countries. The U.S.
has a great opportunity to provide world leadership not only in
marine resource needs, but in conservation and environmental con-
trol generally.
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On our own shores, all levels of government must improve their
machinery for environmental management.

We Americans are doing pretty well, judging by per capita
income, gross national product and the material things available to
the average citizen. But judging by our rate of degrading our own
environment we are not staying even, much less advancing. Our
priorities have gone awry.

My general topic was “Impact of Urbanization on Environmental
Resources in Boston Harbor.”

Another way to put it might be: “Good God, What Are We
Doing to Ourselves?”

We had better realize the enormity of the mistakes in the past.
And if we are to give future generations a decent break, we are
going to have to do a better job of protecting our environment.

Workshop 1 Pollution. The Harbor as a Receptacle
for Waste Water and Air Pollution, Including Noise
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Workshop Report: The Harbor as a Receptacle
for Waste - Water and Air Pollution, Including Noise

MR. KLASHMAN: The pollution workshop considered the
problems, constraints on uses, and alternate solutions to the inter-
related phases of Harbor pollution: noise, and liquid, solid and
gaseous wastes.

Noise: Various degrees, or levels, of noise exposure occur at this
time around Logan Airport. The regions principally affected now
are those parts of East Boston nearest the ends of the runways, the
north end of Deer Island, and portions of Winthrop to the north
of the runway ends.

While at greater distances the noise decreases, substantial noise
still affects the north ends of Thompson, Spectacle, Long and
Lovell Islands (although quieter there than at the north end of
Deer Island). These levels favor recreational or commercial usage of
the islands over residential usage.

The proposed World Fair site happens to lie in a favorable
region, such that aircraft flight tracks can easily be controlled to
avoid nearby flying.

Aircraft traffic by 1975 will probably about double and Logan
will then become saturated. It is expected that in 1975 noise levels
for individual aircraft will be equal to or lower than those of
today’s large jet aircraft, but the exposure will be greater due to
the doubling of flights.

A new, but expensive to build, outer-harbor airport, on and
around the Brewster Islands, could take the largest, noisiest air-
craft. They could easily avoid flying low over Boston or the
islands. Logan could then be restricted to lighter, quieter aircraft
and conditions around Logan would be improved. Alternatively, a
second airport for the Boston area could be located inland, re-
moving aircraft noise from the harbor area.

Buildings on land nearest the airport should probably be air-
conditioned so that windows can be closed the year around and,
thus, make indoor living much quieter.

The Massachusetts Port Authority representative suggested a cer-
tain amount of land reuse in the noisiest areas around Logan

To summarize the limitations in uses, airport noise will remain a
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constraint on residential uses, but not as much on recreation or
commercial uses.

Solid Wastes and Air: As one alternative solution to part of the
problem, a scheme using incinerator ships for the elimination of
combustible solid wastes was explored for compatibility with
harbor island uses. Ash remaining after combustion would be
dumped in the ocean. The ship would go out ten to fifteen miles
with favorable winds and would be burning on the way out. The
data from some Harvard University studies show that the average
dispersal of atmospheric pollutants over water occurs at one-third
the rate over land. Hence, the shore would not be affected by
single sources located on the water some five to ten miles out.

The studies emphasized that the atmosphere over the islands,
particularly the outer islands, is today relatively free of pollution,
but that, with further buildup of other sources, pollution would
become a problem impairing the uses of the islands which we are
talking about.

More attention should be given to other treatment alternatives,
particularly to prospects afforded through new technology. West
Coast studies of advanced high degrees of incineration were men-
tioned.

Data emerging from the Harvard studies show need to (1)
establish sampling stations for obtaining meteorological data in the
island area, and (2) evaluate the impact of proposals for ash
disposal among the outer islands on the surrounding marine life
and ecology.

We need to maintain the air quality over the islands. The State,
under the Federal Clean Air Act, is developing standards for the
Boston Air Quality Control Region, first for sulfur oxides and
particulates, and then for other pollutants.

Water Pollution: The problem has several aspects. The City of
Boston and 41 communities are served by the MDC system; 75
percent to Deer Island and 25 percent to Nut Island. Municipal
and industrial wastes receive varying degrees of primary treatment
and digested sludge is dumped into the Harbor. Sea lettuce, in-
duced by nutrients, has caused hydrogen sulfide problems at
Winthrop, which could be duplicated elsewhere. Debris is aestheti-
cally very unattractive and hazardous to recreation and transporta-
tion. Though much is being done on the oil problem, negligence
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must be overcome in transferring oil from tankers to shore
The overflows from the existing combined sanitary and storm

sewer system in the Boston area present a most formidable pollu-
tion problem. It has been estimated that there are over 300 public
and private outlets in the Boston area which discharge raw sewage
or mixed sewage and storm water directly to the surrounding
waters, especially during times of storms.

A major study of the system in 1966-1967 concluded that
construction of a deep rock storage tunnel system, together with a
pumping station, screening and chlorination facilities, and a 9.5
mile outfall sewer into the Atlantic Ocean is the most positive and
economic solution to the abatement of pollution in Boston Harbor.

If this Deep Tunnel Plan (estimated to cost $430 million dollars
in 1967) was funded and constructed, the pollution problem in the
harbor could be overcome within ten years, and we would Tien
make full use of the shellfish, recreational and aesthetics of the
harbor. Finances appear to be the major hurdle to overcome
because no helpful State or Federal programs exist.

In view of the costs and the likelihood that Federal legislation
will be required, further studies are required. Such studies would
evaluate the effects and benefits of incremental improvements,
such as chlorination and detention of the most critical portions of
the combined overflows. Consideration should be given to methods
of handling and treating municipal and industrial wastes in combi-
nation with either the deep tunnel plan or other methods of
controlling combined sewer overflows.

Recycling waste water for water supply uses was cited as an
example of other approaches which may be developed through
future technology, but New England is a water abundant region.

For debris clean-up, Corps of Engineers spokesmen have sug-
gested seeking authorization for a one-time clean-up program, at an
approximate cost of $l2 million. House Bill 5137, pending in the
Massachusetts House Ways and Means Committee, would give the
Massachusetts Department of Public Works power to clean up
shores.

Pending amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
include provisions to control vessel and oil pollution with clean-up
procedures and penalties. In 1968, Massachusetts passed an effec-
tive State oil pollution control bill; the Attorney General’s office is
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working to strengthen this legislation somewhat further.
Conclusions: Separate considerations of existing levels of noise,

air and water pollutior indicate a conflict in optimal use of the
Harbor Islands. Noise would rank recreation and conservation as
first, followed by commercial and finally residential use. Air pollu-
tion would dictate recreation, conservation and residential uses
equally preferred over heavy commercial uses but with light com-
mercial use permissible. Existing water pollution does not preclude
either residential or commercial uses for the Harbor Islands; how-
ever, it is detrimental to full recreational use. Both commercial and
residential development probably will contribute to water pollution
unless countermeasures are taken in advance. With funds and or-
ganization, we could have water quality to support a full range of
desired Harbor uses.

Workshop 2 Transportation. The Harbor as a Regional
Transportation Center - Port , Airport, and Potential

Link in a Northeast Corridor Transportation Network
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Workshop Report: The Harbor as a Regional
Transportation Center - Port, Airport, and Potential
Link in a Northeast Corridor Transportation Network

MR. BACALIS: Today we are on the threshold of transporta-
tion advances, leaving behind us past transportation means and
progressing into the excitement of future transportation. During
recent years there has been a great impetus on transportation by
both Federal and State interests. However, in Boston Harbor, we
are in fact the benefactors of the lack of transportation to and
about the islands. That the islands are available virtually intact is a
valuable untouched resource because of this lack of transportation.

In the future, transportation will play a most vital role in
Harbor development. Water use and land use planning cannot and
must not proceed without a definitive input from transportation
system designers. Transportation will be the primary means by
which the Commonwealth of Massachusetts can make Boston
Harbor available to a total spectrum of the community. Any
constraint placed on development of public transportation can only
result in the constraint of who would use the waters and land of
the Harbor.

In the past, land development planning has progressed to a point
rather late for the inclusion of optimum transportation engineering.
This resulted in the incapability of interaction of activities. I
personally refer to this process as disjointed incrementalism.

Furthermore, with the prospects of new forms of transportation,
any development performed in a vacuum will ultimately result in
reducing the number of choices in transportation modes which
could be applied.

Not to be overlooked in this process is the impact major devel-
opment will have on the surrounding region. Boston transit and
regional transit will no doubt be affected. It is also therefore
mandatory that the existing transportation networks and the pro-
posed transportation networks be included in this planning process.
Otherwise, we may find ourselves alternately cussed and loved.

Obviously, support must be given to those city and state
agencies responsible for transportation development. A balanced
system which will provide those transit capacities for the ultimate



1971) HOUSE - No. 5051 87

Harbor use must come to pass. Initially, a statement of philosophy
and objectives is needed. These objectives can then be translated to
land use, water use and transportation goals. Certain Harbor uses
are in conflict with other Harbor uses. Use interrelationship and
use intensity, or a lack thereof, should be analyzed. A set of
achievable uses looked at jointly with the Boston objectives will
focus in on the course of Harbor development.

Transportation technology presents no problem and can support
most any outcome of Harbor use. Transportation itself can be a
planned use. It can generate tourism of the islands for their
historical aspects as well as provide links between activities.

Logan International Airport has a vital role in the Harbor area.
The Workshop consensus was that the proposed Brewster Islands
Airport, with that proximity to Logan, would impair the ultimate
use of both airports simultaneously. However, it may be possible
for both airports to operate jointly if their specific functions were
complementary and not competitive. A thorough engineering analy-
sis and socio-economic evaluation could establish the best mix and
location of airport activities and functions. Some of the specific air
transportation functions which should be considered are com-
mercial aviation, V/STOL operations, general aviation, and SST
operations. The wide-bodied jets will also have an impact on these
decisions. It is recommended that the Massachusetts Port Authority
undertake an in-depth program to determine the most cost-effec-
tive air operations in the Harbor area. Careful consideration should
also be given to the probable effect on airport use of the establish-
ment of ultra-high-speed rail service between Boston and New
York.

Island development will place high value on that island real
estate. In terms of transportation, this may result in placing dif-
ferent modes of transportation in different vertical planes. Land
values will set transportation design criteria. These criteria consider
cost of volume and space to maximize benefits for the greatest
number of people. The car, for example, uses a lot of volume for a
few people. Water transportation would require minimum amounts
of high value land. Its inclusion as one of the balanced transporta-
tion modes is an obvious conclusion. In fact, it can’t be excluded
by definition of an island.
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Boston Harbor offers a unique opportunity for demonstration
purposes and should be of interest to the Federal Departments of
Transportation and Housing and Urban Development. There are
National and International implications. The Harbor Island Study
indicated numerous cities with waterways which have similar devel-
opment potential. The Harbor’s present availability and need for
ground, water, and airborne transportation in its ultimate develop-
ment represents an opportunity to improve the state-of-the-art in
human settlements.

If we are to push for a complete and aesthetic development of
Boston Harbor, we must do it with respect and enthusiasm.

Workshop 3 Recreation. The Harbor as a Conservation
and Recreation Preserve

Participants

Gordon Abbott, Jr., Chairman
Director
The Trustees of Reservations
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Milton, Massachusetts 02186
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Workshop Report: The Harbor as a Conservation and
Recreation Preserve

MR. ABBOTT: This is a Report, again brief, on the workshop
on Recreation and Conservation, which met yesterday. It was
attended by some 35 persons. We discussed a variety of uses
proposed by the General Court with the leadership of the Legisla-
tive Committee on the Islands, Waters and Shoreline of Boston
Harbor. We considered a special legislative bond issue making, of
course, maximum use of available Federal funds through HUD,
BOR or whatever sources may be available.

We also agreed that it was entirely complementary with Senator
Kennedy’s proposal, that the Department of the Interior study,
investigate and formulate recommendations on the feasibility and
desirability of establishing a Boston Harbor National Recreation
Area. This study, I am told, will take a maximum or a minimum
of three years.

Meanwhile, we felt we could not emphasize strongly enough the
need to purchase and protect those islands in Dorchester Bay and
Hingham Bay which are privately owned. The real estate will never
be less expensive than it is at present. And we trust in its wisdom
that the Great and General Court of Massachusetts will recognize
this and support an existing petition for legislation at this session
which would protect the Harbor for public purposes.

CONSULTING, RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PURPOSE
ORGANIZATIONS
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We also agreed it was axiomatic that the problems of water
pollution, air pollution, noise pollution and so forth, must and
would be solved.

I would like to thank the members of my Workshop on Recre-
ation and Conservation, Senator Moakley and the members of the
Legislative Commission on Boston Harbor for making this Con-
ference possible. And we certainly hope its objectives are realized.

Workshop 4 Ecology/Oceanology
Body of Water

The Harbor as a

Participants
R. Frank Gregg, Chairman
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Workshop Report: The Harbor as a Body of Water

MR. GREGG:

Mission

The panel has construed its mission as offering suggestions to
the Boston Harbor Islands Commission for a program to develop
and apply ecological and oceanological information to the use and
development of Boston Harbor.

Some Values of the Water Environment
It is important to establish that in spite of pollution,

dredging, filling and other activities the aquatic environment of
Boston Harbor provides important values, and will continue to do
so under effective management.

North of a line drawn from Deer Island to Castle Island, water
quality has been so degraded as to severely damage the productiv-
ity and value of aquatic life. In most other portions of the Harbor,
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however, productivity remains high. Shellfish are abundant. Utiliza-
tion is restricted by bacterial contamination, but productivity is
high. Finfish - especially flounder are abundant. With the
achievement of water quality objectives, and provision of adequate
access and on-shore facilities, recreational use of both shellfish and
finfish could be substantially enlarged on a sustainable basis. Uti-
lization of these resources is a prime recreation benefit of a
properly managed Harbor.

The best of the remaining coastal marshes are valuable for the
production of aquatic life, attract and sustain migratory waterfowl,
and provide scenic variety and open space in the urban commun-
ity.

The point is that the natural characteristics of the Harbor are
not so degraded as to be valueless; put another way, continued
Harbor alterations without adequate consideration of ecological
and oceanological factors will destroy presently valuable resources,
prevent potential enhancement of these values, and may bring
nuisance conditions through eutrophication, septic conditions, and
destruction of aesthetically pleasing life forms and scenic qualities.

Ecology/Oceanology in Harbor Development
Effective, sustained consideration of ecological and oceanological

factors in the use and management of Boston Harbor are essential
whether or not major alterations in the Harbor and environment
are undertaken.

Publication of the MIT report on “The Harbor Islands” for this
conference gives special urgency to the development of such a
systematic effort. There are general principles that ought to guide
man’s development program.

It is necessary that the central premise of ecology - that any
alteration of the environment affects the entire ecological system -

be understood by the society which seeks to use the Harbor.
It is essential that effects of proposed alterations on the water

environment be assessed as an integral element of development
planning, in the same sense that political and economic effects are
evaluated. (It is also important that political processes be devel-
oped to assure that development does not take place without such
consideration.)
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The general objective, of course, is to sustain a water environ-
ment producing the highest benefits to mankind which can be
achieved within the context of any ultimate program for develop-
ment and use of the Harbor. There are trade-offs to be made;
idealized ecological conditions are not attainable unless other social
values recreation, housing, transportation - are forgone. But is is
possible with a systematic program which assesses and evaluates
ecological and oceanological factors, to so guide development that
the water environment is pleasing and free of nuisance conditions,
usable for recreation, and productive of those life forms which
provide recreation and enjoyment to man.

Some Suggestions for the Harbor Islands Commission

There are certain specific points which the panel suggests to the
Harbor Islands Commission, and to any successor body which may
have responsibility for the Harbor.

First, the panel recommends that the Harbor Islands Commission
constitute an advisory body of scientists competent in ecology and
oceanology to provide a continuing source of advice and counsel
on ecological and oceanological factors in Harbor use. It may be
possible to utilize the existing State advisory body on marine
sciences, or develop a new consortium of universities and private
research institutions for this purpose. The Massachusetts Associa-
tion for Marine Science may be in a position to serve the Commis-
sion as a source of advice on oceanology and marine ecology, and
as a way of reaching out to the scientific community. The Sea
Grant Program may provide a specific vehicle for funding.

In any event, such an advisory body should be asked to develop
for the Commission a recommended strategy and structure for
continuing, systematic development of ecological and oceanological
information, and for developing guidelines for evaluating develop-
ment proposals. The advisory body would need to have modest
professional staff services. It should expect to draw upon available
technical competence in existing institutions; and should be ex-
pected to help develop an agenda for scientific research and evalu-
ation to which all public and private research institutions could
address themselves.
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The panel does not give highest priority to immediate initiation
of a comprehensive, detailed, harbor-wide ecological and oceanolog-
ical study in a program developed with the help of the scientific
advisory body. It is timely to move forward in outlining an
approach to such a study; it is needed, and should be undertaken
as soon as a workable institutional framework and funding can be
assembled. But on the assumption that both funding and technical
competence are presently scarce, the panel suggests that a first
order of business is a serious effort to extract from previous
studies, and from studies now underway, specific information use-
ful for the guidance of Harbor development.

A qualified research assistant, with the guidance of the advisory
body, could develop within a few months a summary of available
information which may be of substantial value for current decision-
making purposes.

Much information is available. For example, the Federal Water
Pollution Control Administration’s comprehensive water quality
management program for the Harbor has developed detailed in-
formation on biological and chemical characteristics, and has devel-
oped a mathematical model as a guide to water quality manage-
ment. The Division of Water Pollution Control of the State of
Massachusetts has engaged a consultant to develop a mathematical
model for operation of the Deer Island Sewage treatment plant
which will generate information of general value. The Department
of Natural Resources has compiled data on coastal wetlands. The
State Division of Marine Fisheries and the U.S. Bureau of Com-
mercial Fisheries have significant information available on shellfish
and finfisheries. National estuarine studies being conducted by
FWPCA and Interior’s Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife may
generate specific information. The U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey
likewise has information available on tides and tidal movements.
These are illustrative; other sources will also prove productive.

We emphasize that much is known; that assembling and classify-
ing this information in usable form is an essential first step.

In addition, we suggest that detailed ecological and oceanological
investigations concentrate first on those portions of the Harbor in
which major alterations are most likely to take place.

Specifically, we suggest a special effort to develop ecological/
oceanological information to evaluate development proposals for
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Dorchester Bay, both cost-effective, and in terms which may en-
courage appropriate weighting of intangible values.

Most of the major development proposals for the Harbor con-
centrate on Dorchester Bay, including Exposition 76 and alterna-
tives 2 and 3 of the MIT report.

The panel suggests that an intensive effort to compile existing
information relative to Dorchester Bay may provide perhaps
within current economic realities a model for intensive study in
other portions of the Harbor. Such a study could include water
quality for key parameters; harbor dynamics, tidal flushing rates;
and such basic indicators of ecological condition as photosynthesis,
respiratory activity, species composition and dynamics.

The study could and should evaluate economic implications
of alternative uses as related to ecological and oceanological values.

Such a study, incorporating available information, would help
provide a basis for management to achieve and maintain the de-
sired physical characteristics of the water environment in Dor-
chester Bay; and should provide a basis for evaluating and guiding
development.

A useful study on the order of that suggested in Dorchester Bay
could be completed within three years, conceivably two, given
adequate resources.

The panel suggests that the State of Massachusetts bear the
leadership role in assuring that adequate information on ecological
and oceanological factors is available for decision-making. This
responsibility flows naturally from the State regulatory responsibil-
ities exercised by the Division of Waterways of the Department of
Public Works, and the Divisions of Marine Fisheries and Water
Pollution Control of the Department of Natural Resources. We
note also that the Department of Natural Resources has legislative
authority for the protection of the coastal wetlands.

Responsibility for Ecological/Oceanological Factors

In the absence of a permanent legislative-created institution for
research, planning and management of the Harbor, we suggest that
the Department of Natural Resources, with participation from the
three agencies mentioned above and others as appropriate, be
authorized, directed and funded to provide ecological and oceano-
logical information, and to evaluate and comment on development
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proposals, as well as coordinate the exercise of regulatory responsi-

bilities vested in the Department of Public Works and the Depart-

ment of Natural Resources. Much of the technical work would
presumably be actually carried out under contract or grant. We
suggest a small staff unit within the Department of Natural Re-
sources for this purpose, which might serve also as staff to the
advisory body suggested tor the Harbor Islands Commission.

Funds for basic data are properly a public responsibility. Costs
of ecologic-oceanologic evaluation of proposed developments might
well be borne by the potential developer. Ultimately, effective
management ot the harbor will require a continuing systems
approach to monitoring ecological and oceanological conditions,
predicting effects of environmental alterations, and evaluating and

guiding developmental activity. Such an optimum framework may
be developed, over time, by strengthening the mechanisms sug-
gested in this report.

The panel suggests that, as soon as possible, it would be de-
sirable to develop a physical model ot the Harbor in order to test
the effects of physical development schemes against the base ol
ecological and oceanological data. And the panel notes some

special urgency for detailed information on tidal action in the
Harbor. The patterns of water movement and stratification are
essential to the development of a basic water quality management
program on which productivity and use primarily depend.

The MIT Report

Finally, we wish to relate this discussion to the three alternative
development proposals outlined in the MIT report.

From the ecological and oceanological point of view, alternative
1 emphasizing modest recreational development and continuing
existing uses is a low-risk alternative. There remains need for the
development and application of better information for management
for expansion of present use; but with less urgency than would
accompany a decision to proceed with intensive development.

If development proposals similar to alternative 2 and alternative
3 prove to be in the interest of the people of the region, it will be
necessary to provide significant and prompt funding for ecological
and oceanological investigation and evaluation and especially for
the Dorchester Bay area, as suggested earlier.
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In the meantime, such specific
University development, airport
development proposals should be
gallon carried out under admini;
ment of Natural Resources, and

proposals as the Columbia Point
expansion, and other unrelated
accompanied by scientific investi-
itrative leadership of the Depart-
guidance of the Harbor Islands

Commission advisory board recommended in this report

Conclusion
The panel has avoided the use of the word “moratorium''

Regulatory authorities presently available to the State of Massa
ehusetts may be used to prohibit or control immediate develop
ment proposals where this proves necessary.

The panel suggests, however, that unless the people of the
Commonwealth are willing to support a serious program of asses-
sing ecological and oceanological conditions, and of evaluating the
development proposals against these factors, the most responsible
course of action for harbor development is that which preserves
existing natural resource values, and retains future options.

In other words, the urgency of need for ecological and oceano-
logical information, and its application, increases as man’s desire
for altering the water environment increases.

The Chairman notes, as a matter of personal privilege, that
proposals offered the Conference by Senator Kennedy and Gover-
nor Sargent to acquire islands and shoreline areas provide a way to
protect existing values, to meet urgent needs for recreation and
beauty, and to preserve options for the future including options
for planned development for other alternative uses.

Workshop 5 - Communit] Development The Harbor as a
Potential Site for an Urban Neighborhood

Participants

Robert E. Simon, Jr., Chairman
President
Simon Enterprises, Inc
595 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10022
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Carl Koch & Associates
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Workshop Report: The Harbor as a Potential Site for an
Urban Neighborhood

MR. SIMON: We had a lively group, and among other things we
realized that in two hours you can’t do much but cover things that
are rather simplistic.

With that as a preamble, we had a two-to-one feeling that all the
island land and strategic shoreline should be taken up by the
Commonwealth. We found that when we substituted for all the
land just the land in private hands that we were almost unanimous
this land should be taken by the Commonwealth so that the
planning of it and the use of it could be controlled for the future.

There was a suggestion that there must be some means other
than acquisition whereby control over the land for planning pur-
poses could be obtained, but there didn’t seem to be means

that we could identify that would give meaningful control other
than acquisition.

We had a heated discussion about leadership and the importance
of community participation.

The only matter on which there was a consensus was that
politics are extremely important, and that it was to be hoped that
the conservationist and developer wouldn’t fight each other to a
standstill with nothing being accomplished.



[FebHOUSE - No. 5051120

In the residential field there was a strong expression that there
should be a continuing consideration of residential land develop-
ment on one or more of the islands. A possible compromise for
having residential projects on the islands was something that was
likened to the Dutch planning system using the sea and the islands
as the open space and the shorelands for the dense residential
development. Wherever demolition needed to take place, it was
considered essential that low-income housing be provided for those
who were to be displaced. Our group rejected the applicability of
the filter-down theory, according to which low-income people
move into middle-income housing as the middle-income people
move into new projects. This theory was thought to be inapplica-
ble at this time of tight money and low vacancy.

The thought was expressed that Expo ‘76 would result in lower
land costs and make more lower-income housing available or pos-
sible.

We split right down the middle on whether or not the most
logical place for residential development would be the islands
nearest the mainland. One theory was that that would be, by
definition, the best recreational land.

We were unanimous on the concept that the Harbor Commission
or its successor should do research and continue to form the basis
for later plans; and it was just about unanimous that at the
appropriate time, the Commissioner be urged to hold an inter-
national competition for a conceptual master plan for the develop-
ment.

Session Chairman - Mayor Kevin White of Boston
Introductory Remarks: Metropolitan Implications of

the Harbor's Utilization
Mayor Kevin White

MR. MORAN: Ladies and gentlemen, the purpose of my pres-
ence at the microphone is to introduce to you the evening session
chairman ot the Boston Harbor Islands Conference. Unfortunately,
Mayor White is not able to be here tonight. In his stead it is my

EVENING SESSION
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pleasure to introduce to you the Council President, Gerald F.
O'Leary, who is Mayor for the night.

COUNCIL PRESIDENT O’LEARY: Thank you, John. On be-
half of Mayor White, the Boston City Council and the people of
Boston, we are delighted you are here. We are thrilled and pleased
that you have come to our new building and our new home. While
we are able to provide you with a nice relaxation, we hope at the
same time you will listen lo the fine words of our main speaker

When we were coming in here 1 asked Deputy Mayor Sullivan
who was paying for it. He said, “We’re sharing it with the State.” 1
couldn’t resist the opportunity. There are so many state and
federal projects in which the city shares the expenses. Now, we
would like to share some of the revenue.

I want to welcome you to our magnificent new home. 1 want to
point out to you this was the site where William Lloyd Garrison
published “The Liberator.” It was significant we would build on
that site an edifice of this sort to continue to serve the needs of
the people of Boston and also the needs of our fellow members of
the human race, and we are very proud about it. and 1 hope you
are, and I hope you enjoy it.

1 would like to commend you for the meetings of government
and industry and for the work you are doing in Boston. It is so
important to us here that we have for years been somewhat aware
of you who come from other areas, looked at Boston harbor and
thought it was neglected. 1 feel much the same way, that it has
been neglected; but I can remember growing up in the area right
alongside the ocean and the harbor. As bad as it is, it provided my
formative years with many pleasant memories of sailing and
swimming and going down and watching the ships come in.

We are trying to build up our shipping commerce in the city
again. We are doing very well at it. Very shortly there will be the
announcement by the many many people concerned with the
harbor of a tremendous new commercial entity. It will generate a
great deal of business for the city of Boston, and the Common-
wealth and of course New England. This is the port of New
England, not really the Port of Boston. However, we of course are
charged with its welfare.

Another great Bostonian, the great autocrat of the breakfast
table, Oliver Wendell Holmes, throwing off the old and building
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the new, talked of building more stately mansions; and we feel
that we in Boston are a New Boston, an international city, a city
growing. We welcome ideas and people here much like tonight.

Some here would build more stately mansions and others pro-
pose more recreational facilities and other propose clearing up
pollution; but in the main a conference like this does so much for
the City of Boston and for the Boston Harbor, We commend you
for your diligence and the reports that will be coming out of this.
We in Boston will be able to use it.

Again 1 say welcome to our new home, and may it endure our
many successes that we shall achieve and endure our few mistakes,

I hoi
at this time Mr. Hale Champion,
opment Authority. Mr. Champion,
u, Gerry. 1 guess I have a mixed

1 would like to introduce
director of the Boston Redevc

MR. CHAMPION: Thank ye

billing here, as spokesman for Mayor White and speaking my own
view representing the city, and there should be some coincidence

i determine what they may be asbetween those two things. You a

1 go along

of the S.D.S., which is less well
Sacrilege. It is in that capacity I
brief fashion - with the thrust of
makers at this conference. 1 think
t 1 fear that if their advice is

1 am actually a representative
known as Spokesmen for Decent
want to disagree in reasonably

the argument of most of the sp>
their intentions are splendid, hi
followed, the consequences for Boston's harbor and its islands will
be dreary if not dreadful.

My thesis is simple. Theoretically a very nice case can be made
and is being made here in these two days, for state control of the
harbor and harbor island development within a. metropolitan frame-
work. Theoretically the Commonwealth has or can create an appro-
priate jurisdictional base for such development and theoretically it
can bring to bear the very substantial financial and human rc-

mrces necessary for well-planned, high-minded and unselfish
development of this great potenti ass

Yet that is all theoretical. ll'
has either the capacity or the wi

the Commonwealth now actually

to bestow any of these blessing:
the harbor and its islands, the secret has been well kept by the

perational agencies involved there. Who, for instance
would single out the Massachusetts Port Authority agent ot
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conservation to emulate? Only the Metropolitan Area Planning
Council has really consulted the city on its activities, and it is a
planning, not an operational, agency.

The honest fact is that almost every pseudo-regional effort of
the state to date, with the exception of the MAPC, has been at the
expense of the City of Boston. Already semi-ringed by a group of
suburbs that more often than not have turned rigid backs on the
problems of the core city, we are now asked to acquiesce in the
completion of this iron band of indifference by adding the harbor
and harbor islands to the control of jurisdictions which already
seem either neutral or hostile to the inner city and its fate.

You all know our story, whether you agree with it or not.
Boston, like other central cities, has experienced a steady exodus
of industry and the more affluent elements of its population. As a
result, it has been left with the bulk of the region’s poor, a large
portion of the area’s substandard housing, and a disproportionate
share of its elderly. In short, it has come to have a concentration
of citizens requiring extensive public services; and at the same
time, it has had its sources of revenue drastically reduced. As a
result, Boston and cities like it are being burdened with far more
than their share of the many costs of poverty.

The Commonwealth has done little to help and in truth deserves
much of the blame for this situation. It has permitted an im-
balanced tax structure to draw industry and population from the
central cities. It has imposed taxing rules that make the cities
subsidize obsolescence and penalize improvements that encourage
land speculation and urban sprawl. It has limited the taxing power
of the cities to a tax on property, though 50% of property in
Boston is tax exempt, much of it by state legislation. The Com-
monwealth has redistributed revenue in a manner which favors
rural and suburban areas at the expense of central cities.And it has
contributed only 8 percent of the cost of education, as opposed to
a national average of 20 percent.

To date, Massachusetts has contributed little to the solution of
problems of air and water pollution and has as yet done little more
toward a metropolitan approach to the housing of all of our
people.

No wonder we are concerned that we are now being asked to let
the Commonwealth take over the responsibility for Boston’s harbor
development.
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Please don’t misunderstand me. We are grateful to this commis-
sion, the General Court and the others at these sessions who are
calling attention to the harbor, to its needs and to its potential for
a partnership of balanced public and private development.

We think you are highlighting the important issues, focussing
attention on the problems and identifying costs and benefits.

We disagree only with the assumption that, given present capac-
ities and attitudes, this challenge can better be met by the State
and its agents than by the city. We think the reverse is true.

First, the City of Boston has the predominant interest, not only
in improving environmental quality and conserving recreational
opportunities, but in making the most of residential and com-
mercial benefits, both direct and indirect.

Second, we have not been backward in moving to meet the
challenges. It was the city which worked out the basic proposal for
a University of Massachusetts site on the shores of Columbia Point,
It is the city, working with a group of distinguished Bostonians
and experts from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, which
has proposed to use Expo ‘76 as a catalyst for a new community
which will create not only new land, wealth and opportunity, but
help to mend years of neglect of the harbor with vigorous anti-
pollution and recreation efforts. It is the city which has a national
reputation for effective urban planning and development in tandem
with private and public partners alike.

We welcome your interest and concerns, but we fear an over-
zealous state intervention which would make it ever more difficult
for Boston to seek its salvation in an area which properly belongs
in its own jurisdiction.

We are already far advanced in our studies for a new community
in this area, one which should come with or without the extra
federal subsidy and time pressure Expo ‘76 could generate. And 1
think you will find that our basic concepts for such a community
reach for the same objectives you are seeking. We simply believe
we can perform better not only for ourselves, but for the whole
metropolitan area than any potential regional or state rival. And
we think the record bears us out.

We are offering the facts and figures of what can be accomplish-
ed in this community of 42,000 people in the panel sessions, and
you will find we have done our homework. We think we deserve
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your support and your confidence. We will need help both from
the state and federal government, and federal fiscal help of the
kind suggested by Senator Kennedy would be most welcome. Most
of all, however, we need to be allowed to work out our own
destiny in our own harbor in a way that serves the interests of all.
Perhaps the day of a true regionalism is on its way. I hope so. In
the meantime, let us work with what we have.

Now. fortunately, I turn to a matter on which agreement can
come more easily. It is my privilege to introduce the true speaker
of the evening, Arthur Davis.

i can testify personally to his interest in Boston and its water-
front, but his professional background and qualifications to speak
on our topic go far beyond his present role as Director of the
Community Resources Development Administration of HUD, or his
immediately-preceding position as Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Metropolitan Development in the same department.

He was the first Director of the Open Space Land Program after
it was authorized by the Housing Act of 1961, and assumed the
position of Director, Land and Facilities Development Administra-
tion when this division was created. He was Chief of the Programs
and Policy staff of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission prior to joining the Housing and Home Finance
Agency in 1961.

He has a degree in Forestry and Wildlife Conservation from the
University of Maine which he received in 1947. and a Master’s
degree in Forestry from Yale in 1948.

Prior to joining the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission in 1959, he was employed by the Bureau of the Budget
for almost five years, working on conservation problems. From
1949 to 1954 he was with the F

In other words, he has a disti
h and Wildlife Service
uished career commitment to the

kinds of problems which have brought us
It is a pleasure to welcome him here. Mr. Davis
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Address: Metropolitan Framework for the Determination of
Future Harbor Uses

Arthur Davis, Director, Community Resources Development
Administration, Office of the Assistant Secretary for

Metropolitan Development, U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development

MR. DAVIS: Guests at the headtable, ladies and gentlemen, 1
listened to Governor Sargent first thing this morning and then to
Jim King reading Senator Kennedy’s address and then to the other
discussions and then to Hale Champion, and I think I would be
best advised to stand up here and do imitations of bird calls for
about ten minutes and take the next Northeast flight back to
Washington. I must confess that I am not too surprised because
not doing our homework occasionally, while it doesn’t have bene-
fits, it has interesting side effects. Not having done mine as well as
I might like to, I have been asking people what has been the
consensus and what should I say. If I haven’t asked you, you are
one of a select group.

I might say as justification for being here at all, aside from the
very generous introduction that Hale gave me, I may be one of the
few people here who was born on a harbor island. It is a large one
somewhat to the south of here, and there have been disputes about
whether it was worth what we paid for it; but those of us who
come from Manhattan have an affection for it nonetheless.

I can say again, without fear of creating too much argument,
that whatever you do with the harbor islands in Boston, you will
do a little bit better in some respects than what we have been
doing in New York.

My other qualifications for speaking here are largely the problem
based on the experience that I had with the problem of getting
over, through and around Boston on my way to college in Maine.
This was a long time before the Massachusetts Turnpike. It was a
long time before Route 128; and as a matter of fact, both roads
and cars, particularly those that were available to young college
kids, were not as nearly reliable as they are today; and I have a
vivid memory of hunting my way north through Boston suburbs
and towns and villages in a battered car in a blinding snow storm
on the way back from Christmas vacation, and the generator
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quitting, and we took turns walking in front of the car with a
flashlight; and I still remember the flashlight picking up such signs
as Lexington and Concord; and I remember feeling a great deal of
sympathy for the British.

Perhaps my interest in better land use planning and orderly
urban development began then. It has been remarked already that
this is a unique conference as to subject and purpose. It is unusual
also in the wealth of excellent material which has been prepared
about the islands, and the number and kinds of experts assembled
here to discuss them. Clearly, anyone in my position who attempts
to deal directly with the subjects previously discussed or remaining
for consideration tomorrow does so at his peril. 1 propose to skirt
the edge, so to speak, with a few remarks concerning the harbor,
its islands and its shoreline as they relate to metropolitan concerns.
This is another way of saying that the harbor islands are part of a
larger problem a ploy I recommend to you as particularly useful
should you be so unfortunate as to find yourself in a situation
such as mine.

Happily, in this instance, it is also very much to the point. For
the harbor islands unique and valuable as they are are part of
the total problem of the economic, physical and social health and
well being of Greater Boston. To view them more narrowly does
an injustice to both city and islands.

It has been mentioned that the islands have been used to hide
from view necessary but not always nice public functions. I find
that this seems the pattern of use in most seaport cities the
islands have become homes for sewage treatment plants, prisons,
mental health facilities and coastal defense installations.

But these are often the very services and facilities out-dated by
new technology, new processes, new policies out-dated and
out-moded regardless of location. New techniques in prison man-
agement and hospital care are good examples. And urban fortresses
have long since been supplanted by missile sites.

In most metropolitan areas we have seen such facilities and
installations closed down, often followed by the liveliest disputes
about what new use should be made of the site.

Not long ago the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, in consultation with the General Services Administration and
other agencies, made an inventory of such sites for possible use for
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new communities, housing, or other public requirements. In con-
sidering the re-use or redevelopment of these kinds of sites a
principal requirement was that they be viewed in a metropolitan
context.

I suggest that the same holds true for the harbor islands.
. Single purpose function planning cannot be afforded. The task

must proceed with an understanding of total needs and re-
quirements of the region.

. Pin point location planning cannot be afforded. One part of
the urban organism is related to another; one community
interacts with its neighbor.

Happily, the planning and consideration of the harbor islands
thus far has avoided the limited view. For this, many people and
institutions can take credit.

The MIT study provides a useful basic document.
The interdisciplinary studies and reports of the Metropolitan

Area Planning Council should prove most helpful. I was
pleased to note that the preparation of the report was
financed in part by HUD’s Urban Planning Assistance Pro-
gram. So perhaps we did something right, too.

These reports suggest a number of alternatives. 1 am not so
brave or foolish as to commend one of them to your attention.
But there are some common concerns and cautions which I think
we all share:

First, the purposes to which the islands are dedicated must be
limited to those immediately benefiting from, or contributing
to, their shoreline location. An island is a body of land
surrounded by water, and the coast fronts on a bay or the
ocean. Lose sight of these basics and you might as well pack
up the job.
Second, there are diverse interests to be served, and many of
them can be accommodated if we put our minds to it. It may
seem poles apart to suggest both parks and urban develop-
ment, but never doubt that the two can be undertaken in
harmony, if that is what is desired.

Let me say quickly, however, that the critical requirements for
recreation and open space are such that some areas surely must be
dedicated solely to such uses. Peddocks Island is such a case. As
Governor Sargent mentioned this morning, a HUD grant ot
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$191,000 assisted in the preservation of this magnificent urban
open space resource. Arrangements are being made to give central
city youngsters a chance to enjoy the island by providing low cost
transportation. 1 am hopeful, too, that we can help develop the
recreational resources of the area.

Third, I think there is implicit in the reports a strong sug-
gestion of the wisdom of keeping the options open. The
discussions of benefit-cost ratios; the need for reaching ac-
ceptable trade-offs between uses; the need to involve all the
institutions concerned, public and private, state, local and
federal, in the decisions all suggest that we be very certain
before making further indelible imprints on the harbor and its
resources. Further, we need to bear in mind before making
such decisions the need to answer questions about control.
program, and performance after the decisions are made as to
purposes and uses.

At the risk of being parochial, let me suggest a few of the HUD
programs and resources that come to mind as useful in developing
final decisions, and implementing them once they have been
reached.

Planning is basic. 1 can report to you that your public
agencies seem well aware of this, and are not shy about
applying for HUD urban planning assistance grants. May I
point out, also that other federal agencies can assist certain
kinds of planning, and provide useful technical assistance
Interior comes immediately to mind in the instance of the
harbor islands, but other sources are available the work
the New England River Basins Commission, the Corps ol
Engineers, to name two important sources.
Whatever the source, the plans should be coordinated with
others affecting the Greater Boston Region, and reviewed by
the agency having responsibility for this function.
Assistance is available from HUD for engineering public facil-
ities systems on a metropolitan scale. Waste disposal and
sewage collection and treatment systems are vital to relieving
harbor pollution. They can and indeed should be tie-
signed as a regional system, not for a single community, for
example, a recent HUD grant to Cleveland is assisting in the
design of a municipal water supply sewerage system for the
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city and more than 30 surrounding communities. Our assis-
tance is modest and limited but we’ll help as much as we can.
Acquisition of land in advance of use. This HUD program is
available for helping pay the interest cost of land acquired for
a public purpose in advance of use for that purpose. When
you are ready to move but lack the public funds, explore this
possibility.
1 have already mentioned HUD’s open space acquisition land
development program. Although it is severely pressed for
funds, I hope we can be of further help in the orderly
acquisition of the more valuable and strategic open space
lands of the shoreline and on the islands.
If I keep mentioning limited funds it is because it is so, and
because the total harbor job will be enormously expensive. A
new community in a harbor location sparks controversy and
concern, but fuels the imagination as well. Poorly done, a new
community is no better than any other poorly done piece of
urban sprawl. Skillfully designed, it can be a delight, and
provide needed housing and public facilities in an efficient
way.

1 presume to make no choices for you; 1 only hark back to the
notion of keeping options open, and of testing each fully before
discarding it.

Which introduces HUD’s New Communities program, a recent
program that permits us to guarantee the debentures issued
by private developers to cover the costs of acquiring and
developing new community sites. Interest has been high across
the country, and while we have no island cities proposed yet,
we have several proposals that take advantage of shoreline
locations.

Ibis program supports privately sponsored new communities,
her than public new towns as in ('.real Britain. It does provide

special grants to public agencies willing to help the new
inanity. Such grants are available for water and sewer, and for

open space. All new community proposals must be clear-
rd with approved plans for the community and the urban

These are some of the aids available from HUD. Other federal
agencies can make substantial contributions
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But the choices are yours to make first. 1 hope you will make
them in full recognition of the enormous stake the Greater Boston
area has in the harbor and its islands.

Like all major metropolitan areas, Boston has some very real and
serious problems to deal with if it is to grow, and flourish, and
continue as the hub of New England.

The disposition made of the harbor, its shoreline, and its islands
will surely influence the outcome. It will affect the quality of the
environment; the kind of water and waste disposal facilities; the
recreation opportunities; the airport; your commerce; your housing
stock; your roads what you decide will in one way or another
touch all the people who live in or use the Greater Boston area. So
in looking at the harbor, don’t turn your back on your city.

A very wise man Will Rogers once said “Put your money in
land, son, they ain’t making any more of it.” That goes for harbor
islands, too.

You have a great opportunity and a great responsibility. I am
sure you will take advantage of the one, and respect the other.
Thank you.

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 1969

Session Chairman David M. Bartley, House Speaker,
House Chairman, Harbor Islands Commission

Introductory Remarks: The Legislative Role in the
Harbor Planning Process
House Speaker Bartley

MR. BARTLEY: 1 want to welcome each of you here today to
this second session of what I consider to be a landmark under-
taking this intensive conference on the future of the islands,
waters and shoreline of Boston Harbor.

What bothers me however is the sad fact that it has taken so
many years for us and 1 mean government at all levels, and
private industry to truly turn our attention to our harbor.

MORNING SESSION
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Boston Harbor has been recognized since colonial times as a price-
less asset to this community, and the harbor has known days ot
grandeur and economic boom. But technological change and
shifting transportation policies have resulted in a long, slow decline
in the interest of Boston Harbor as a commercial port. This decline
has been unfortunate.

Equally unfortunate was the view, held for so many years by so
many, that Boston Harbor was relevant to the city and the Com-
monwealth, only in terms of trade and transportation and waste
disposal. That attitude has had unfortunate consequences.

In recent years, however, the tide has turned. A great deal of
thanks for the renewed interest in the future of Boston Harbor
must be rightfully given to this Legislature. This Legislature had
heard from the people individual Legislators had heard from
their constituents that it was about time to take a real good
look at Massachusetts’ front yard. And in creating the Special
Legislative Commission on the Boston Harbor in 1966, the Great
and General Court responded positively to these calls for help.

It didn’t require too long a look - or too good a nose to
realize that Boston Harbor was sick and rotting. For too many
years too many people had apparently forgotten that human beings
as well as ships and scows had a right to use Boston Harbor. For
too many years too many people failed to realize that the right to
a humane environment was a right worth having a right worth
fighting for.

And so that fight began three years ago right in this Chamber
when your Representatives passed legislation which went onto the
statute books as chapter 86 of the Resolves of 1966. That chapter
created the Boston Harbor Islands Commission. And that Commis-
sion has been working since, toward the day when full utilization
of Boston Harbor can become a reality. Full utilization of this
great harbor not only as a trade and transportation center. But full
utilization of Boston Harbor especially in terms of recreation and
conservation - for these are two of the most crucial social needs
to be satisfied in the coming decade if Boston is to be a healthy
and thriving and attractive place in which to live and work.

Our aims are simple. We want a busy harbor. We want a clean
harbor. We want a fun harbor. Can all three aims be achieved side
by side? I think so. I know you think so.



1971 | HOUSE - No. 5051 133

As you work toward these ends, you are going to find many
allies here in this legislature. Because one of our chief functions as
legislators is serving people. And we realize that people figure
prominently in your plans for Boston Harbor. You are going to
find that in making Boston Harbor a better place for people, you
are going to run up against old legislation which should be repealed
or amended, and you are going to find situations in which new
legislation is needed. 1 can promise that your recommendations will
be given the most thorough consideration by this legislature, for all
of us here, from every corner of this Commonwealth, recognize the
importance of a healthy harbor not only to jJoston and her people
but to all of the people of the state, and to our countless visiting
friends.

This same approach - the Boston Harbor Islands Commission
approach to guaranteeing a humane environment - can and should
be expanded to include other natural resource areas of the Com-
monwealth. This pattern of government cooperating with industry
in keeping our land and waters livable and pleasant and productive
is good. And it is workable. And so 1 shall propose next year that
a similar Connecticut River Special Commission be created, to
preserve and protect the special qualities of that great area of
Massachusetts.

For the moment, for today, our interest however is Boston
Harbor. 1 congratulate the Special Commission for the work it has
already accomplished, i thank each of you for participating in this
great venture with us today. And 1 look forward to seeing the
fruits of your labors.

Address: Market Formation in the Utilization
of Community Resources in Boston Harbor
George E. Parsons, Manager, Urban Systems

Programs, TRW Systems, Inc

MR, PARSONS: I was honored to be asked to speak to this
select group in this respected chamber and 1 am extremely pleased
to be here. I always welcome the opportunity to visit Boston and I
am especially pleased to see so many of my professional associates
in the audience and to join with them in the vital discussions of
this conference.
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When I began to prepare my remarks for today on Market
Formation with respect to the Harbor Islands Project, I realized
that I must define some bounds for the market and for those who
may seek or who we may wish to encourage to participate. With
regard to the participants, it is not an easy task.

The military-industrial complex is a public no-no at least in the
many words of some.

The military-university complex is an ever noisier no-no in the
many words and actions of some students.

A portion of the military-non-profit complex carries the nega-
tives of both with tire contrasting official offer to share their time
for assistance in the social area. Whether they have more capabil-
ities than is needed or wanted is not explained.

I add to this picture a recent event where 1 found myself and
my organization bidding to provide planning (planning toward
implementation) planning support on a major national program
in competition with a riot-ridden tax-supported state university and
a non-profit non-educational organization. I thus stand before you
somewhat confused where all this leads. With regard for the recent
rulings on equal time for rebuttals 1 will carry the comparisons -

which may become criticisms no further for fear of losing some
of my time with you.

Before dealing with the details of market formation I must first
do a little scene setting. Let’s look at those industries or businesses
that we hope to attract for some activity by forming a market.
What are their experiences, their goals, their attitudes and their
capabilities?

1 would like to first assure you of the growing trend in industry
to apply its skills to the needs of society.

There are many examples of this - ranging from community
contributions of talent to Urban Coalitions and city governments
to work for pay

designing better and more efficient hospitals
in designing alert systems to predict coming air pollution
problems;
in developing management systems for cities to determine
what should happen in a community renewal program and
what is practical to happen from an economic development
plan;
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airports;

anced communities for government development corporations
not real estate developments; and

in assisting states, regions, counties and cities in organizing
themselves to do effective planning.

Looking at engineering, one thing we can say for certain is that
it is viable, that it has the capacity of applying itself to society’s
needs as those needs change, and I can think of no better demon-
stration of this than our current efforts to put modern technology
and methodology to work on the people problems of urban devel-
opment, transportation, inadequate medical and educational facil-
ities and all the others. In my company, we call this work in civil
systems.

Why this sudden interest in civil systems? Some will say in
sarcasm that it is because of diminishing space and defense bud-
gets. This is untrue. Many industries were active as active as the
archaic market place would permit when space and defense
procurement budgets were at their peak. It is instead a recognition
of the major national problems of today and tomorrow.

1 like to think it is a sign of growing maturity among industry
technologists in that they are beginning to consider the quality as
well as the quantity of life. We are living in an era of tremendous
scientific and technical advance which is mismatched with lagging
social progress. A vast gap between the two has been developing
for several decades.

Our science and technology is moving ahead so rapidly because
we have given it the money, the effort, the priorities and more
fundamentally we have arranged ourselves in order to move it
ahead. We have organizations supplying the requirements and
funding for technological products and we have an industry respon-
sive to these needs. Furthermore, technology is a fairly straight-
forward thing and we have a long tradition of success in handling
it and advancing it.

While we ponder this imbalance between technical and social
progress, time marches on and the overwhelming forcing function
continues to be the population explosion. For example, the U.S. of
today, will grow to some 300 million in the next 31 years, and

in designing new people and baggage access routes to cluttered

in planning and managing the implementation of new bal-
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will continue growing to about 700 million in less than ninety
years from today. Considering this 700 million, and routine pro-
gress, disease as we know it today may be greatly reduced by
medical advances, disease resulting from environmental unpleasant-
ness will be greatly increased if we don’t start doing something
now. A sanitized junk yark has few germs but it still isn’t pretty.

The urban crisis which we hear so much about and see every
day in the United States is really many crises and we often match
a possible solution with the wrong crisis. The hardcore unemployed
are an urban crisis, lack of respect for civil rights is an urban crisis
and the trials of the poverty stricken are an urban crisis. Signifi-
cantly, each of these urban crises is also a rural crisis and a
national crisis and, if all were completely solved, satisfied or
removed from the urban area, an urban crisis would still exist. This
crisis is simply and basically the fact that most of our cities are
broken and those that are not broken are bent to the breaking
point. They do not work as they should and, as a result, the
people, individually and collectively, are in constant conflict with
their social and physical environment. This despite a great aura of
affluence.

Why is this and what can we do to reverse the process? It seems
that plan is a four letter word to be avoided and most metro-
politan activity is devoted to jumping from problem to problem of
today rather than any anticipatory action for tomorrow. During
the last two years, 1 have had the privilege of participating in
meetings between the Federal government, the recently established
regional agencies and planning officials of each of the 50 states.
The main purpose of these meetings was to review current planning
and hopefully inspire everyone toward more and better planning.
These discussions delved into such detail as the shortening of the
administrative channel from the Governor to the planner.

Forgetting the political implications of planning - and 1 know
that they are monumental the frustrations of planners seem to
arise from the complete futility of every planning effort and this is
true at all levels of government.

Relating back to our urban crisis the metropolitan areas have
been unable to keep up with dollar needs for capital investments.
Their business and facility systems thus cannot stay modern or
flexible to changing needs. After seeing years of planning end
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unimplemented on the shelf and seeing no possibility of making
things happen in the future, who can blame the planner if he
begins to think why do it?

The promise of technology lies unused when it could help
satisfy the needs of society. We find ourselves in the midst of an
artificial but very rigid separation of public and private enterprise.
This has created a two business community situation where never
the twain shall meet except in those traditionally accepted roles
such as the telephone and power companies. It is here that 1 see
our opportunity for relief of the urban crisis and the planning and
implementation crisis and maybe even our opportunity to avoid
disaster.

I had planned optimistically to describe myself to you today as
a generalist.

While some may relate generalist to the popular “think-tanks” of
the last two decades, I like to think of them as creative people
who are not experts in a particular field and who, most important-
ly, live by the question of why not? instead of why? 1 work hard
to fit that definition. A formal group of generalists already exists
in Vancouver - that is as formal as a generalist can be and big
thinking for large ideas has already produced suggestions such as
ways to make gardens grow from garbage dumps and how to
depollute Lake Erie by draining it and creating some five million
acres of fertile farm land. Don’t knock such ideas. In total they
may seem extreme today but a part of the Lake Erie suggestions
are very reasonable for the near future.

Let’s continue the Why not? type of thinking. There has been
planning maybe not perfect but planning - for years and
perhaps the weakness is that it doesn’t include implementation, so
let’s try to think of new public/private arrangements where in-
dustry can begin to play a role in the traditional areas of public
monopoly.

We have this chance for new public-private arrangements wherein
the profit incentive can be put to work more broadly for the
benefit of all. Let us try a few examples. Many details need to be
worked in the arrangement making but for now let us keep our
thinking on general public utility type operations with incentives
sufficient to attract industry and guarantees adequate to protect
the rights of the people through their government.
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There is not a city or region of substantial size in North
America that does not need better data for the proper performance
of governmental functions. Economic data, population data, em-
ployment data, welfare data and on and on. The initial expense for
a system to provide and properly handle this data is prohibitive to
combined public entities in a region, for even if they have the
money, they have the same old urgent immediate needs which
must take precedence. Why not an industry financed information
system which sells the needed packages of information much as a
public utility and the users pay from operation funds, likely much
less than it costs today for less than equivalent hand wrought data
packages. 1 suspect that when a reasonable return on investment
and operating profit is provided the industry as taxable income,
everyone will come out ahead in both efficiency and economy as
compared with the current processes of municipal bonding

Let us think further with our why not questioning and consider
renewal, the operation of the port and airport

facilities and even the post office. If voice communications by
telephone are proper for private industry, why not the written
word'.’ To dream a little as a generalist, think of the total system
of the delivery of supplies to an urban area and the removal of
trash from that same area. Why two systems when one is the
reverse of the other?

Even a generalist must sometime be specific and now is my
time! Industry, technology, methodology, management, investment
resources are waiting in the wings ready to be called to center
stage for their performance. They are not seeking nor do they need
applause - they need only to be included in the script. We must
write the script so that it can be heard and understood. 1 have
devoted considerable time to finding possible solutions to civil
problems but 1 have devoted far more time to finding the cus-
tomers for these solutions. When they are finally, and sometimes
reluctantly, found the battle should be won but, in reality, and 1
speak from bitter experience, it has only begun. Urban problems of
the past have been tackled on a “bits and pieces” and “business-as-
usual” basis.

A sense of urgency seems to exist only in words, rarely in
actions. While we understand spending money to buy time to meet
a military or space threat we seem to try to talk away the time
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problem in civil systems. We will learn and hopefully improve, for
it is already far later than we think, but for now, every urban
activity seems to go along with the routine legislative, town
meeting conversational speed and decision days already stretch to
months. Each spring we seem to be surprised when we see another
hot summer just around the corner.

The MIT Harbor Islands study is an excellent beginning look at
the alternative uses for the harbor islands. Coupled with the Bi-
centennial Exposition planning, an outstanding opportunity exists
to provide the nation and the world an example of an urban
alternative. At this point in a discussion such as this people usually
rise to the bait and ask how much federal money can we get. This
is upsetting to me because I have never found this great source of
federal funds which is other than locally created. I am reminded of
an occasion when we were working on a project similar to the
Harbor Islands Project. We were pondering the problems of an
industrial base and federal participation in an area which was
heavily forested and near a National Forest. One of my associates
suggested that it would be an appropriate location for a part of the
National Forest Service. He was serious and he added that those
who are looking after trees really should see one outside of
Washington occasionally. This is the kind of federal participation
we should think about. Fet’s also think of investment public and
private rather than grants or gifts.

Our job in market formation is to begin the arrangement making
which will offer incentives to industries and the necessary guaran-
tees to the people. Regardless of the final development plan, I
think it is clear that some fill will be needed on many of the
islands and this will be a major cost element. We will first develop
our plan with performance specifications. Tiiese specifications to
describe the final desired situation not the route to it. Performance
desires - from land fill to welfare systems. Specifying routes to
solutions will stifle innovation, while inviting participation based
on required final performance, rewards innovation.

Why not then ask industry for responses to a scheme which
involves accepting (maybe collecting) the solid wastes from the
Boston area, treating these wastes to make them acceptable fill,
and tilling a prescribed acreage according to plan. Instead of
looking for funds to pay for such an activity, let the industry bid
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include a provision for payment in the form of development rights
on, say, one acre for each ten acres filled for 50, 70, 90 years.
This development to also be in accordance with the plan. Why
not?

Let’s look at other normally public activities in the same way.
Some form of transportation device or devices will be needed. Why
not an industry investment to install and operate under public
utility type supervision. Since a subsidy is likely, key this to
operating costs in an incentive manner to again encourage innova-
tions. The incentive to be physically, economically, and socially
oriented so that we do not repeat some well known commuter
train mistakes of the past. If forever private ownership bothers
you, tie the finances to public ownership after 70-80 years. In
either case you have avoided the large initial capital investment.

Many public facilities will be needed fire departments,
schools, city administrative offices, etc. We always think of a fire
house as being built with taxpayers’ money and on tax free land
and usually no more than two or three floors. Why not build it
higher with condominium-type offices on the upper floors? Sell the
offices to pay for the entire building and they go back on the tax
base. Similar arrangements are possible for many public buildings.
City halls and libraries are nice as monuments but can we afford
them in the congested future?

After reading the paper this morning and thinking about what I
had here to say, I could see if I was mentioned in the paper, I
could see the announcement this afternoon that Senator Kennedy
recommends recreation for the Harbor Islands; Parsons says fill it
with trash and build firehouses.

Water and noise pollution seem to be major problems concerning
the future of the harbor islands, but I am willing to bet that we
can describe comparable schemes for their solution.

These are the ingredients of the market. How do we get these
opportunities together with the right industry in a convincing
manner? The next phase of planning must talk to details, must talk
to arrangement making and must involve industry. This arrange-
ment making must have industry input and not be only a planning
exercise. This does not mean that all potential suppliers need be
involved. Frankly, I would be as willing to investigate an opportun-
ity put together by Eli Goldston or Prudential as one that 1 had
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put together perhaps more willing! While all potential suppliers
need not be represented all disciplines must be.

This next phase of planning must be implementation oriented
and, while we are all consensus oriented, we must now begin to
pay attention to the consensus of investors as well as inhabitants
and you can all think of many examples where this has not
happened. The planning and implementation must be scheduled so
as to show real opportunities to investors. Don’t expect a fill
contractor to propose on an island until he is sure the bridge is
going to be built. Bring all parts of the planning and implementa-
tion along together so the total potential is visible to each partici-
pant. While I do not oppose the MIT proposed organization for
development planning, I think I am placing far more emphasis On

implementation and certainly on industrial participation. Without
making a nuisance of myself on this subject let me suggest that the
organization be oriented strongly toward doers rather than critics
who know how but can’t. Last century land use and municipal law
considerations will do little to prepare the United States for the
additional 100 million residents who will be joining us in the next
30 odd years. Some of the arrangements which I have suggested
may even put new life in old land use lawyers. Imagine the
contractual complex starting with fill to perform in accordance
with specifications - these to include settling and 100 year pollu-
tion guarantees among many then add the second contract with
another organization to build our multi-story fire house on the fill
with each having mixed responsibilities. Good - let’s make the
deals more complicated if the results justify this effort.

In a bit of detail, I would suggest that the organization to carry
on from this point be a government development corporation. I
say government in deference to last night’s remarks and because I
want to leave Boston as pleasantly as I have visited here. Let’s call
it a state, regional or city development corporation with authorities
like some already existing in the United States and some in Canada
with enviable performance records. This corporation to have a
small high caliber staff supported by contractor and consultant
personnel. The consultant staff to provide specific expertise in
areas not related to implementation nor a part of the arrangement
making for implementation. The contractor staff to assist in devel-
oping the many arrangements for implementation in the language
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and within bounds understandable to industry. The first job for
this development corporation is, of course, to decide what is to be
done what is wanted what the city wants to be within the
regional context. A tabulation and comparison of aspirations vs.
needs and the support consultant and contractor personnel are
essential in the value analysis of this activity. The detailed arrange-
ment making to cause things to happen can then follow. I suspect
that, in our eagerness, we have in this conference jumped to details
of the solution before completely defining the problem.

A final and serious caution relating to both buyers and sellers in
this civil field. The needs are so great and many of the critical
facts so vaguely known that the buyer must beware the arm
waving baloney salesman and the seller must take care not to
become one. Buyers must insist on content and must staff with
people who can evaluate and appreciate. Sellers must understand
and staff in depth before committing.

Workshop Reports: Organizational Roles in the
Utilization of Harbor Resources: Requirements

of Government and Industry for the Establishment
of an Effective Working Relationship

Workshop 1 Role of Private Industries. The Requirements
of Industries Active in Related Markets in Products

and Services

Participants

Francis D. Walker, Jr., Co-Chairman
Senior Engineering Specialist
General Telephone & Electronics Corporation
Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.
Sylvania Electronic System
40 Sylvan Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
Frank C. Kerr, Co-Chairman
Public Relations Manager
General Dynamics Corporation
Quincy Boat Division
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97 East Howard Street
Quincy, Massachusetts 02169
Kenneth J. Germeshausen, Discussion Leader
Chairman of the Board
E G & G, Inc.
Crosby Drive
Bedford, Massachusetts 01730

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Rolland B. Handley
Regional Director
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
128 N. Broad Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102
U.S. Navy

Francis X. Brady
Captain
Special Assistant to the Commandant
U.S. Department of the Navy
First Naval District
495 Summer Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

New England Regional Commission
Donald L. Patts
New England Regional Commission
State Liaison Office
55 Court Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Massachusetts House of Representatives
Representative Nils L. Nordberg
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

STATE GOVERNMENT



[Feb.HOUSE - No. 5051144

House of Representatives
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Boston Redevelopment Authority
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Director
The Boston Redevelopment
New City Hall

Authority

One City Hall Square
Boston. Massachusetts
Thomas D. Schocken
Chief Transportation Planner
Boston Redevelopment Authority
Transportation Department
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Eastern Gas & Fuel Associates
Richard E. Segien
Assistant to the Comptroller for Special Projects
Eastern Gas & Fuel Associates
2900 Tower Building
Prudential Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

New England Telephone & Telegraph
Robert J. Brown
New England Telephone & Telegraph Company
185 Franklin Street
Boston, Massachusetts 0210

Ocean Technology, Inc.
Dr. Gerald L. Schroeder
Ocean Technology, Inc.
276 Third Street

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

PRIVATE INDUSTRY

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02142
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PACER Systems
John D. Baka
PACER Systems, Inc
33 Third Avenue
Northwest Industrial Park
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

Norman Arnold
Assistant Manager
TRW, Inc.
High Speed Ground Transportation

Project-Northeast Corridor
1735 I Street
Paramount Building
Washington, D. C. 20006
George E. Parsons
Director, Urban Programs
TRW. Inc.
Systems Group of TRW, Inc.
Building E-l
Room 3006 E
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Turner Construction Co

Thomas B. Gerlach
Contract Manager
Turner Construction Company
38 Newbury Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02116

Harvard University

Mahlon Apgar IV
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TRW
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Program on Technology and Society
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Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
John B. Fox
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Harvard University
Graduate School of Business Administration
George F. Baker Foundation
Soldiers Field
Boston, Massachusetts 02163

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Anthony Kettaneh
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Division of Sponsored Research
Project ROMULUS
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Brookline, Massachusetts 02146
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Sloan School of Management
Room E52-172
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

University of Rhode Island

John M. Gates
Professor
University of Rhode Island
Department of Food and Resource Economics
Woodward Hall
Kingston, Rhode Island 02881

League of Women Voters
Jean W. Beebe
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Harbor Study Group
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120 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02116

Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
Charles C. Urmson
David C. Harrison
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
2050 Tower Building
Prudential Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

Workshop Report: The Requirements of Industries
Active in Related Markets in Products and Services

MR. WALKER: Before industry can commit its resources, the
avenues of investment must be clarified. Industry must know with
whom it will be dealing over the long term. Where there is
investment by private industry, there must be adequate return on
that investment. This return can be financial or social. However,
the value of social return on investment is difficult to quantify. It
is not likely that private industry will make substantial financial
investment in programs with predominantly social return.

The essence of private industry is competition. Growth is neces-
sary for survival. Industrial entities will not take actions which, in
their opinion, weaken them in competition with their counterparts.
This is not to say that social programs do not contribute to the
competitive position of corporations. To the extent that they do
and are recognized, they will be pursued.

Profits should not be sought to the detriment of social progress.
However, since profit is measurable and social progress is not, some
means of evaluating the social impact of industrial programs should
be devised. There is danger in talking in terms of cost effectiveness
where the social effectiveness of programs is a value judgment,
cannot be stated with precision and will vary with the person
making the evaluation.

The conclusions of the Working Group were
(1) There is need for leadership. It is unlikely that private

CONSULTING, RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PURPOSE
ORGANIZATIONS
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industry will provide this leadership at this time. Industry
has, however, vast technological and leadership resources
which it will be willing to commit when resolution of the
political problems and the prospect of an adequate return
become possible.

(2) There is need for a continuing dialogue and an educational
program to keep industry and all the other participants in
the Conference interested and informed of progress.

Workshop 2 Role of Financial Institutions and Real
Estate Development. The Requirements of Organizations

Active in Real Estate Markets

Participants
David L. Currier, Co-Chairman
Senior Vice President
The National Shawmut Bank of Boston
40 Water Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109
Gordon E. Emerson, Jr., Co-Chairman
Senior Vice President
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company
200 Berkeley Street
Boston. Massachusetts 02117
Mortimer B. Zuckerman, Discussion Leader
Senior Vice President
Cabot, Cabot & Forbes Co.
28 State Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Federal Highway Administration
Floyd Thiel
Transportation Economist
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Room 5028

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
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400 6th Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20591

State of California
Alvin H. Baum, Jr.
Deputy Director
State of California
San Francisco Bay Conservation and

Development Commission
507 Polk Street
Room 320
San Francisco, California 94102

Metropolitan Area Planning Council
Helen S. Linsky
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
44 School Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
Mrs. Julia Broderick O’Brien
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
44 School Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Boston Redevelopment Authority

Mike Honey
Chief Planner
Boston Redevelopment Authority
Planning Department
New City Hall, City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201
Thomas O’Brien
Research Director

STATE GOVERNMENT

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Boston Redevelopment Authority
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New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Portland Planning Department

Donald Megathlin
Director of City Planning
City of Portland
Portland, Maine

Boston Edison
John W. Shyne
Area Development Director
The Boston Edison Company
800 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

R. M. Bradley
Joseph W. Lund
President
R. M. Bradley & Co., Inc
250 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 021 16

First National City Bank of New York

James A. Harris, Sr.
Associate Economist
First National City Bank of New Yorl
399 Park Avenue
New York, New York 10022

James W. Rouse & Company
Francis X. Pfau
Assistant Vice President
James W. Rouse & Company, Inc.
Mortgage Banking and Research Di
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The Quadrangle
The Village of Cross Keys
Baltimore, Maryland 21210
Mr. Wheeler
James W. Rouse & Company, Inc.
Mortgage Banking and Research Division
The Quadrangle
The Village of Cross Keys
Baltimore, Maryland 21210

John Hancock
W. Edward Boughton
Vice President

Insurance CompanyJohn Hancock Mutual Life
200 Berkeley Street
Boston, Massachusetts 021 17
Arthur R. Driscoll, Jr.
Second Vice President

Insurance CompanyJohn Hancock Mutual Life
200 Berkeley Street
Boston, Massachusetts 021

National Shawmut Bank

George L. Humphrey
Marketing Officer
The National Shawmut Bank
40 Water Street

of Boston

Boston, Massachusetts 02109
Sea Pines Plantation Company

Kay E. Alexander
Sasaki, Dawson, Demay Associates, Inc.
Representing the Sea Pines Plantation Company
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina

State Street Bank

W. F. Hughes
Representing John N. Dwyer
Vice President and Auditor
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State Street Bank and Trust Company
225 Franklin Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02101

Harvard University
E. H. Marchant
Harvard University
Program on Technology and Society
61 Kirkland Street
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Stanley M. Jacks
Senior Lecturer
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Sloan School of Management
Room 52-541
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

/

League of Women Voters
Frances H. Howe
League of Women Voters of Massachusetts
120 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02116
Conservation Foundation

Anne Satterthwaite
The Conservation Foundation
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.

Washington, D. C.
Greater Boston Real Estate Board

George J. Donnelly
Director, Public Affairs
Greater Boston Real Estate Board
24 School Street

ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS

ASSOCIATIONS

Boston, Massachusetts 02108
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Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
William H. Brown
David C. Harrison
Lawrence I. Klaus
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
2050 Tower Building
Prudential Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

Workshop Report: The Requirements of Organizations
Active in Real Estate Development

MR. EMERSON: 1 am here to report in a period of a very few
minutes one and a half hours of very lively discussion by a
delightful, heterogeneous group of about 40-50 people. We talked
about the requirements of financial institutions. The group per-
mitted a somewhat structured meeting, but yet it was informal. We
first talked about the four constraints that were referred to in the
MIT study. We spent a lot of time talking about economic con-
straints, political, social and administrative constraints.

We talked about these with the view of seeking an indication
of which alternative of the three enumerated would make more
sense within the constraints as we saw them. We soon found that it
was implicit in our assignment, and in the membership which was
gathered together, that alternative number 3 was the one that we
wished to discuss. We talked at some length about some of the
well-known U.S. planned communities.

We had the benefit of Bob Simon’s experience. We had the
benefit of the Rouse Company’s experience in the new town of
Columbia. Cabot, Cabot & Forbes told us about their experiences
and there were others.

I think in conclusion, we found that we needed a catalyst. And
we talked at some length whether this catalyst should be private or
public. The consensus, 1 believe - this was a heterogeneous group

but I do believe we arrived at a consensus that the catalyst
should be a public group. And its responsibility should be matched

CONSULTING, RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PURPOSf
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t
by its authority, or its authority should be matched by its respon-
sibility.

We did discuss the type of entity, and we talked about the
specifications or credentials that this catalyst should have. We
talked about the models that public planning agencies use to
determine feasibility. We also talked about the models that private
industry uses to measure profitability.

We tried to see if there were distinctions to be made between
feasibility and profitability, and I believe that our consensus was
that the interests of private industry in profitability were not
incompatible with the feasibility studies and objectives, including
social objectives, of public planning organizations.

Workshop 3 The Federal Role. The Requirements
of the Federal Government, with Particular Reference to
Government/Industry Cooperation in the Creation and

Management ofDefense Systems Markets

Participants

Stewart Lamprey, Chairman
Federal Co-Chairman
New England Regional Commission
1140 Connecticut Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
Ronald Philips, Discussion Leader
Director
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Office of Technology Utilization
Technology Utilization Division
300 7th Street, S. W. (R-402)
Washington, D. C. 20546

Boston Federal Executive Board
A. A. Morrissette

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Deputy Regional Director
U. S. Office of Civil Defense, Region I
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Old Marlborough Road
Maynard, Massachusetts 01754

U. S. Coast Guard
W. J. L. Parker
Captain
U.S. Coast Guard
First Coast Guard District
Government Center
Boston, Massachusetts

F. W. Brown, Jr.
Captain
U.S. Coast Guard
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Government Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

William B. Ellis
Rear Admiral
U.S. Coast Guard
Commander, First Coast Guard District
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Government Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Corps of Engineers
Oscar E. Arpin
Chief
U.S. Department of the Army
New England Division, Corps of Engineers
Coastal Development Section
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
John R. Hadd
Assistant Chief
U.S. Department of the Army
New England Division, Corps of Engineers
Office of the Chief of Engineers
Civil Works Directorate
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Policy and Analysis Division
Building T-7
Washington, D. C. 2C -1 i

Consumer Protection and Environmental
Health Service

Floyd B. Taylor

Regional Representative
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Bureau of Water Hygiene
Environmental Control Administration
Consumer Protection and Environmental Health Service
Public Health Service
Room 1400
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Government Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

nvironmental Science Services AdministrationE
Max C. McLean
Special Assistant for Oceanography
U.S. Department of Commerce
Environmental Science Services Administration
Coast and Geodetic Survey
Division of EJydrography and Oceanography
Washington Science Center
Rockville, Maryland 20852

ish and Wildlife ServiceF

U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
Biological Laboratory
Boothbay Harbor, Maine
Richard E. Griffith
Regional Director
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife

Dr. Joseph J. Graham
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801 U.S. Post Office and Court House
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

S. Housing and Urban Development DepartmentI
Frank A. Batstonc
Acting Director
U.S. Department of Housin and Urban Development

Region 1
Planning Division
Program Coordination and Services Office
26 Federal Plaza
New York, New York 1000

L S. Interior Department
Charles F. Knox
District Chief
U.S. Department of the lute
Geological Survey

lor

Water Resources Division
2300 John F. Kennedy Feder;
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

al Building

L S. Navy

Paul F. Twitched
U.S. Department of the Navy
Office of Naval Research
Boston Branch Office
495 Summer Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

New England Regional Commission
W. J. Gallagher
Information Officer
New England Regional Commission
55 Court Street
Boston. Massachusetts 02108

U.S, Senate
Hamilton H. Wood. Jr
Legislative Assistant
Oltice of U.S. Senator Edward W. Brooke
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Room 1251
New Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Massachusetts Attorney General

Richard J. Finnegan
Research Assistant
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Office of the Attorney General
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Boston City Council
Mrs. William Bradford Trafford
Representing Councillor John L. Saltonstall, Jr
City of Boston
Boston City Council
New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201
Jack Roberts
Representing Councillor Joseph F. Timilty
City of Boston
Boston City Council
New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Boston Traffic Department
Dalton Baugh. Si
City of Boston
Traffic and Parking Department
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

STATE GOVERNMENT

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
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The Barletta Company
Frederick J. Barletta, Jr.
Treasurer
The Barletta Company, Inc.
10 Whipple Avenue
Roslindale, Massachusetts 02131

PACER Systems
M. G. Woodbury
PACER Systems, Inc
33 Third Avenue

Burlington, Massachusetts 01803

SPECIAL PURPOSE

Abt Associates
Robert H. Rea
Vice President
Abt Associates, Inc
55 Wheeler Street
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co.
Jack 1. Dahl
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
Suite 1 100
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N. W
Washington, D. C. 20036

Workshop Report: The Requirements of the Federal
Government, with Particular Reference to

Government/Industry Cooperation in the Creation
and Management of Defense Systems Markets

MR. LAMPREY: I might say before I get into the four recom-
mendations that there was very little conversation about Federal

PRIVATE INDUSTRY

CONSULTING. RESEARCH AND
ORGANIZATIONS

Northwest Industrial Park



I Eeb.HOUSE No. 5051160

f

*

funding. And therefore at this point in time, perhaps we have
passed the necessity for Federal funding, although I think probably
we will hear about that at a later date.

The first conclusion and recommendation was that consensus has
not yet been reached on the proper use of Boston Harbor, the
islands and shoreline. And part of the failure to reach a consensus
is due to a definite lack of information on the effect which various
usages will have on the Harbor environment.

And number two, the Federal role in finding a systematic
approach to achieving the final goal will depend upon the goal
which is agreed upon.

And three, it is up to the Massachusetts Legislature working in
close liaison with the City of Boston and the other affected
communities to settle on a final goal.

And four, because so little information is still available on the
effects which various usages would have on the environment of the
Harbor and the islands, it was the general opinion of the Workshop
group that an interim designation of recreational use be made and
that much more detail should be developed on the effects of other
usages before a final goal is selected.

Thank you, and I want to commend you upon an excellent
Conference.

Workshop 4 - Role of the Commonwealth. The Requirements
of State Government, with Particular Reference to Planning

and Policy Analysis in Environmental Conservation and
Development

Participants
Andrew .1. W. Scheffey, Chairman
Chairman
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Governor’s Advisory Committee on Open Space and

Recreation
Director
Williams College
Center for Environmental Studies
Wiiliamstown, Massachusetts 0216
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E. Winslow Turner, Discussion Leader
General Counsel
U.S. Senate Government Operations Committee
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations
Room 357
Old Senate Office Building
Washington, 1). C. 20510
Troy R. Westmeyer, Discussion Leader
Associate Director
National Municipal League
47 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10021

Interior Department
Mark Abelson
Regional Coordinator
U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of the Secretary
Northeast Region
John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Room 2003 J & K
Boston, Massachusetts

State of California
Joseph E. Bodovitz
Executive Director
State of California
San Francisco Bay Conservation and

Development Commission
507 Polk Street
Room 320
San Francisco, California 94102

Massachusetts Department of Community Affairs
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George Sahady
Representing Julian D. Steele
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Commissioner
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Community Affairs
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Building
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02202
Constance Williams
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Community Affairs
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Building
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02202

Massachusetts House of Representatives
Rep. William J. Spence
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
House of Representatives
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Metropolitan District Commission
Charles J. Rich
Assistant Civil Engineer
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Metropolitan District Commission
Construction Division

(

20 Somerset Street
Boston. Massachusetts 02133

Massachusetts Department of Natural Resources
Stephen Ells
Deputy Commissioner
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Natural Resources
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Building
100 Cambridge Street
Boston. Massachusetts 02202

Massachusetts Senate
Kevin Phillips
Office of the Honorable Robert L. Cawlev



HOUSE - No. 50511971) 163

Senator
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Senate
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

State of Washington
Dennis L. Lundblad, Engineer
State of Washington
Department of Water Resources
Division of Planning and Development
335 General Administration Building
Olympia, Washington 98501

Boston City Council
Susan D. Andrews
Representing Councillor Frederick C. Langone
City of Boston
Boston City Council
New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Puget Sound Governmental Conference
Einar M. Syvcrtsen
Director of Planning
Puget Sound Governmental Conference
Ferry Terminal Building
Pier 52
Seattle, Washington 98104

Fisher-Pierce Company

Lawrence Cronin

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
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The Fisher-Pierce Co., Inc
1 149 Hingham Street
Rockland, Massachusetts 02370
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F
National Shawmut Bank

John W. Kane, Vice President
The National Shawmut Bank of Boston
40 Water Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

University of Massachusetts
Dr. John A. Naegele, Head
University of Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Sciences
240 Beaver Street
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Carl Sussman
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Department of Political Science
Urban Systems Laboratory
Room 9-543
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Boston Waterfront Residents’ Association

Dr. Ronald W. Cornew, Vice Chairman
Boston Waterfront Residents’ Association
43 Commercial Wharf
Boston, Massachusetts 02110

Dorchester Bay - Boston Harbor and Islands Project
Mrs. Nelson R. Saphir, Chairman
Dorchester Bay - Boston Harbor and

Islands Project
“Save Our Shores
P.O. Box 103
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North Quincy, Massachusetts 02171
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Massachusetts Bay Yacht Clubs Association

Samuel Lord
Commodore
Massachusetts Bay Yacht Clubs Association, Inc.
c/o Harry D. Kane
18 Maverick Street
Medford, Massachusetts 02155

Massachusetts State Association of Architects

William Bradford Sprout, Jr.
Massachusetts State Association of Architects
10 Newbury Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02116
Franklyn Williams
Massachusetts State Association of Architects
10 Newbury Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02116

Resources for the Future

Resources for the Future, Inc.
1755 Massachusetts Avenue N. W
Washington, D. C. 20036

The Trustees of Reservations

Gordon Abbott, Jr., Director
The Trustees of Reservations
224 Adams Street
Milton, Massachusetts 02186

Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
Paul Clermont,
David C. Harrison
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
2050 Prudential Tower
Boston, Massachusetts 02119

Dr. J. B. Wyckoff
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Roy Mann

Roy Mann
Landscape Architect
9 Foch Street
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Workshop Report: The Requirements of State Government,
with Particular Reference to Planning and Policy Analysis in

Environmental Conservation and Development

MR. SCHEFFEY: This has been a very patient group of con-
ferees, and I will briefly summarize the main points of workshop
number 4, which had a lively discussion for about two hours on
the following tidy topic: The Role of State Government with
Reference to Planning and Policy Analysis in Environmental Con-
servation and Development.

We heard previously a rather sophisticated discussion of the
planning process and various techniques of planning. Workshop
number 4 attempted to deal in more pragmatic and immediate
terms with the problems presented by Boston Harbor.

General Observations
We came to three general observations regarding the Harbor

issue. First, that it is really much larger than the problem of a
physical environmental resource; the issue of Boston Harbor points,
in the final analysis, to the lack of a focal point within State
government in Massachusetts for coordination of the various
sources of environmental planning activities, metropolitan, regional
and state-wide. Therefore it was suggested that one basic role of
the Commonwealth is to provide a framework for the kind of
long-range land use planning and analysis that the Boston Harbor
in this instance demands, but which will also arise in the case of
other areas and regions and resources of Massachusetts. In other
words, we believe that the Commonwealth could and should pro-
vide the framework for planning.

Second, it was pointed out in our discussion that the problem
of Boston Harbor is a responsibility of the City of Boston as well
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as the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the entire Metro-
politan Region.

Various members of our group were substantially impressed with
the comments of Mr. Champion last evening. We therefore urge
that as we go about the necessary task of long-term planning and
analysis, we do not impede the progress of day-to-day programs
designed to improve the environment of the residents of the City
of Boston pollution programs, housing programs, and so forth.

A third general observation and the discussion leader in our
group was Mr. Winslow Turner of Senator Muskie’s subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Relations - is that the question of prolifera-
tion of single-purpose agencies and districts is now recognized as a
grave problem, an issue of growing national concern. Therefore in
whatever we do, we should strive to make the fullest use of
existing agencies and departments in dealing with the Harbor situ-
ation.

These were three general observations which came out of our
discussion. We then moved on to formulate four more specific
recommendations for this Conference, two of which have already
been referred to by Mr. Abbott.

First, that the present Harbor Islands Commission be continued,
perhaps broadened and restructured in order to include more
representation from various interests, specifically, the Department
of Natural Resources, the Boston Redevelopment Authority, and
the various private interests that we heard from over the last two
days. Statewide interests should be represented, since the Harbor,
in addition to being a City of Boston and a Metropolitan Region
resource, is indeed a resource of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts.

Second, in line with my prior observation regarding the prolif-
eration of single-purpose districts and authorities, we suggest that
the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, in effect a regional
planning organization, be designated as the coordinating body for
carrying out the long-term planning and research proposed in the
MIT report, working closely with other relevant state agencies: the
Department of Community Affairs, the MDC, the Department of
Natural Resources and so forth.

Specific Recommendations
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Third, we endorse the concept that the Legislature proceed to
propose a bond issue to acquire the designated Harbor Islands and
shoreline areas as delineated in the MAPC Report and as reiterated
in the MIT study. We believe this should be done, regardless of
ultimate disposition, whether for conservation, recreation or vari-
ous forms of development. The islands are available now and steps
should be made now to have them acquired by the Common-
wealth. It was our feeling that the Department of Natural Re-
sources should be designated as the land-holding agency, with the
understanding that certain of these lands might revert to other
administrations or agencies once the decisions as to their use are
made.

Fourth, we endorse the general concept of a review procedure
which should be incorporated into the planning process. There was
some discussion as to whether a review process on proposed devel-
opments should be imposed. Regardless of which way it goes, we
felt it extremely important that one of these measures be taken in
order to give a sense of urgency to the Harbor situation, and to
help to keep the planning process on schedule.

This concludes our general observations, and our four specific
recommendations regarding what the Commonwealth might do
now.

Workshop 5 Role of the Commonwealth. (Same
Considerations as Workshop 4)

Participants
Arthur J. West, IT, Ph.D., Chairman
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Governor’s Commission on Ocean Management
Dean
New England College
Henniker, New Hampshire 03242
Richard H. VanHaagen, Discussion Leader
Chairman
Marine Technology Society, New England Section
Arthur D. Little, Inc.

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02140
Acorn Park
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Edwin W. Small
Assistant to the Regional Director
U.S. Department of the Interior
National Park Service - Northeast Region
New England Field Office
1400 Post Office and Court House
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Massachusetts Office of the Governor

Theresa Wyszkowski
Representing Albert L. Kramer
Special Assistant to the Governor for Urban Affairs
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Department
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Massachusetts Governor’s Advisory Committee on Science
and Technology

Reverend Daniel Linehan, S. J.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Governor’s Advisory Committee on Science

and Technology
Subcommittee on Oceanology
Weston Observatory
Weston, Massachusetts 02193

Massachusetts House of Representatives
Mrs. John Beauvais
Representing the Honorable Norman S. Weinberg
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
House of Representatives
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133
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Massachusetts Department of Natural Resources
Frank Grice
Director
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Natural Resources
Marine Fisheries Division
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Building
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02202

Paul D. deMariano
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Massachusetts Port Authority
470 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02210

Massachusetts Senate
The Honorable James DeNormandie
Senator
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Senate
State House
Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Boston City Council
Mrs. David D. Beal
Representing Councillor T
City of Boston

homas I. Atkins

Boston City Council
New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Boston Environmental Health Services
Daniel G. Milano
Director
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Department of Healtli and Hospitals
Environmental Health Services
South Boston Health Unit
133 Dorchester Street
South Boston, Massachusetts 02127

Boston Redevelopment Authority
Marcia Myers
Planner
Boston Redevelopment Authority
Planning Department
New City Hall
One City Hall Square
Boston, Massachusetts 02201

Seattle Metro

Charles J. Henry, Jr.
Director, Operations and Waste Water Treatment
Metro-Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle
410 West Harrison Street
Seattle, Washington 98119

Boston Edison

Francis M. Lee
Assistant to Director of Public Relations
Boston Edison Company
800 Boylston Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02199

Boston College

Edward M. Brooks
Professor
Boston College
Department of Geology and Geophysics
Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts 02167
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Salem State College

Dr. Johnes K. Moore
Professor
Head
Salem State College
Department of Marine Biology
Salem, Massachusetts 01970

Massachusetts Bay Yacht Clubs Association
Roger Lyons
Chairman
Massachusetts Bay Yacht Clubs Association, Inc.
Harbor Projects Committee
c/o Harry D. Kane
18 Maverick Street
Medford, Massachusetts 02155

Battelle Memorial Institute
Robert E. Hillman, Ph.D.
Chief
Battelle Memorial Institute
William F. Clapp Laboratories, Inc.
Washington Street
Duxbury, Massachusetts 02332

Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co.
David C. Harrison
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co
2050 Prudential Tower
Prudential Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02199
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Workshop Report: The Requirements of State Government,
with Particular Reference to Planning and Policy Analysis

in Environmental Conservation and Development

MR WEST: We had Workshop number 5 which was the Role of
the State, and we had vigorous participation from its membership.
However, there was a severe limitation on time, which did not
permit extensive development of recommendations and so on. The
membership had a balance of representation in that opinions ex-
pressed reflected the varied interests of boating and recreational
concerns, those of one of the 200 inhabitants of Peddocks Island,
various private and public entrepreneurs as well as representatives
from various commissions and agencies of government.

All appeared to agree that
One, the leadership for the development and environmental
control should emanate from the State in consort with the
municipalities and the Federal Government;

Two, that a non-legislative authority with legislative backing,
should be authorized to oversee the development of the Harbor
and its shores; and

Three, that the Department of Natural Resources should become
the interim guardian over the affairs of the Harbor and its
islands, with the already established Massachusetts Commission
on Ocean Management providing an ad hoc subcommittee to
identify and/or recommend the agency which should perform
the guardianship and developmental role of the Harbor and its
islands.

We would refer the Commission on the Harbor Islands to our
recorded comments when the stenographic record is published.
Several letters and bibliographical materials were read into that
record for future use and consideration.
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Session Chairman - Attorney General Robert H. Quinn,
Vice Chairman, Harbor Islands Commission

Attorney General Quinn

SENATOR MOAKLEY; I think it is fitting at this time for me
to introduce the Session Chairman. The gentleman I am about to
introduce is not here because of his office that he holds in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. He is here basically because it
was his idea back in 1965, as a representative of a district that
bordered on the Harbor and also provided a view of the Harbor
islands, that the Harbor islands were being sorely neglected; and
the agencies that were working in concert with one another
weren’t doing the job that should be done. So he filed a resolve
that then became law, that established the Commission that now
hosts this Conference.

Without further adieu, I would like to introduce to you the
Session Chairman for today, the Attorney General of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, the Honorable Robert H. Quinn.

ATTORNEY GENERAL QUINN: Thank you very much. Mr.
Chairman, Senator Moakley, Mr. Strasser, distinguished participants
in this Harbor Islands Conference, my friends, and all interested in
the sensible and comprehensive development of our Harbor Islands,
I have been called a lot of things before, but to think that I am a
dessert course at Anthony’s thrills me no end. Of course, if they
come out now with full-size watermelons or cantaloupes, I will be
a bit embarrassed.

But it’s always a pleasure to come to Senator Moakley’s district
here and extremely a pleasure because he’s right, the best kitchen
in the Commonwealth, next to home, is Anthony’s kitchen; and
the most gracious host, of course, is the maitre d’ of this dis-
tinguished place.

I should add another qualification for my being here as well as
an apology to our distinguished speaker because 1 will have to rush
off to the Attorney General’s job again. But my latest qualification
is that yesterday I was sworn in by Governor Frank Sargent to be

AFTERNOON SESSION

Introductory Remarks: The Need for Comprehensive
Harbor Planning
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one of his appointments as a member of the Harbor Islands
Commission. I lost my membership when I ceased to be a member
of the Legislature; and through the good graces of Bob Yasi who
has decided that as busy as the Attorney General’s office might be,
it’s still not as busy as the Secretary to the Governor - Mr. Yasi
was removed from that Commission. And Governor Sargent kindly
appointed me so that I can continue my interests working with
Senator Moakley and the other members of the Commission on a
firsthand basis.

I am delighted that we have had the remarks of Senator
Kennedy and Governor Sargent who, although they have two
different approaches, certainly did not take conflicting approaches
in their remarks yesterday.

Having heard from the Government sector, we will have our
opportunity also to hear from the industrial and business sector.
Your approaches yesterday and today are going to be the guide-
lines for the legislative commission in its determination tomorrow
and in the days that follow.

I’m sorry we couldn’t get sunshine today because then the
Harbor is at its most beautiful. But it is appropriate that this last
session of the Conference should be at the water’s edge over-
looking Boston Harbor.

This Harbor has dominated the Commonwealth’s history since
1620, since that first industry that Anthony Athanas mentioned in

his remark. It isn’t, however, the past of Boston Harbor which
brings us together at this meeting. It’s the challenge to Boston’s
future and the future of all our Metropolitan area. The thoughts,
the hopes, the ideas and the opinions exchanged during this Con-
ference reflect in minuscule measure the immense problems facing
modern men throughout this Nation and the world.

Will men in the Twentieth Century through existing political
institutions respond to our environment and utilize wisely the
resources which are so abundant? Or will we continue to foul our
nests, proceeding on a course which has already tended toward the
reap of a grim harvest? Tolerance is a noble virtue recited many
times in our generation. But it has resulted in this respect in the
destruction of many a beautiful natural resource in this country.

In reference to Boston Harbor, Massachusetts residents have
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tolerated the use, the abuse and misuse of our most important
natural asset - the reason why this City exists in the first place.

This Conference has clearly focused and exposed the burdens,
duties and challenges we face. The choice exists whether to con-
tinue as in the past or to take the bold and necessary step along
a new path which will attempt to mold our environment and
guarantee, under a system of laws and regulations, the ultimate
disposition and use of our unique community resources for the
greatest benefit to the community at large, rather than to particu-
lar or vested interest groups. This Conference was designed as an
exploratory mission to educate participants and the public con-
cerning the condition of the Harbor as it is today and what it can
be tomorrow.

The alliance of Government and Industry demonstrated here
represents a twice-blessed union which assures the efficient
scientific development of this major resource through the demo-
cratic process. Today I have the great pleasure to introduce an
expert whose reputation precedes him. Mr. Gabor Strasser, Vice-
President for Planning of the newly established Urban Institute in
Washington, has earned the respect of his colleagues throughout
his varied career. It’s interesting that in my chat during lunch with
Mr. Strasser, who is not a native of Boston and its schools and its
attitudes, remarked how delightful it is, as close as he has always
lived to Boston Harbor, that he can be renewed in a visit through-
out the islands and around the waters of the Harbor itself. This is
the interest common to all of us that brings us together.

Mr. Strasser himself is a native of Hungary, a graduate in 1954
of the City College of New York. He received his Master of
Science degree from the University of Buffalo and has taken the
Public Management Development courses at Harvard University’s
Graduate School of Business Administration.

His professional experience included a six-year period during the
1960’s as Department Head of Systems Planning Analysis and

Design at the Mitre Corporation. As Project Leader in re-entry
technology at the Boeing Company, Mr. Strasser has also found
time to teach part time at Seattle University. With this back-
ground, he is eminently qualified to give the benefit of his experi-
ence and expertise in the area that he calls “Application of the
Planning Process.” I present to you Mr. Gabor Strasser.
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Address: Application of the Planning Process to the
Determination of Future Harbor Uses

Gabor Strasser, Vice-President for Planning,
the Urban Institute

MR. STRASSER: Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests, I appreci-
ate the opportunity to address this prestigious audience. Planning
the future uses of Boston Harbor islands is certainly a most
challenging endeavor. I have been involved in planning and analysis
for the past dozen years. This should explain why I welcome even
the fleeting involvement in this undertaking. At the same time, I
was concerned about whether there was any way in which I could
make a meaningful contribution when trying to cover the illusive
subject of planning as a luncheon speaker in front of a diverse
audience, a diverse audience made up of law makers, adminis-
trators, managers, sophisticated analysts, engineers, businessmen,
and I am sure sociologists and economists. If I have omitted
anyone, please accept my apologies, even though you’re com-
pounding my problem.

I had received the suggested scope for the subject of my talk
from PML. A two-week seminar could not do justice to it. How-
ever, I am proud to report to you that in spite of the seemingly
insurmountable difficulties, I managed to squeeze the subject into
a 40-minute talk.

Let me proceed now to The Planning Process and Future Uses
of the Boston Harbor Islands.
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There is a proliferation of books, reports and articles on the
subject of Planning. The existing inventory of “planning tools”
that have been devised is difficult to keep track of. Yet, when we
ask the apparently innocent question of “What ought to be done
with Boston Harbor?” even the collection of these tools does not
seem to measure up to the challenge.

There are at least two reasons that make your problem more
difficult than that of a Defense Planner.

One, Defense dollars can be spent in many ways but ultimately
they are put but to one use deriving one benefit, namely: Defense.
(There are arguments about the means, but not about the end.) On
the other hand, there are several things you could do with the
Harbor, thereby deriving widely differing benefits from each such
use. How do you trade-off one type of benefit vs. another? How
do you reconcile your final decision?

The other reason is, that we all, as one, are the beneficiaries of
our Defense expenditures. On the other hand, different alternatives
for the use of the Harbor would benefit different groups in
different ways, to different extents. How do you decide whom to
please, in what way, and how much?

How to address this dilemma in general, and how to apply
promising approaches to the resolution of the future of Boston
Harbor is the subject of this paper.

I find this an especially challenging endeavor, as I understand
this is a diverse audience, made up of law-makers, administrators,
managers, engineers, businessmen, sophisticated analysts, and I am
sure other specialists.

First, I will discuss Planning in general, and then touch upon
how Planning can be used as well as misused.

Second, I’ll briefly review some of the more common Planning
tools that are popular today, and begin to relate them to the
specific problems that face the Boston Harbor Islands Commission.

Third, 1 will advance a proposed Method which,while drawing
upon the inventory ot available planning tools, would nevertheless
be tailored to address what seems to be the most fundamental
question, namely: “How might we go about deciding what to do
with the Harbor Islands?”

I. INTRODUCTION
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Fourth, and finally, I will delineate at what “cost” this Method
could be made workable, if those of you, who are the decision
makers, should want to make use of it. By “cost” I mean compro-
mises and adjustments in some institutional relationships, policies
and practices, as well as conceivable political risks.

Planning is defined by Webster as the “. .
. devising or projecting

the realization or achievement of something.
. .

”

In this definition, Planning is thought of primarily, as the means
whereby something gets realized or done.

If in addition to devising the “means” we were to include in this
definition the delineation of the “something” as well as the devel-
opment of the efficient implementation of the “doing”, we would
have a more accurate picture of the spectrum, in which today’s
planner functions. In other words, in the proper institutional en-
vironment a planner can contribute to the following basic elements
of a program;

o The definition of WHAT should be done
o The development of HOW to get it done, and
o The implementation or the actual DOING of it
In shore, we must decide WHAT we want, the OBJECTIVE

phase; we must determine HOW we can get there the AP-
PROACH phase; and then we have to get it DONE, the
IMPLEMENTATION phase. This simple notion, whether recognized
explicitly or not, has been underlying human progress from the
prehistoric caveman to the Planning, Programming Budgeting sys-
tems or PPB of the late 1960’5.

Illustration

Let me illustrate. The caveman had to know what he wanted, or
what his OBJECTIVE was (e.g., food); he had to figure out how to
get it, or what his APPROACH should be (namely, designing
primitive weapons and then hunting for game); and, finally he had
to do it, or IMPLEMENT it (namely, build the weapons, hunt, kill
the game, and take it home for food).

Definition

11. PLANNING IN GENERAL
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Feedback Constraints

Whereas this three phased process is sequential, the individual
phases cannot be addressed in an isolated manner. While the
OBJECTIVE of the caveman was colored by such primary con-
siderations as the quantity and type of food he desired, he could
not overlook the constraints imposed by the feasibility of the
weapons he could build, or his cunning and stamina as a hunter vis
a vis his prey.*

All of these are clearly APPROACH or IMPLEMENTATION
considerations, feeding back to the determination of what he could
afford as his OBJECTIVE.

In short, the caveman had to assure that his hunting expeditions
would

o neither fail because his aspirations were too high when com-
pared to the means that he could devise, or to the deeds
within his capacity,

o nor would it fail, because his devised means were incompati-
ble with his planned deeds

Little did the caveman know that he would have gotten excel-
lent marks for the planning of his prehistoric hunting expeditions
from the PPB Specialists of the 1960’5.

What we know today and what this example illustrates, is that
when we address any one of these three phases in a sequential
manner, difficulties of subsequent phases must be anticipated and
incorporated as constraints in the phase that is currently being
addressed.
The “Desirable vs. Feasible” Dilemma of the Objective Phase

This must not be overdone, however. In the case of the Harbor
Islands, for example, the OBJECTIVE Phase, or, “What should be
done,” depends on what is desirable (once we can define it) as well
as on what is feasible, as regards the subsequent APPROACH and
IMPLEMENTATION.

* He also could not neglect the demands on his time to do other things besides
building weapons and hunting game. For instance, he had to allow time for fixing up his
cave, for fraternizing with his neighbors, etc. Finally, in deciding upon his food wants, he
had to observe certain tribal institutional constraints as to where he could hunt and any
religious taboos forbidding the killing of certain type game.
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Since it is almost always easier to resolve what is feasible rather
than what is desirable, decision-makers often succumb to letting
the OBJECTIVE be excessively governed by considerations of
feasibility rather than desirability.

In complex problems it is often difficult to determine the
magnitude or even existence of the common regime between the
desirable and the feasible. Planners can help make such determina-
tions but only if working jointly with the decision-maker.

Requirement for Adequate Definition of Each of the Three Phases
Objective, Approach, Implementation

The next point I would like to make is that even though we
may get by and succeed with a minimum of understanding of the
Objective, or Approach, or Implementation Phase of a problem,
there is, nevertheless, a threshold below which our understanding
of any of these phases must not fall.

In the case of the caveman assume that he had no objective such
as food. Then no approach would have been developed, or even if
he had been presented with one he would not have had the
motivation to put it to use in terms of hunting.

Or, assume that he knew that he wanted food and that he was
capable of hunting but could not figure out how to go about it.
Then, no hunting, in effect, would have taken place.

Or, assume that he knew what he wanted, he could figure out
how to go about it, but was physically unable to build his
weapons or perform the act of hunting. Again, nothing would have
happened.

In these three hypothetical cases, the missing phases where Ob-
jective, Approach and Implementation respectively.

If any one of these phases is inadequately addressed the whole
plan falls apart. On the other hand, when one phase is minimally
but still adequately treated, we can make up for some of its
shortcomings in the other two phases. In most cases, however, the
overall plan can be best improved by addressing the least under-
stood phase. In the case of the Harbor Islands, it is clear that this
is Phase I, the “What should we do?” or the OBJECTIVE Phase.
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Roles of and Problems with Planners
Planning can perform a number of roles for the decision-maker

in each of the three phases just discussed. Such roles can range
from analyzing and ordering potential Objectives bases on some
given criteria or set of value judgments; through the development
of imaginative cost/effective Approaches: to the building of appro-
priate tools for efficient Implementations.

Basically, planners can help put problems in a broad context,
and attempt to identify the relevant factors and the important
trade-offs. They can help a decision-maker get a better under-
standing of his problems, the alternative courses of action that are
available to him, and estimated consequences together with his real
as well as intangible costs.

However, what planners or analysts cannot and should not try
to do, is to make decisions for the decision-maker, irrespective of
how sophisticated their tools are or how many computers they use.

A lack of appreciation for this fact, more than anything else, is
the cause of friction between planners and decision-makers. The
planners are either expected to come up with decisions which, they
cannot and should not do, or alternatively are accused of usurping
the role of the decision-maker by trying to make the decisions
themselves.

When planners first arrive on the scene they may open up new
options, new ways of looking at things that were not identified or
thought of previously. To be sure, some of these will prove
impractical, others may not. What frequently happens, however, is
a nagging suspicion on the part of the decision-maker that he
might have been better off before the planners arrived, since now
the planners are telling him about problems and angles that he did
not even know existed before.

If the planners’ efforts contribute to a fuller understanding of
the relevant issues of a previously ill defined problem, then they
obviously are productive. If, however, they confuse the scene,
rather than clarify it, then they are obviously non-constructive.
Unfortunately, occasionally planners’ roles are viewed as being in
the latter category. Even more unfortunately at times, this is a
justifiable view.
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Use of Planning

A final note about planning in general before going to specifics.
This concerns the uses of planning. Let me identify three cate-
gories:

o One, where the professed and actual use is identical, and
Planning performs its intended or admitted role the role
that was described here.

o Two, where a program is about to be turned off but for a
variety of reasons (some perhaps political) the program cannot
be killed outright, and the decision-maker decides to study
and “plan” it to death.

o Three, where a course of action has been decided upon, which
even though remote from the analytical or planning process,
needs the “blessing” of such a process. This is the case when
the decision-maker says or implies: “This is what I have
decided, prove that I am right!”

When planners feel low, they think that the majority of their
efforts are spent not on the first but on the last two of these three
categories.

I’ll limit my talk to planning in the first category, where pro-
fessed and actual use of the process is identical.

111. SOME OF THE MORE COMMON PLANNING TOOLS

Let me talk now, about some representative, specific planning
tools.

Most of these as you will see are helpful in the Approach and
Implementation Phase, rather than in the Judgment-Laden Objec-
tive Phase, where our greatest need seems to be.

The origins of most of these planning tools date back to the
1950’5, though a few of them are a bit older. Their development
and refinement, if not their actual inception, was nurtured by
generous fundings from the U.S. Defense Establishment. As a rule,
they are concerned with efficient use of something scarce, whether
time or money or professional talent, towards a specific goal or set
of goals.
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With these points in mind let me discuss five representative tools
which the planner can draw up on: Operations Research; Cost
Effectiveness; Systems Analysis; PPBS, and PERT.

Operations Research Operations Research (OR) was initially
developed by British and American scientists during World War II
to refine anti-submarine warfare tactics against German submarines,
and to develop methods for improving the bombing accuracy of
the Allied air force. It was not until the early fifties, however, that
OR came into broader professional use.

OR can be defined to include any formal mathematical model
intended to help solve practical immediate problems in the fields
of business, governmental or military operations, or the like.
Operations analysts tend to be engineers, mathematicians, statisti-
cians and natural scientists by training, and the models which they
employ reflect the variety in their backgrounds. For example, OR
techniques can be used to determine the optimal size and alloca-
tion of a firm’s advertising budget; the minimum number of tele-
phone circuits required by a firm or government agency; or an
optimal distribution of warehouses for a firm with nation-wide
marketing. As regards the Boston Harbor Islands, OR might help
project anticipated traffic flows to and from the Islands, in the
event that some of them are used for airplane or hydrofoil
stations. Alternatively, OR might be used to prescribe an optimal
recreational capacity for the Islands. It should be noted, however,
that the usefulness of OR as a tool would come into play, once
the ultimate use of the Islands has been decided upon. OR would
probably have little to say about the desired use of the Islands.

Cost Effectiveness The planning tools of “cost effectiveness”
and “cost-benefit” analysis are sufficiently similar to be dealt with
under a single heading here. At the individual or business firm
level, the use of some form of cost-benefit analysis is as old as
entrepreneurial activity itself. The application of the technique
within the public sector, however, is a relatively modern develop-
ment, originating with research at the RAND Corporation during
the mid-fifties.

Cost-benefit analysis derives directly from the economics of
resource allocation. Its purpose is to suggest a set of activities
leading to a maximum feasible return from the use of limited
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resources: or, alternatively, to achieve a given objective at a mini-
mum of cost. Governments and planners have applied these tech-
niques over the past decade in evaluating the merits of alternative
social public projects for a given community. For instance, cost-
benefit and effectiveness analyses have been used to determine the
efficacy of, and optimal choice among, alternative population con-
trol methods, hydroelectric and irrigation schemes, urban transit
systems, and so on. In the context of the Harbor Islands, cost-
effectiveness analysis might offer insights into alternative uses for
the Islands provided elusive value judgments can be incorporated
into the process.

Systems Analysis - Systems analysis has historical links to
cost-effectiveness,” both in time and subject matter. In fact there

is little consensus of opinion about the line which demarcates the
two fields. To complicate matters further, the terms “systems
analysis” and “systems approach” are frequently used with negli-
gence to cover almost any analytical method used by planners.

Let me attempt some clarifications. “Cost-effectiveness” has
traditionally focused on both present and discounted future money
value, of costs and benefits. It is a “dollar for dollar” approach.
“Systems analysis,” sometimes purports to be more than this. In
evaluating alternatives, “systems analysis” attempts to take account
of some of the non-quantifiable, non-dollar considerations. On the
basis of “cost-effectiveness” alone a planner might recommend to a
city manager or mayor that a new urban freeway would be de-
sirable (“cost-effective”) for by-passing a segment of the central
business district. The systems analyst, with a broader gauged defini-
tion of the “desirable” might reject the freeway solution and look
for other alternatives, if he found the freeway socially objection-
able. In this sense, it might be said that “systems analysis” sub-
sumes “cost-effectiveness.” “Systems analysis” applied to the Har-
bor Islands, might seek an optimal use of them that is compatible
with the total social, physical and ecological environment.

PPBS The Planning-Programming-Budgeting System was
developed within the Comptroller’s office at the Pentagon in 1961.
The name most often associated with the formulation of PPBS is
Charles Hitch. Because of the success of PPBS in adding rationality
to Defense spending and planning, a directive from the White
House in 1965 instructed other Federal agencies to adopt the
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system. Of late many State, County, and Local governments have
embraced PPBS.

PPBS can be thought of as a way of institutionalizing cost-
benefit and systems analyses as an integral part of a government
agency’s budgetary system. Many authorities have described in
detail the major features of a PPB system.* For our purposes these
features may be summarized as follows:

1. PPB requires government agencies to be explicit in defining
what their basic goals are and to formulate and evaluate their
major action programs in terms of meeting these basic goals.

2. Sound cost analysis is an integral feature of PPB. A PPB
System seeks to insure that an agency’s cost estimates include
all relevant costs, not just the direct costs involved in initia-
ting a program

3. PPB requires that an agency’s basic objectives, action pro-
grams and cost estimates be linked to each other and that all
of them be expressed on a multi-year basis.

4. PPB lays great stress on a systematic analysis of program
alternatives with the objective of identifying to an agency’s
decision-maker what his cost/effective trade-offs might be.

The spirit, purpose, and the emphasis on analytical methods of
PPB are certainly relevant to sound public decision-making, con-
cerning the utilization of the Harbor Islands. However, in the past
the greatest use of PPB has been as a means of introducing
long-term budgetary reform in a specific, on-going government
agency. PPB has seldom been applied as a means of disciplining
special-purpose, multi-agency planning efforts such as these deliber-
ations concerning the Boston-area Harbor Islands.

PERT - Program Evaluation Review Technique (PERT), has its
origins in the defense community. It was designed to assist in the
speedy production of the Polaris submarine for the Navy. It has
subsequently found a broad range of military and industrial uses
where complex production or scheduling problems arise.

PERT is a tool for closely planning, controlling, and reviewing
time and cost aspects of thousands of discrete, interdependent

An authoritative, lucid description of PPB is contained in: Charles L. Schultze.TVie
;s and Economics of Public Spending, The Brookings Institution, 1968. Mr. SchultzeP<

Director of the Bureau of the Budget under President Johnson and was responsible
pplication of PPB to Federal civilian ager
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activities and operations involved in carrying out a major program,
e.g., producing a major weapon system. PERT does this through
flow-chart analysis that identifies so-called critical paths and that,
among other things, takes into account the relative uncertainty of
completing each discrete task.

Hence, PERT is a tool which the planner finds most useful in
connection with the Implementation phase.

Once a use or set of uses has been agreed upon for the Boston
Harbor Islands, and once an approach has been selected, PERT
might help the City and State authorities to insure that the
selected alternative gets implemented according to the planned
schedule and in accordance with the prior estimated amount of
money.

IV. A METHOD FOR THE DETERMINATION OF FUTURE
USES OF THE BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS

The tools that I have just discussed are all concerned with the
use of analysis to facilitate and improve the quality of management
decision-making.

Over time, analysts have sought to expand the kinds of situ-
ations in which they could be helpful. To recall, early OR studies
sought merely to optimize the use of scarce resources to achieve a
specified goal. Some contemporary planning studies seek to help
decision-makers in the design of new program alternatives. Of late,
Systems Analysts have also tried to assist with the definition of the
decision-maker’s OBJECTIVE.

Let me move beyond these generalities now and illustrate, using
the Harbor Islands, how planners and decision-makers could work
together in addressing the OBJECTIVE Phase. My intent is not to
give facts, make judgments or propose specific solutions at this
time.

My sole purpose is to illustrate a Method*, whereby a planner or
analyst could screen and structure the relevant information that

* The Method presented here was developed in the Systems Analysis Department of
the Mitre Corporation, Bedford, Massachusetts, when I was heading that Department in1967 and 1968. Mitre Report M6B-16/Aug. 1968, titled A Regional Project Evaluation
Model by Dr. Martin V. Jones, served as the basis for the preparation of this illustrativeMethod.
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I

*

bears on the OBJECTIVE Phase of the Harbor Islands question,
and put it in a form that would help the appropriate City and
State decision-makers make the necessary OBJECTIVE related
decisions.

Now what is this Method and how does it work?
The Method includes a set of considerations that I felt are

important to a decision making body, which set, I am sure, is
incomplete. However, the format is such, that the Harbor Islands
Decision-Makers could easily add or delete other criteria as they
see fit. The information is not limited to considerations that can
be neatly expressed in conventional cost/effectiveness equations.
Included are social, political, administrative, legal and other as-
pects, in addition to the usual engineering and economic ones.

The Method consists of five management-oriented exhibits which
are included in the Appendix to this paper.

PART A: Briefly states the purpose of each project or alterna-
tive program and tells what it would do, making for
easy comparisons. This information has been extracted
from the MIT Report.*

PART B: Rates the competing Program Alternatives relative to
27 major economic, social, political, administrative,
and other criteria for purposes of comparison. At this
early stage, a set of adjective codes is used to make
these ratings: E (Excellent), G (Good), F (Fair), and P
(Poor). These can be later refined with the help of
decision-makers. I conjured up the criteria for this
part, for purposes of illustration, after reading the MIT
Report.

PART C: Presents the rationale for these Part B ratings by
means of shore narratives, illustrated by three ex-
amples. (In real-life application this type of rationale
would be drafted for each Part B adjective rating.)

PART D: Quantifies 13 major measurable benefits applicable to
each Program Alternative.

* The Harbor Islands, by the Harbor Islands Study Group, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, 16 April 1969.
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PART E: Suggests two types of Cost-Summary Formats, for
purposes of comparison. These are: (Program Cate-
gories vs. Time; and, Sources of Funds vs. Time)
which in turn are compatible with the Part D Benefits
Analysis. (See Appendices).

As you can see the Method is simple no complicated mathe-
matical equations, or esoteric concepts are used. It stops at the end
of the preliminary stage of the analysis, since the information that
was available did not permit going further. However, with some
additional, rather straightforward studies, progress could be re-
sumed. The Harbor Islands Decision-Makers could then be assisted
in assigning priorities to each of the 27 evaluation criteria that are
given in this Method, change adjective ratings to weighted ones,
and move toward the selection of preferred alternative OB-
JECTIVES for the Islands that are desirable, feasible, as well as
efficient.

What is hopefully emerging here is a systematic comparative
methodology, that concentrates on relevant criteria for assessing
different types of benefits, together with “costs” and concessions
of Alternatives, insofar as' the Objective phase of the program is
concerned. Hopefully, this could contribute to a more rational,
systematic selection of the answers to the question: “What should
be done with the Boston Harbor Islands?”

There are many general problems that the Commission can
expect, when coming to grips with the determination of the future
of the Harbor Islands via the planning process.

It would be presumptuous for me to recite to this politically
sophisticated audience the practical problems that the use of this
Method would create. Many of the most relevant criteria such as
the esthetic qualities of outdoor recreation are not only hard to
measure, they almost defy definition. Moreover, the sharply diver-
gent values of important groups air carriers and travelers vs.
low-cost housing supports are almost impossible to reconcile.
You, much more than I, are aware of such difficulties.

However, these hard-to-reconcile problems must be faced,
whether you use analytical methods or not. The Method suggested

V. NECESSARY STEPS, CHANGES, CONCESSIONS
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would bring these problems into sharper focus, vis a vis one
another, before you have to reach your decisions.

Let me now conclude with some of the requirements that would
have to be met, if the Method illustrated in this paper is to have a
chance to succeed.

1. Using this Method requires risks in that the decision-maker
would have to be explicit about identifying certain sensitive
considerations that he may prefer to leave unstated.

2. This Method requires that the decision-maker personally par-
ticipate in the analytical process, to contribute special knowl-
edge and judgment, which are both essential and possessed
only by him. This would consume his valuable time, besides
being hard work.

3. As alluded to under 2., the decision-maker would have to
provide many of the “data inputs” for this type of analysis.
For instance, he would have to decide what criteria are
relevant to the decision, and as such listed in the Part B,
qualitative analysis. Should the analysis proceed beyond the
preliminary stage that was described in this paper, it may
become necessary for the decision-maker to pass judgment on
the relative importance of each of the selected criteria, and
assign some weights, rather than adjective to their ratings,
whenever possible. This task alone would raise many im-
ponderables and require much soul-searching.

In spite of the many challenges that this Method raises, the
potential rewards could be equally great. Using some such method
would permit you to make decisions in a more comprehensive
context. This would allow you to better account to both yourself
and others, as to why you made the decisions that you did.
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Project Descriptions

Qualitative Ratings for Harbor Island Projects

Rationale for Part B Ratings

PART D-l Quantifiable Benefits

PART D-2 Further Definition of Measures in Part D-l

PART E-l Cost Summary (Sources of Funds vs. Time)

PART E-2 Cost Summary (Program Category vs. Time)
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PART B

PART C
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Public and private efforts would combine to make possible a
modest use of the Harbor Islands for recreational purposes. The
20-year public cost would approximate $45,000,000. The pro-
gram would involve the acquisition by either the Metropolitan
District Commission or the Department of National Resources
of five of the Harbor Islands for swimming, picknicking, and
camping purposes. These developed islands would be made
accessible to mainland residents by boat and public ferry.

Compared to Alternative No. 1, this project would involve a
more intensive development of the Islands for recreational uses
plus their development for educational purposes. The 20 year
public and private costs would approximate $225,000,000. The
educational facilities would consist of formal, specialized, com-
munity colleges and informal seasonal uses such as children’s
summer camps, zoos, conferences, etc. In terms of construc-
tion, pedestrian bridges would connect some of the islands, and
channels between other islands would be widened and deepen-
ed. Efficient, novel, and inexpensive public transportation (land
and water) would be utilized to transport people to, from, and
around the islands to eliminate the need for private auto-
mobiles. Some high-density residences would be built on the
Islands.

This, the most ambitious of the three projects, would aim to
create a new Harbor Community where 50,000 persons would
live. The gross 20 year public and private costs would approxi-
mate $443,000,000 less $75,000,000 that would be realized
from the sale of improved land to private users. In terms of
construction, landfill would be used to expand the Boston-area
shorelines and the Islands would be connected by structural
causeways. A very comprehensive, highly innovative trans-
portation plan would be a feature of the project. Approximate-
ly 15,000 dwelling units of both small, moderate density neigh-
borhoods and high-rise residences would be built. A well
planned and varied commercial and industrial development
would be a part of the program.

PART A
PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

PROJECT: ALTERNATIVE NO. 1

PROJECT; ALTERNATIVE NO. 2

PROJECT: ALTERNATIVE NO. 3
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PART B

QUALITATIVE RATINGS OF HARBOR ISLAND PROJECTS
Code: E (Excellent); G (Good); F (Fair); P (Poor).

RatedProjectsCRITERIA
No, 2No. 1 No. 3No.

1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
E
E
E
F

G
G
F
F

F
F
P
G

Number of community goals promoted
Importance of these goals'
Impact of Project on these goals
Degree of certainty that Project will work ~

How quickly would the project

1
2
3
4

F
F

F
F

G
G

(a) begin to produce any benefits5
6 (b) achieve its full benefits

2. DIRECT BENEFITS (Boston Area)

E
E
E
E

7 Increase in housing supply F
E
F
G

F
F
P
P

Increase in water recreational facilities
Increase in tax base

8
9

Increase in educational opportunities
3, INDIRECT BENEFITS (Boston Area)

10

11 Improvement in market for unskilled labor G
F

P
P

E
E12 Reduction in exodus of middle class families

and industry to the suburbs
13 Enhancement of chances as ‘76 World’s Fair Site

Pilot-Test for Urban Planning Methods
F
P

G
E

G
G14

4. COSTS
Financial costs to sponsoringagencies

Public spending
Private spending

15 F
F
F
F
G
G
F
F

G
E
G
G
G
G
G
G

P
P
P
P
P
F
P
P

16
17 Financial costs to dislocated island facilities
18 Adverse effects on Boston seaport facilities

Adverse effects on commercial fishing
Problems posed for sewage disposal
Hindrance to Logan airport traffic expansion
Adverse effect on wildlife and marine life

19
20
21
22

5. CONSTRAINTS
Interest Group Position (Political Opposition)

Present waterfront landowners
Business: Aviation, Fishing, etc.
Urban Renewal Groups (e. g., BRA)

23 P
P
F
F
P

F
F
F
F
F

G
G
G
G
G

24
25
26 Complexities in administering program if adopted

Legal jurisdictional conflicts-'27

'To the extent that different goals are affected by different projects
2How certain is it that: (I) the public will accept the “dial-a-bus” transportation

featuresof Alternative No. 3; (2) the public will utilize the facilities of the developed
islands in view of the aircraft noise; (3) VSTOL technology will be developed to the
point of practical utilization by the dates necessary for adoption of Alternative No. 3?

o
Federal, State, Boston, Towns, Private Owners
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(Illustrations)

No. 1 - F
No. 2-F
No. 3 - E

No. 7 Increase in Housing Supply

Alternative No. 1 potentially could lead to housing develop-
ments on two islands, namely Long Island and Deer Island. The
housing possibilities of Alternative No. 2 consist primarily of
high-rise construction. The potential number of units of such
construction has not yet been estimated. Alternative No. 3 has
the potential for developing 15,000 new housing units and this
might satisfy as much as 50 percent of Boston’s unmet demand
for new housing.

No. 11. Improvement in Market for Unskilled Labor No. 1- P
No. 2 - G
No. 3 - E

Alternative No. 1, because it would involve the establishment
of no new major industry, would do relatively little for un-
skilled Boston labor. Alternative No. 2 would provide substan-
tial opportunities for unskilled labor on two counts. First, a
large portion of the $225,000,000 project expenditures would
be for construction work requiring large numbers of unskilled
laborers. Second, the comprehensive transportation program
would involve both short- and long-run opportunities for un-
skilled labor. Alternative No. 3, because it would involve the
establishment of a major industrial base on the Harbor Islands
would provide even greater employment opportunities than
Alternative No. 2.

No. 1 - G
No. 2 - F
No. 3 - P

No. 21. Hindrance to Logan Airport Traffic
Expansion

The limited-use recreational facilities that Alternative No, 1
would build would not basically interfere with the possible
expansion of Logan Airport to accommodate a 200 percent
predicted increase in air traffic. The intensified development of
the Islands under Alternative No. 2 is basically incompatible
with Logan’s expansion. The full development of the Harbor
Islands with its thousands of single-family homes would vir-
tually eliminate Logan’s expansion possibilities, under Alter-
native No. 3.

PART C
RATIONALE FOR PART B RATINGS



1971| HOUSE - No. 5051 195

QUANTIFIABLE BENEFITS
(For each of the three alternative programs [No. 1,2, and 3]

show the following:)

PART D-l
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1. Total numbers of persons using all Harbor Island recreation
facilities boating, swimming, etc.

2. Total number of acres of land made suitable for any type of
recreational purpose.

3. Acres of Harbor Island land made accessible by boat.
4. Acres of Harbor Island land made accessible to any type of

land transportation.

5. Number of students enrolled in formal full-time Harbor Island
educational institutions.

6. Number of users of other Harbor Island educational-type facil-
ities summer camps, zoos, educational conferences etc.

Total number of acres of land made suitable for residential
use.

8, Total number of new residential units constructed,
9. Number of new families housed on Harbor Islands

10. Total number of new jobs of all types created on Harbor
Islands.

PART D-2
FURTHER DEFINITION OF MEASURES IN PART D-l

RECREATION

EDUCATION

HOUSING

EMPLOYMENT

11. Total number of new jobs for unskilled and low skilled labor
created on Harbor Islands.

12. Total number of dollars added to the Boston-area tax base by
Harbor Island projects.

13. Total number of acres of land made suitable for industrial and
commercial use.
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COST SUMMARY (SOURCES OF FUNDS VS. TIME)
( Millions of Dollars)

(Where the money comes from)

Alternative No. 1

Years (1 through 20)
3 etc. 20 Total1

45Public

Private
)Total

Alternative No. 2

85

140

225

Public 185*

258

443

Private

Total

*This public cost would be reduced by $75 million as reclaimed land
is sold for residential, industrial, commercial, and other uses. The
private cost estimates shown above only partly reflect costs of these
land purchases.

Total

PART E-l

SOURCE

Total

ative No. 3Altern

Years (1 through 20)
SOURCE 3 eta 201
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COST SUMMARY (PROGRAM CATEGORY VS. TIME)
(Millions of dollars)

(Where the money goes)
For each of the three alternative plans (No. 1, 2, and 3) and for both
public and private sectors estimate, where applicable, the following
costs:

Program Category

General Development*
Land Acquisition
Land Fill
Site Preparation
Utilities
Management

Recreational Programs
Land Acquisition
Land Fill
Site Preparation
Utilities
Management

Educational Programs
Land Acquisition
Land Fill
Site Preparation
Utilities
Management

Housing Development Prog
Land Acquisition
Land Fill
Site Preparation
Utilities
Management

Employment Develop. Prog
Land Acquisition
Land Fill
Site Preparation
Utilities
Management

PART E-2

includes Transportation Systems, Basic Utilities, Overhead
Planning.
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Concluding Remarks: Framework for Future Action

Senator John Joseph Moakley, Chairman,
Harbor Islands Commission

SENATOR MOAKLEY: I for one am more than satisfied with
the participation in this Conference and the dialogue that 1 have
heard in the past two days. 1 have heard dialogue that never
existed before, between conservationists and planners, and between
recreation interests and industries.

We have come a long way in discussing the Harbor Islands. 1
have enjoyed this Conference, and I am most gratified and I am
speaking for the members of the Harbor Islands Commission
that you men and women would give of your time to join us here
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to try to solve a problem
that is most vexing and most pressing at this time.

The product of this cross-fertilization of ideas will arm our
Commission with some of the necessary information to decide the
critical question as to who will be responsible and authorized to
proceed in the utilization of this Harbor resource. And we have
heard from men of distinction who advocate respectively Federal
control. State control, and even City control.

And as to the question, “What shall be done with this resource,”
you have provided us with valuable information. This issue is
highly volatile, and I am sure that you now realize that a political
mechanism is necessary to effect an equitable resolution.

At this point, this Legislative Commission offers a vehicle for
future study and investigation which will be done as many of these
workshops recommended. At present, this Commission, composed
of legislators and private groups, provides at least some semblance
of community participation; and more participation, of course, will
be needed if any successor agency is created.

Your workshops also have articulated this, and 1 concur. We
have learned some very bitter lessons here in Boston from attempts
to affect communities without comprehensive community partici-
pation. And this will not happen in this Boston Harbor com-
munity. For as I stated in my introductory remarks, the one
constant in this decision-making process is and will be the satisfac-
tion of the most citizens, and it will not be favoring one segment
of the community over the other.
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Ladies and gentlemen, it is premature at this time to reach any
conclusions or evaluate the data and information that has been
accumulated here over the past two days. I can say that we have
workers right now already compiling the information that we have
heard over the past two days. Again, I cannot tell you how excited
1 am with your participation and the thoughts that you have
generated in this Conference.

Although this Conference will end today, the dialogue and
communication, I am sure, will continue to flow. I think that this
Conference shows that we have accomplished what they said could
not be done. You were all asked to come and express your views
on this issue, and this has been done. Through this Conference, we
have all been exposed to many diverse and sometimes conflicting
points of view. There are no simple answers, but 1 hope, and
indeed request, that any suggestions and comments that you may
find time to make in the future will be forwarded to us here in the
State.

Once again, I can only say that I am sure that Massachusetts has
been the beneficiary of this Conference and that your workshop
chairmen and your speakers and many of you here who have
attended this Conference will hear from this Committee through
mail as a result of the decisions that we probably will reach in the
future.

Once again, thank you very much for your participation. 1 am
sure it has been most fruitful.
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Statement of Purpose Prepared for the Second
Organizational Meeting of Co-Sponsors, April 17, 1969

A conference on the future of the islands, waters and shoreline
of Boston Harbor necessarily has many purposes. The primary
purpose of this conference is to assist the legislative process in the
actual determination of the Harbor’s future. The conference is
timed to coincide roughly with the submission of a report to the
Special Legislative Commission on the Boston Harbor by the Bos-
ton Harbor Study Group of the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy. This report, The Harbor Islands, is incorporated in the Com-
mission’s legislative recommendations to the General Court to be
filed during the current legislative session. The report and the
Commission will recommend to the General Court that the Harbor
and portions of the shoreline be taken by the Commonwealth, in
order that the future alternative uses of the Harbor’s unique
environmental resources may be systematically, democratically
determined for the benefit of the community as a whole.

This conference is a first step toward the development of such a
systematic, democratic process. It seeks to establish a working
relationship between the public and private sectors of the metro-
politan Boston community, which will insure that the Harbor’s
utilization not only responds to a variety of metropolitan needs,
but does so in a way that meets basic requirements of the private
market economy. If such an approach seems exceptionally chal-
lenging, the underlying premise of the conference is nevertheless
that the rational, humane use of all of our environmental resources
cannot be accomplished otherwise.

)e Commontoealtl) of iflasssacljugEttE!
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Letter from Senator Moakley welcoming Conference
Co-Sponsors, April, 1969

As Chairman of the Harbor Islands Commission, 1 warmly
welcome your co-sponsorship of a Conference on the future of the
islands, waters, and shoreline of Boston Harbor. If you were able
to attend the presentation to the Commission by the Boston
Harbor Study Group of MIT April 17, I know that you share my
enthusiasm for this Conference and will make every effort, as I
will, to make it a success.

During the next several days it will be my privilege to extend
invitations on behalf of the Commission to participants in the
Conference. As you are no doubt aware, Senator Kennedy has
been invited to deliver the keynote address. The Senator has
expressed a strong interest in the Harbor on many occasions in the
past, and, if his schedule permits, he has indicated that he will
accept.

I ask your help in determining the best qualified participants in
the remaining parts of the Conference, according to the guidelines
suggested in the program agenda and other materials that have
been supplied to you. Because of the time constraint, I ask that
you indicate first and alternate preferences as soon as these are
determined to Mr. John M. Moran, Executive Director of the
Commission, at 523-6600, or, in his absence, to Mr. David C.
Harrison of the consulting firm Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co., at
266-7100. The Commission will make final decisions on all recom-
mendations.

It bears repeating that the mission of the Harbor Islands Com-
mission is to explore every alternative use of the Harbor and to
evaluate as systematically as possible the attendant costs and bene-
fits of each. The Commission has, therefore, undertaken to develop
a clear expression of community needs and priorities to which each
Harbor use may respond and to assess the impact of each use on
the Harbor and its environs. This Conference, subsequent hearings
and comprehensive studies are intended to enable the Commission
to achieve these aims.

The most compelling requirement for the success of this Confer-
ence is full community participation and support, first, because the
future of the Harbor is for the community to decide and, second.
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because this Conference will be whatever the community eventual-
ly makes of it. I hope that the comprehensive range of interests
represented by the Conference co-sponsors and the great impor-
tance of the co-sponsors’ role confirm that this requirement is
being met. For my part, as Chairman of the Commission, I intend
to devote my efforts to insuring that the Conference serves the
best interests of the community as a whole. I trust that you are in
accord with these objectives and will in turn be guided by them.

The Commission is grateful for your interest and support. I am
confident that we can work together in the coming weeks to make
the Conference a milestone in the wise utilization of one of the
region’s most important environmental resources.

Very truly yours

JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY, SENATOR
Chairman, Harbor Islands Commission
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Conference Announcement, May 1969

JUNE 24 and 25, 1969

fETje Commontoealtf) of 4fla*sacf)utfetW

THE SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON THE ISLANDS,
WATERS AND SHORELINE OF BOSTON HARBOR ANNOUNCES

A CONFERENCE ON THE FUTURE OF THE ISLANDS,
WATERS AND SHORELINE OF BOSTON HARBOR

HOUSE CHAMBER
STATE HOUSE
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS
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To inform government and industry leadership of the environ-
mental resources of Boston Harbor;

to identify technological capabilities and constraints applicable
to future Harbor uses;

to initiate a systematic measurement of costs and benefits of
alternative Harbor uses;

to stimulate informed discussion concerning the roles of
government and industry in the utilization of the Harbor’s
resources; and
to frame logical next steps in the determination of the Har-
bor’s future uses.

Boston Harbor is a fifty square mile area of land and water
which, properly utilized, could respond to essential needs of the
people of Metropolitan Boston and the New England Region.
These needs are well and often documented recreational oppor-
tunities, housing, transportation, and a humane environment, to
name some of the more familiar yet the Harbor as a place for
their accommodation is virtually unexplored. The untapped poten-
tial of this unique environmental resource, coupled with constantly
increased pressures on Harbor space, compels a special inquiry:
What can be done with it? What should be done with it?

The Conference is organized into eight addresses and ten work-
shops which deal, in order, with three basic considerations: Harbor
uses; the planning process; and participation in the planning pro-
cess.

PURPOSES OF THE CONFERENCE

PREMISE

ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE
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First Day

Keynote Address: SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY will ad-
dress the Conference on the theme of public/private partnership.

Other addresses will cover:

Role of the Harbor Islands Commission.
Impact of urbanization on environmental resources of Boston
Harbor.
Metropolitan framework for the determination of future Har-
bor uses.

Presentation: The Boston Harbor Study Group of the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology will present the findings of its report
to the Harbor Islands Commission.

Workshops

Workshop dicussions on the first day will focus on technological
capabilities and constraints applicable to five dominant Harbor
uses, each of which conflicts or potentially conflicts in some
degree with the others. These are;

a receptacle for waste water and air pollution, including
noise;
a regional transportation center port, airport, and potential
link in a northeast corridor transportation network;
a conservation and recreational preserve;
a body of water; and
a potential site for an urban neighborhood.

Second Day

Addresses

Market formation in the utilization of community resources in
Boston Harbor.

CONFERENCE OUTLINE
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Application of the planning process to the determination of
future Harbor uses.

. A framework for future action.
Workshops

Workshop discussions on the second day will focus on organiza-
tion roles in the utilization of Harbor resources. Two major issues
will be discussed in each workshop:

What will government require of business for the establish-
ment of an effective working relationship?; and
What will business require of government for the establish-
ment of an effective working relationship?

One workshop will deal with the requirements of private indus-
tries active in related markets in goods and services, while another
examines the requirements of financial and other institutions en-
gaged in real estate development. The federal government's experi-
ence in creating and managing a national market in defense systems
will be discussed with reference to potentials for developing
markets in related non-defense fields. Two workshops will cover
the central role of the state.

A boat tour of the Harbor and lunch on Georges Island will be
arranged for those interested, Thursday, June 26, weather per-
mitting.

Relevant background materials will be furnished to members of
each workshop including copies of the report of the Boston Harbor
Study Group of MIT and bibliographies. Workshop Chairmen will
outline specific issues to be discussed, coordinate workshop discus-
sions with the help of discussion leaders, and report to the Confer-
ence as a whole. Participation in the workshops will be established
in advance. Addresses and working papers will be edited for publi-
cation following the Conference.

DISCUSSION FORMAT
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Participation in the Conference is by invitation, and will be
limited to approximately 100 persons representing:

a mixture of public and private organizations;
the required range of technological capabilities;
relevant policy areas; and
existing interests in the Harbor.

Conference sessions will be held in the House Chamber, Gardner
Auditorium and hearing rooms of the State House. Hotel, luncheon
and dinner accommodations will be provided at the Parker House.
It is recommended that room reservations be made as early as
possible by direct contact with the hotel.

This Conference is being conducted under the auspices of:

Financial Support and active cooperation in planning the Confer-
ence have been provided by the following industrial/commercial
firms;

General Dynamics Corporation
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company
National Shawmut Bank
Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.
Peat, Marwick, Livingston & Co.

PARTICIPATION

FACILITIES

CONFERENCE SPONSORSHIP

THE SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON THE ISLANDS,
WATERS AND SHORELINE OF THE BOSTON HARBOR.
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Letter of invitation to Conference participants from
Senator Moakley, May-June, 1969

On behalf of the Harbor Islands Commission, I take pleasure in
inviting your participation in a Conference on the Future of the
Islands, Waters and Shoreline of Boston Harbor, to be held in the
House Chamber and hearing rooms of the State House, Boston,
Massachusetts, June 24 and 25, 1969.

You are invited to participate, and your organization is invited
to be represented, in workshop discussions described in the accom-
panying announcement and draft agenda on

Preferences for alternative workshops will be accommodated in
the interest of achieving productive workshop results, subject to
limitations on overall attendance and balanced representation.
Please be kind enough to forward the names and positions of those
who will participate in addition to or in place of yourself at your
earliest convenience. If your own name, address or affiliation is
given incorrectly, please so indicate. An attendance list will be
prepared upon receipt of replies for distribution at the Conference.

Additional materials further defining the scope of the work-
shops, copies of the MIT report, The Harbor Islands, other ger-
mane publications and final agendas will be distributed prior to the
Conference. Thoughtful responses are sought to a variety of issues
posed by the utilization of Boston Harbor, and you are therefore
asked to review these as carefully as time will permit.

Registration is $5O per person. Checks should be made payable
to the Harbor Islands Conference, care of the National Shawmut
Bank, Government Center Office, One Center Plaza, Boston, Massa-
chusetts, 02108, Attention: R. W. McMahon.

As Chairman of the legislative commission responsible for in-
itiating comprehensive Harbor planning, I take pride in its accom-
plishments in so far enlisting the assistance of the academic and
business communities. The MIT report to the Commission and this
Conference attest to the presence of professional and organization-
al resources which the Commission seeks to utilize in behalf of the
community. Equally important, the Commission has begun,
through established deliberative processes, to lead the Common-
wealth more productively into problem areas acknowledged to be
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among the most urgent and complex facing our generation, in-
cluding pollution control, urban transportation, recreation, conser-
vation, water resources development and community development.

But it is only a start. This Conference and your part in it must
demonstrate that the community can organize to determine a
useful future for one of its most valuable environmental resources.
I am privileged to entrust a measure of this responsibility to you. I
sincerely hope that you will accept.

Very truly yours,

SENATOR JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY
Chairman, Harbor Islands Commission
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Suggested Guidelines for Workshop Discussion,
Distributed to Workshop Chairmen and Discussion Leaders,

May, 1969

Workshop Leadership Functions

Chairman!Co-Chairman

open discussion with 10 minute summation of workshop pur-
poses and procedure and summation of central issues for
discussion with supporting remarks as necessary and appro-
priate;
coordinate discussion;

by regulating time devoted to each issue;
. by utilizing key source people, including discussion leaders
close discussion with brief, informal summary of points em-
phasized ;

preparation and delivery of workshop report to Conference

Discussion Leaders

assist in chairmen’s functions, particularly;
discussion coordination and utilization of source people
according to special interests/expertise;
preparation of workshop report

Workshop Preparation

Workshop chairmen and discussion leaders are urged to plan a
coordinated approach together in advance, based on a common
understanding of conference objectives and procedures. This can be
done at a brief planning session or by telephone contact. Some
prior communication is strongly advised. A list of confirmed work-
shop chairmen and discussion leaders with telephone numbers is
attached.

SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR WORKSHOP DISCUSSION
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Conference Objectives/Procedures

General outline. A general description of the order of the
Conference addresses and workshops and their intended re-
sults is given in the announcement. The first day is devoted to
an examination of costs and benefits, capabilities and con-
straints applicable to Harbor uses. In other words, the impli-
cations of what can be done in the Harbor are brought into
focus in terms of physical or technological capabilities of the
community. With certain first-day assumptions as a frame of
reference, the discussion on the second day shifts to a con-
sideration of what can be done in the Harbor in terms of
organizational and financial needs and capabilities of the com-
munity.

Underlying assumptions. On each day the underlying assump-
tion of each address and each discussion is that more must be
known about the Harbor, both in terms of relevant physical
needs and capabilities and in terms of relevant organizational/
financial needs and capabilities, before the Harbor planning
process approaches the program formulation phase. The dis-
cussion therefore belongs on a fairly general or abstract level
at the same time that it is addressed to specific issues.

The planning process. The Conference and each of its work-
shops are viewed as elements of a planning process which
must be applied to insure full and proper utilization of the
Harbor’s resources. The process is described as being system-
atic, meaning, first, that it embraces all of the Harbor’s
resources and their interrelationships and second, that it em-
braces the needs of existing and future generations of the
region’s population as one, i.e., as a single community of
interests. Two basic conclusions follow:

Harbor uses. Even though the Harbor is viewed for the
purposes of discussion as fulfilling a single purpose in each
first day workshop, it must be assumed that the use in
question shares certain of the Harbor’s resources with other
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I
uses, just as the needs it serves are shared by different
elements of the community. This explains in part why it
would be both inappropriate and impossible to direct any
first day workshops toward a consensus either for or
against a particular use. Rather than structure the discus-
sion along the lines of a debate over the desirability of
particular uses, chairmen and discussion leaders are asked to
frame an inquiry into certain needs and capabilities that
must be determined before judgment is made. This does
not gainsay the continuing need for consensus on any
important public issue; it points up a basic motivating
assumption of the Conference, that if there is lack of
consensus about the Harbor’s future at least it should not
be attributable to lack of information.

Participation in the planning process. The success of the
Harbor planning process cannot be measured alone by the
design and development of a useful product, for example, a
more efficient sewage facility, a more accessible recreational
facility or an attractive housing development. Being an
essentially political process, its essential measure of success
will be the satisfaction of the succeeding generations of
area inhabitants (1) who participate in the process and (2)
whose needs are affected. The Conference as one element
of this process must aim toward maximizing rather than
diminishing future choice. Given the extensive information
needs documented by the MIT Boston Harbor Study
Group, it should be clear that the moment for closing
future options is still far off. The primary function of the
Conference and each of its workshops should therefore be
to generate new information. A closely related purpose
should therefore be to identify and to generate community
support for steps necessary to satisfy basic information
needs.

Conference follow-on. Intensive comprehensive research
should (ollow the Conference, along lines of inquiry estab-
lished in part by the Conference though (1) special studies
and (2) hearings and presentations at the neighborhood level.
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Issues for Discussion

A list of issues for workshop discussion is attached. It is
recommended that these be carefully reviewed and edited.

Background Materials

MIT report. Copies of the MIT report, The Harbor Islands,
have been sent to each speaker, workshop chairman and
discussion leader, and are currently being mailed to workshop
participants. These should be carefully read as a minimum
requirement for Conference participation. If copies have not
been received, please so indicate. Requests for additional
copies will be noted at the Conference registration table, as
supplies are limited.
Other materials. Additional background documents for spe-
cific workshops are being forwarded to workshop Chairmen,
discussion leaders and participants as time and supplies per-
mit.

Lists of participants and invitees will be furnished to each
workshop participant at the Conference.
Schedules. Workshop hearing room numbers, scheduling and
other general directional data will be incorporated in the
printed agenda distributed at the Conference.

SuppliesIEquipment

Your assistance is requested in identifying necessary equip-
ment and supplies, such as visuals, recording equipment, etc.
Basic supplies such as pencils and papers will be provided.
Requests should be made as soon as possible.

Support Personnel

Workshop discussions will be recorded. Since invitees have
some option of participating in workshops of their choice it
may not be possible or desirable to attribute remarks to
individual participants. However, an effort will be made to
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incorporate workshop discussions into the Conference pro-
ceedings for publication, with editing assistance from work-
shop chairmen and discussion leaders. Workshop chairmen are
invited to suggest alternative procedures in this regard, in
order not to discourage a full and free flow of workshop
discussion.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-One.

An Act authorizing the department of natural resources
TO ACQUIRE LAND AT COMMERCIAL POINT IN THE DORCHESTER
DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF BOSTON AND ALONG BOTH BANKS OF
THE NEPONSET RIVER COMMENCING AT COMMERCIAL POINT,
SQUANTUM AND UP TO THE BAKER CHOCOLATE MILL DAM IN
MILTON FOR CONSERVATION AND RECREATION.

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 Natural Resources is hereby authorized
2 and directed to acquire the fee or any lesser interest by gift,
3 purchase, or eminent domain under the provisions of chapter
4 79 or chapter 80-A of the General Laws or otherwise for the
5 purposes of conservation and recreation all shoreline and vacant
6 waterfront lands and flats and river banks, currently not public
7 recreation or conservation lands, commencing at Commercial
8 Point in the Dorchester section of the City of Boston and the
9 Squantum section of the City of Quincy and along both banks

10 of the Neponset River up to the Baker Chocolate Mill Dam in
11 Milton.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-One.

An Act directing the construction of trails for horse-
back RIDING, BICYCLE RIDING, HIKING, AND SNOWMOBILING;
VOLUNTARY SERVICES; ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

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 Natural Resources shall initiate coordi-
-2 nated planning for construction with the Metropolitan Parks
3 District, Department of Public Works, the University of Massa-
-4 chusetts, City of Boston Conservation Commission, and the
5 Town of Milton Conservation Commission, and the City of
6 Quincy Conservation Commission, and shall construct trails for
7 horseback and bicycle riding, hiking, and snowmobiling and
8 other uses along the shoreline in Boston Harbor from Castle
9 Island in South Boston to the Mill Dam in Milton, then to

10 Squantum and along Wollaston Beach in Quincy on land or
11 mudflat within this area in accordance with a plan which will
12 minimize conflicting uses. To the extent practicable, the volun-
-13 tary services of trail-using organizations and individuals shall be
14 utilized in carrying out the work authorized hereunder. The
15 Commissioner of Natural Resources shall appoint an advisory
16 committee of seven persons which shall include representation
17 from the South Boston and Dorchester sections of Boston,
18 Milton, and Quincy and representation from major trail-using
19 organizations and which shall meet at least quarterly. The
20 duties ot said Committee shall include advising said Commis-
-21 sioner as to trail use and selection of advantageous areas for
22 trail development, and coordinating the activities of interested
23 private organizations.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-One.

An Act to create a boston harbor outer sanctuary.

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. Creation There is hereby created within
2 Boston Harbor a protected ocean-island area to be known as
3 the Boston Harbor Outer Sanctuary and to be under the care
4 and control of the Department of Natural Resources.

1 SECTION 2. Area The Boston Harbor Outer Sanctuary
2 shall be composed as follows: all tidal lands including those
3 lands lying between the lines of high and low water on Greater
4 Brewster, Middle Brewster, Outer Brewster, Calf, Little Calf,
5 and Green Islands, together with such waters, islets, rocks, and
6 flats adjacent thereto and such other property or area as may
7 be necessary or expedient to fulfill the purposes of this act.

1 SECTION 3. Administration The Boston Harbor Outer
2 Sanctuary shall be protected by the Department of Natural
3 Resources from any exploitation, development or activities that
4 would seriously alter or otherwise endanger the ecology or the
5 appearance of the aforesaid islands, the ocean, the seabed, or
6 subsoil thereof. The following activities shall be prohibited in
7 the Ocean Sanctuary: the building of any structures on the
8 seabed or under the subsoil; the removal of any sand, gravel or
9 other minerals; drilling for subsoil minerals, gases or oils; com-

-10 mercial advertising; burning; or the dumping of any commercial
11 or industrial wastes.
12 This section is not intended to prohibit the laying of cables
13 approved by the Department of Public Utilities, or channel and
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14 shore protection projects and navigation aids and improvements
15 approved by appropriate Federal and State agencies.

1 SECTION 4. Regulations Nothing in the foregoing sec-
-2 tions shall interfere with the harvesting of fish and shellfish in
3 all forms, so long as the Department of Natural Resources is
4 satisfied that such activities are carried on in accordance with
5 sound conservation practices, nor with joint permits issued by
6 the Department of Natural Resources and the Department of
7 Public Works for temporary educational and scientific purpose.

1 SECTION 5. Enforcement - The Attorney General is autho-
-2 rized and directed to take such action as may be necessary
3 from time to time to enforce the provisions of this section.
4 The Superior Court in equity shall have jurisdiction to support
5 the purposes of this section.
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All agencies, departments, boards, commissions, divisions or
authorities to state government, or subdivisions of any of the
foregoing, which approve or promulgate any plan, issue any regula-
tion, license or permit affecting the ecology of Boston Harbor,
shall, as a condition precedent:

a) utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will
ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences
and the environmental design arts in planning and in
decision-making which may have an impact on Boston
Harbor.

b) identify and develop methods and procedures which will
ensure that presently unquantified environmental amenities
and values in Boston Harbor may be given appropriate
consideration in decision-making along with economic and
technical considerations.

c) require in every application for a license, permit, or ap-
proval or finding which will affect the environment of
Boston Harbor, a detailed statement by the applicant iden-
tifying:
(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action
(ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be

avoided should the application be granted
(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,
(iv) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of re-

sources which would be involved in the proposed
action should it be implemented. Said statement shall
be a condition precedent to the issuance of any license
or permit and approving any plan or making any
finding affecting the ecology of the harbor.
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