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Ordered, That the Speaker of the House of Representatives is
hereby authorized to appoint a special committee of seven members
of the House to conduct an investigation and study of the
metropolitan district commission relative to its conduct, operations,
finances, administration and management, with a view toward
eliminating duplication and overlapping of function with respect to
other existing state governmental departments, agencies, boards,
divisions and commissions, and any matters relative thereto which
said committee deems reasonable and proper. Said committee shall
be provided with quarters in the State House or elsewhere, may hold
hearings, may travel within and without the commonwealth, may
expend for clerical and other services and expenses such sums as may
be appropriated therefore, and shall have the power to summon
witnesses and to require the production of books, records and papers
as it deems necessary.

Said committee shall report to the House of Representatives the
results of its investigation and its recommendations, if any, by filing
the same with the clerk of the House of Representatives on or before
the first Wednesday of January, nineteen hundred and seventy four.

Filed by

Rep. Robert B. Ambler, January 2, 1974

Adopted.
Bv the House, February 27, 1973

fKije Commontoealtf) of JHafigarimsctts
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To the Honorable Senate and House ofRepresentatives:

Ladies and Gentlemen: The special Committee authorized by H
6056 of 1973 to make an investigation and study of the Metro-
politan District Commission and other related matters herewith
submits its report and receommendations.

Respectfully submitted,

REP. ROBERT B. AMBLER, Chairman
REP. JOHN A BRENNAN, JR.
REP. JOHN F. CUSACK
REP. BRIAN J. DONNELLY
REP. MARY E. FANTASIA
REP. ALAN PAUL DANOVITCH
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Under authority of House Order No. 6056, of February, 1973, a
special committee of seven members of the House conducted an
investigation and study of the Metropolitan District Commission.
The study focused principally on the operations, finances, and
administration of the Parks and Recreation and Parks Engineering
Divisions. Functions examined in particular detail included Planning,
Personnel Administration, and Facilities Maintenance and Manage-
ment.

The special committee conducted several public hearings, taking
testimony from the M.D.C. Chairman and Associate Commissioners,
heads of the Parks and Recreation and Parks Engineering Divisions,
the director and assistant directors of recreation, several recreation
facilities managers, a park-district superintendent and the acting
M.D.C. personnel director. The Committee was also addressed by the
President of AFL-CIO local 1242, representing many M.D.C.
workers, and also by directors and members of several private
recreational clubs and associations utilizing M.D.C. facilities on a
rental basis. Several community recreation directors, employed by
towns within the M.D.C. recreation district testified before the
Committee, as did private individuals from those areas.

From the hearing interviews emerged an image of the M.D.C. as a
top-heavy, directionless bureaucracy, suffering from poor internal
organization and a lack of internal communication. Power is
centralized in the M.D.C. Chairman, who, under chapter twenty-eight
of the General Laws has the power of vetoing proposals by other
members of the Commission, even though such proposals may have
the unanimous support of the four associate commissioners.

Combined with the organizational and communication short-
comings, the centralization of power has resulted in evolution of the
M.D.C. into an agency which is “public” in name only, while being in
fact minimally responsive to the needs of the member communities’
taxpayers. The inadequacy of service, and the causes of such
inadequacy were noted primarily in our examination of the Parks
and Recreation and Parks Engineering Divisions.

tittle Commontoealtf) of JHaggacfjutfette
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Examination of Parks and Recreational field operations was
confined to facilities and activities in the southern portion of the
M.D.C. Parks and Recreation District primarily on account of the
small size of the research staff and the relatively short period of time
in which the investigation was conducted.

The present Parks and Recreation Divsion was
established in 1970 on the basis of recommendations by the Urban
Affairs Committee. The primary function of the Division is the
administration, operation, and day to day maintenance of the M.D.C.
owned parks, reservations, highways, and recreational facilities.

Principal administrators authorized in this Division are as follows:

Director of Parks Grade 27
Deputy Park Director Grade 23
Director of Recreation Grade 20
Ass’t Dir. of Recreation (2) Grade 18
Park District Superintendents (4) Grade 18

Chains of command and responsibility, and task organization
within the division have not been clearly delineated. During the
period of this investigation, they have been in a state of near
continuous change, and it seems clear that the resulting uncertainty
was a principal cause of the low quality of recreational service
provided by the M.D.C. over the past months.

At the start of this investigation in May, 1973 the position of
Director of Parks was not filled, and had been vacant since 1972. No
Civil Service exam had been ordered to fill this position, although the
duties of Park Director were being performed on provisional basis bA,
the Chief Administrative Assistant to the Commissioner. In August,
1973 the Commissioner announced that a new Director of Parks had
been selected, and was provisionally appointed to the post of Parks
Director on August 19, 1973. Examination for this position has not
yet been scheduled by Civil Service.

The Parks Director is generally responsible for administration and
supervision of the Parks and Recreation Division. A more precise

Parks and Recreation Division Purpose and Structure

Director of Parks and Recreation
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picture of what the position’s responsibilities should include is
contained in ’’Personnel Standards in Community Recreation,” a
1965 publication of the National Recreation Association:

“The superintendent of recreation and parks is the chief executive
officer in charge of a recreation and parks department and its
personnel. He is responsible for the administration of a compre-
hensive recreation program for the entire community and for the
administrative management of the public parks, playgrounds and
other recreation facilities. The superintendent serves as technical
advisor and consultant to the recreation and parks board, or other
authority responsible for community recreation, and administers the
policies laid down by that authority. The superintendent of
recreation and parks has executive responsibility for both the
recreation and parks function, and for the maintenance of a high
level of recreation service through the efficient administration of
both.”

An ideal candidate for the position, according to the National
Recreation Association, would possess the following minimum
qualifications:

1. A Bachelor’s degree in creation leadership, including field work,
or a Bachelor’s degree in park administration with a minor in
recreation, and field work in both parks and recreation.

2. A graduate degree or training in parks administration (if
Bachelor’s degree in recreation), or in recreation (if Bachelor’s
degree in Parks Administration). Graduate training is recognized
as necessary for the Director’s position since undergraduate
work prepares one for staff, rather than supervisory positions.

3. 3 to 5 years experience in a supervisory or executive capacity,
preferably such as combines recreation and Parks responsibil-
ities and duties.

In view of these standards, it should be observed that the
individual performing the duties of Parks and Recreation Director
from 1972 to August 19, 1973 was an individual with absolutely no
prior education or experience in the field of parks and recreation. A
former campaign worker for the Commissioner, he had owned a
dry-cleaning business before being assigned to oversee activites of the
Parks and Recreation Division. Though he protested any label of
“political hack” his presence at the M.D.C. is clearly founded on his
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past performance of political chores for the Commissioner.
The present provisional director possesses a strong educational

background in Parks and Forestry Administration (both Bachelor’s
and Master’s degrees) and has worked in his field in an executive
capacity since 1957. He has no experience or training in the field of
recreation per se.

The position of Deputy Director of Parks and Recreation has
apparently been vacant since 1971. Although open and promotional
examinations were ordered for this position in November, 1972 and
a civil service poster sent to the M.D.C. in December 1972, the
M.D.C. has not responded to the tentative poster. On October 18,
1973, the Civil Service Director indicated that an examination for

the job will be held “as soon as the schedule permits.” There was no
other indication as to whether or not a search was underway for a
properly qualified person to fill this position, or whether there was
any actual intent on the part of the M.D.C. to fill it.

The Recreation Director is generally responsible for the super-
vision of all recreation activities within the Parks and Recreation
Division. Prior to conduct of the committee’s investigation, it was
virtually impossible to establish the scope of the Recreation
Director’s duties with any precision. In testimony before the
Committee the incumbent Recreation Director spoke in vague terms
of his responsibility for implementing instructions of the Parks and
Recreation Director, supervising the activities of the Assistant
Recreation Directors, and scheduling use of recreation facilities.

Assuming the Recreation Director’s role to be that of supervising
and coordinating the work of the Assistant Recreation Directors, the
scope of his function is best seen by examining the extent of their
duties.

Until November 8, 1973, the Parks and Recreation District of the
M.D.C. was functionally divided into 3 geographic areas for
recreational purposes. Each of the functional areas (i.e.: North
Central, and Southern) fell within the control of an Assistant
Recreation Director. The extent of each Assistant Recreation
Director’s actual authority within his assigned area was not clear,

Recreation Director

Assistant Recreation Directors
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though nominally at least it appears he should have had complete
control of all aspects of recreational activity and planning within that
area.

This was apparently not the case, however. At the Committee
hearing, one Assistant Recreation Director stated that the extent of
his authority and responsibility within “Iris” district had never been
made clear to him. He did not know who, if anyone, was below him
in the chain of command, and could not precisely state whether his
instructions were supposed to come from the Recreation Director or
the Park District Superintendent. Similarly, he stated that his
instructions to recreation facility managers were frequently counter-
manded by communications sent directly to the individual managers
from either the Parks and Recreations Director, the Recreation
Director, of the Park District Superintendents.

On November 8, 1973 at a hearing called especially to examine
problems resulting from ice skating rink scheduling conflicts, the
Commissioner made a surprise announcement reorganizing the Parks
and Recreation Division. The reorganization established a “Recrea-
tion Section” of the Parks and Recreation Division, and placed it
under control of the Recreation Director. The Section consists of
three “functional parts”, each supervised by an “Assistant Recrea-
tion Director,” each of whom is responsible for “Recreational
Planning”, “Recreation Programming”, and “Recreation Mainte-
nance and Personnel”, respectively.

Although only two “Assistant Directors of Recreation” are
authorized in the M.D.C., there are three persons using the title at
the M.D.C. One is a career civil servant with a permanent
appointment, and the other two are provisional appointees, neither
of whom have taken examinations for their jobs. While one of the
Assistant Directors provisionally occupies a vacant Assistant Recrea-
tion Director’s slot, it is not clear what authority exists for the
provisional appointment of the third Assistant Recreation Director.

As already discussed, the November 8, 1973reorganization placed
one of the three Assistant Recreation Directors in charge of each of
the three “Recreation Functional Parts.” One of them, a provisional
appointee, is responsible for all planning and scheduling of ice-time,
skating and swimming activities, fishing, canoeing, boating, golf, and
cultural activities including battlefields, forts, museums and music.
This individual admitted in hearing that he still held a full-time
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outside job at a local university, in addition to his full-time M.D.C,
employment.

The Assistant Recreation Director in charge of “Recreation
Programs,” is a full time, career civil servant with a permanent
appointment. His duties include supervision of activities in tennis,
track, sailing and golf, setting up and carrying out programs in the
playgrounds, and in teaching of such sports as swimming and golf,
and in season, skiing, ski-touring, snowmobiling outdoor skating and
speed skating and sledding, tobogganing and other activities
developed. F

As Assistant Director of Recreation in charge of “Recreation
Maintenance and Personnel,” a third individual is responsible to
“survey and supervise the condition of recreation equipment,
including ice-making and rink equipment, ballfield equipment,
Sanitizers, mowers and pool apparatus, and supervise training and
performance. Well qualified as a recreation professional, this individ-
ual served as a provisional Park District Superintendent from 1971 to
May 1973. Though he has carried the title of “Assistant Recreation
Director” since May 1973, there is no provision on the civil service
rolls at present for a third Assistant Recreation Director. His
presence at the M.D.C. is apparently made possible by diversion of
funds from another Grade 18 job allocated to the Parks Engineering
Division but left unfdled there.

The Park District Superintendents are nominally responsible for
the maintenance aspects of running the M.D.C.’s parks, reservations,
roadways, and recreational facilities. Though there are six Park
District Superintendent’s positions at the M.D.C., only four of these
are currently filled. The four incumbents, who were permanently
appointed in May, 1973, are all career civil servants who passed civil
service examinations and were appointed from a certified list of
eligible aspirants. £

It has been fairly clear throughout the course of the investigation '

that the Superintendents have always taken their instructions
directly from the Parks and Recreation Director, and this is
apparently to continue under the November reorganization. Ambigu-
ity with regard to the nature and extent of their authority, however,
appears to have been a principal cause of confusion, conflict,
dissension, and low morale; brought out in testimony by middle and
lower level managers.

Park District Superintendents
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Each Superintendent exercises authority within a specified geo-
graphical subdistrict of the M.D.C. Parks and Recreation District.
Prior to November 8, 1973, there were apparently only three such
functional subdistricts, and one of the four Superintendents worked
in fact as an assistant to the Acting Parks and Recreation Director.
As of November Bth, four subdistricts were established and a
Superintendent was assigned to each.

Though these Park subdistricts are analogous to, and overlap the
three recreation subdistricts (discussed above in connection with the
duties of the Assistant Recreation Directors), they do not, apparent-
ly, coincide exactly.

The responsibilities of the Assistant Recreation Directors and the
Park District Superintendents come together at each recreation
facility. Since each of the parties has had different interests (one of
which is recreation oriented, and the other one of which is
maintenance oriented) development of conflicts has been inevitable.
The fact that the Superintendents and the Assistant Recreation
Directors each take instructions from different sources has added to
the confusion.

Facility managers testifying before the committee stated that they
never were sure of what their responsibilities were toward either of
these middle managers, especially when orders were countermanded,
schedules were rewritten, and maintenance needs left unfilled.

Under the November Bth reorganization an attempt was made to
alleviate this problem to some extent by specifically placing the
recreation facilities and their managers under the Park District
Superintendents. Presumably, the intent is that the Recreation “side
of the house” in the Parks and Recreation Division will be
responsible only for recreational planning and programming. If so, it
is difficult to understand why one of the Assistant Recreation
Directors was given control of “Recreation Maintenance and Per-
sonnel”. The list of duties assigned {supra.) would seem to
perpetuate rather than put an end to the conflict of authority.

As indicated at the .outset, the special committee found that
deficiencies in the services provided by the MDC’s Parks and
Recreation Division resulted primarily from defective internal organi-
zation.

Problem Areas
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The problems observed were of four basic types; Leadership,
Personnel, Maintenance, and Management.

The top two positions in the Parks and Recreation division, as
already noted, were technically vacant for the past year. Control of
the Parks and Recreation Division has been in the hands of an
“acting director” who was clearly lacking in the training and
experience needed to direct a large scale public parks and recreation
program. While directing the Parks and Recreation Division, this
individual also carried the title of Chief Administrative Assistant to
the Commissioner. Though it is not clear to what extent his bearing
two titles was indicative of responsibilities, it would be fair to
conclude that 100% of his attention has not been directed at
operation of the Parks and Recreation Division. This is made clearer
by the Commissioner’s emphatic statement to the Committee that
this man was not the Parks and Recreation Director, but was only
keeping an administrative eye on affairs there until a new Director
could be found.

Personnel difficulties in the Parks and Recreation Division, for
which the MDC must share responsibility with the Massachusetts
Civil Service Division, have helped lower the quality of service in
several respects. Shortages of critical temporary, seasonal employees,
(ie; lifeguards and laborers) have meant that recreational facilities
were either unable to open for lack of staff, or, once opened, were
unsafe because of inadequate staff strength. Repairs were not made,
and rubbish and vandalism were not cleaned up because labor crews
were too small.

The Commissioner and other M.D.C. spokesmen allocated blame
for the shortages of seasonal personnel to the legislature and the
executive office of Administration and Finance, who, it was charged,
reduced the M.D.C.’s authority and ability to hire by reducing
M.D.C. funding. The Civil Service Division has been cited as
insofar as it has been slow in compiling and certifying lists of persons
eligible for MDC seasonal employment.

Apparent manipulation of the civil service system was suggested to
the Special Committee by the extent to which the M.D.C. has relied
on the use of its power to make provisional appointments. Briefly
stated, the committee observed a pronounced tendancy to provision-
ally fill a “civil service” position with a candidate chosen by the

Leadership and Personnel
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Commissioner, and then allow him to remain in that provisional
status indefinitely, not ordering a civil service examination for the
purpose of permanently filling the position. This contravenes the
spirit, if not the letter of General Law, chapter thirty-one, section
fifteen, since many such appointments have apparently been given to
persons from outside the civil service system, with little, or perhaps
no consideration given to the possibility of “promotion from
within”. This influx of “outside talent” to fill the higher civil service
positions in the M.D.C. seems to have significantly lowered the
morale of those in the Parks and Recreation labor force, thereby
affecting the quality of service.

A civil service spokesman stated that in several instances where his
department took the initial steps of setting up examinations to
permanently fill these positions, they received no response from the
M.D.C. The cooperation of the appointing agency is essential to the
examination-appointment process used to fill civil service jobs. By
defaulting, the M.D.C. has demonstrated the capability of removing
itself from the civil service system in those instances which the
Commissioner deems appropriate.

The Civil Service Director accepted part of the blame for this
situation, stating that the problem of provisionals in the M.D.C. is
similar to that in many agencies, and is due to the tremendous
backlog in the Division of Civil Service. The Civil Service Director
also noted that he was revising his division’s procedures to correct
the situation.

Other techniques are also used to short-cut the civil service system
while allowing the Commissioner to bring whomever he chooses into
the M.D.C. It was noted above that there were three Assistant
Directors of Recreation, but only two such positions are authorized
on the civil service rolls. The salary for this third “unauthorized”
Assistant Recreation Director is apparently paid with funds appro-
priated by the legislature to pay some other grade 18 position at the
M.D.C. While the M.D.C.’s right to transfer funds among accounts is
not disputed, the effect of this maneuver has been the creation of a
new position, over which the Commissioner, acting alone, has
complete control. Though the practice is not unusual, it clearly
defeats the purpose of maintaining the civil service.

The Special Committee also took note of the findings of the Joint
Committee on Post Audit and Oversight, which reported in July
1973 that the M.D.C. had been using proceeds from construction
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bonds to pay personnel, hired outside the civil service system, to fill
jobs throughout the M.D.C. Though steps have been initiated to
correct the construction bond abuse, it is clear that the inclination to
ignore wherever possible the strictures imposed by civil service will
probably not be corrected without appropriate legislative measures.

While the personnel problems already discussed involve decisions
by M.D.C. policy makers, it seemed apparent that other problems
developed as a result of sloppy practices and inefficiency. The
Committee was told by a personnel bureau spokesman that many of
the delays in processing of M.D.C. personnel actions and other
requests were the result of faulty or incomplete paper work,substantive
errors, and failure to meet suspense dates. The M.D.C. Personnel
Director stated that these administrative errors were caused by
bureaucratic inexperience and were being reduced through practice.

Problems of maintenance and management within the Parks and
Recreation Division appeared to be inter-related to the extent that
poor management policies and procedures in some instances the
total lack of them were frequently found to be the cause of
maintenance failures.

Foremost among the management problems identified was a
failure by the M.D.C., the Commissioner, and the Parks and
Recreation Director to establish clear-cut priorities. An apparent
reluctance to solicit public opinion as to the recreational needs and
preferences of the member communities has left the M.D.C. without
a proper basis upon which to establish such priorities. The M.D.C.
member communities have been effectively ignored, until M.D.C.
failures in their areas have grown too large to be ignored, attracted
the attention of the news media, and have begun to be embarrassing
to the Commissioner.

Crisis reaction was the only clearly operative M.D.C. Parks and
Recreation management policy observed during the course of the
Special Committee’s study, and was manifest on numerous occasions.
For example, only when the rubbish on the North Shore beaches and
the need for repair of the facilities along the Rever Beach promenade
became so overwhelming as to prompt news paper photography, did
the M.D.C.’s Parks and Recreation department mobilize its clean-up
crews.

Management and Maintenance
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Likewise with the shortage of swimming pool lifeguards where
stepped up hiring didn’t start until after a lone pool manager had
made his unsafe conditions known to the newspapers on one of the
hottest days in the early summer. Likewise with allocation of
ice-time at M.D.C. rinks where local recreation departments were
allowed to schedule their projected use of the rinks, only to be
informed, two days before opening, that time would not be available,
because it was being given free of charge to a private corporation for
that corporation’s use in conducting a figure skating school When the
ice-time controversy prompted critical news commentary and this
committee began to investigate the M.D.C. temporarily changed its
policy on ice-time, and summarily announced a complete internal
reorganization of the Parks and Recreation Division, apparently to
distract public attention from the controversy itself.

Reorganization of the Parks and Recreation Division at a time
when the M.D.C. was undergoing critical analysis by this committee
and by the news media and the general public can undoubtedly be
viewed as an admission by the M.D.C. that previous management
policies and procedures in the Division were as inadequate as we are
now contending; but it at least demonstrated a more forthright and
open response to criticism than was shown earlier in the conduct of
the hearings, when the M.D.C. apparently attempted to stifle the
committee’s criticism by applying pressure on those M.D.C. em-
ployees who were attempting to cooperate with the committee’s
investigation. Pressure exerted took the form of implied threats
against their job security, attempted public slurs as to the critics’
reliability, and attempts at transferring critical employees from job
to job, in an apparent effort to intimidate or punish them. The
absence of an effective chain of command, and poor internal
communication have already been identified as significant manage-
ment defects bearing on ineffective operation of the Parks and
Recreation Division. Uncertainty by Recreation facilities managers as
to whom they should take their orders from, or to whom they
should turn for assistance to solve their operational problems, in
concert with the system’s apparently consistent inability to respond
to their personnel, logistical and guidance needs, have resulted in low
morale, and outrageously deficient maintenance.

Facility managers testified, for example, that when they needed
supplies they did not know whom to ask for them, or when they
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finally did ask someone, they would not get enough to finish the job.
The M.D.C. logistical system is incapable of providing tools, or
equipment parts, according to managers interviewed.

Failures in the maintenance area are more visible than other failures
within the M.D.C. Parks and Recreation Division for the simple
reason that they are more immediately felt by the M.D.C. taxpayer.
Well run M.D.C. recreation facilities would constitute the best public
relations media available to the agency. When they become eyesores
because of uncorrected vandalism and uncollected trash, or when *

they can’t operate because of broken down or outdated equipment,
on the other hand, the facilities provide the public with an insight
into the extent to which their trust is being abused.

It is unnecessary to attempt to detail the extent of the M.D.C.’s
failure to prevent and repair vandalism at the M.D.C. facilities. The
Commissioner stated in a hearing that it came to more than
$500,000 in 1972. Similarly, the extent to which equipment failure
resulted in inoperative recreational facilities was also provided this
committee, by the M.D.C. It showed, for example, that M.D.C. ice
skating rinks lost a total of approximately one hundred and forty
operating days in the 1972 season, for reasons ranging from poor ice
to broken down compressors, ice-care machines, and brine tanks.
Similarly pools were late opening, or not opened at all in the 1973
summer season because of broken down filtration systems, pumps,
and heating plants. Finally, the opening of ice rinks for the 1973-74
winter season was delayed in several instances, again for equipment
deficiencies some still unrepaired since last winter.

Practically all of the maintenance work involved in opening, closing,
and operating recreation facilities such as the pools and ice rinks is
performed by private firms under contract. Each year the M.D.C. lets
contracts for maintenance of refrigeration equipment, repairs to
rinks and service buildings, and repairs to pools. These contracts are
prepared by the Parks Engineering Division, whose engineers deter-
mine the necessity of construction or maintenance work,
costs, prepare specifications, and make contract recommendations to
the M.D.C. The division is also responsible for investigating the
integrity and reliability of contract bidders, and determining which is
the “lowest responsible bidder” on any given contract, although the
ultimate decision on who gets the job is the prerogative of the
M.D.C. After work is begun, Parks Engineering assigns an Engineer to
supervise the job.
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If a contractor is unable to meet the time or price requirement of
his contract he submits a request for extension or extras to the
division, with reasons for same. These are submitted to the
Commission with the Division’s recommendation for approval or
denial.

Examination of a representative sample of the maintenance and
construction contracts let by the Parks Engineering Divsion since

. 1968 showed that some types of contracts are repeatedly granted to
�the same general contractor, and that some of these same contractors

consistently over-run their bids. This seemed to the Committee to
indicate either favoritism in award of contracts, or just poor
management practices.

Reasons offered by the Parks Engineering Division for the
overruns were that the pools and rinks (as well as other M.D.C.
facilities) were old and consequently it was becoming more and more
difficult to estimate repair costs on them; that there were excessive
delays between the time Parks Engineering prepared its contract
proposals and the time the proposals are approved by the “Project
Analysis Board;” and, finally, that the Parks Engineering Division is
not adequately staffed to handle the increasing number of contracts
which it is required to process, resulting in carelessness by the
overworked engineering staff.

Needless delays in preparation of contracts, resulting from either
inadequate staffing of Parks Engineering, from ineffectiveness of
the existing staff, from the administrative inefficiency at the higher
level “Project Analysis Board”, or from slow response by the M.D.C.
Commissioner’s staff, have resulted both in delayed opening of
recreation facilities, and in costs which, because of the delays alone,
over-run original estimates. (Maintenance contracts for pools and
rinks have been habitually let too late for the facilities to be properly
readied for the new season without a rush and danger of postponed
opening.)
I It was observed that there was no project management or analysis
activity, within the Parks Engineering Division, and, as a result, the
Division had no knowledge of or control over the amount of work
put into individual contracts. Without this type of record keeping
and analysis, the section has no way of really knowing how it can
operate more efficiently. The Chief Engineer stated that he did not
have enough man-power to keep the project records which are crucial
to efficient operation.
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Although the volume of contract work has increased in the past
year, the staff has become smaller. As positions become vacant, they
are redlined (frozen) rather than being refilled. Consequently, Parks
Engineering is short twenty-one of its seventy authorized “01”
positions and nine of its fifty-six temporary positions. The shortage
results in the Division’s being unable to handle its increased
workload. (Though the number of contracts let over the past three
years has not changed, the Chief Engineer felt that the number of
man hours required for each has increased, since the contracts are
more complex.)

In response to Committee inquiries into the reasons for mainte-
nance failures at the M.D.C. recreation facilities, the Commissioner
contended that the agency was doing the best it could with the
money made available by the legislature. He stated in hearing that
the legislature had reduced the M.D.C. maintenance budget from
$900,000 to $500,000. The Committee notes that the M.D.C. has
consistently requested less money be appropriated for maintenance
than it has actually spent in previous years. For example: $1.4
million was spent for Parks Maintenance and Repair in 1972, and
again in 1973. But the M.D.C. requested only $549 thousand for
1974, knowing it would have to spend more than that.

Despite the $1.4 million spent annually for maintenance and
repair, the Parks and Recreations facilities continue to be in a terrible
state of repair. This was attested to by numerous members of the
general public who addressed this committee in hearings and by
observations made by the committee members and staff.

It is obvious, as was stated at the outset of this report, that there is
a total failure at the M.D.C. to set and follow priorities. For
example: The Bathhouse, pavillion, and railings at Nantasket Beach
were falling apart, but the M.D.C. spent approximately $2OOO of its
maintenance money in the spring of 1973 to redecorate a three
bedroom apartment across the street, for possible use by M.D.C.
employees and their families. In the face of this kind of misguided
use of public money, the Commissioner stated to the committee that
he was not receiving enough money to maintain public facilities.

It appears that, in addition to the cited absence of clear
maintenance priorities, the M.D.C.’s care of the taxpayers’ recreation
facilities is impeded by administrative shortsightedness and bureau-
cratic inefficiency. Although the pools and beaches are empty in the
winter and the rinks empty in the summer, no maintenance is
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performed on them during those periods. Maintenance contracts are
not let until two days before opening of facilities because the Parks
Engineering Division doesn’t have enough personnel. It doesn’t have
enough personnel because the slots are being used to staff higher
level “administrative” and “planning” jobs which do not really exist
on the civil service rolls. Granting of maintenance contracts is further
delayed because the persons holding some of these nonexistent
“planning” jobs fail to act quickly enough in approving specifica-
tions. They delay because they claim they have not been given
enough money to do all the maintenance work that is needed. And
must try to establish priorities. When “priorities” have finally been
established, it turns out that a swimming pool in Stoneham gets no
repairs for three years in a row, until it finally breaks down and
remains closed for an entire season, despite the fact that the
Engineers have been all along warning that precisely this would
happen.

Finally, it is seen, the reason that there is not enough money, and
consequently not enough maintenance, is because the M.D.C. has
been consistently submitting budget requests for approximately 1/3
of its demonstrated maintenance expenses.

Conclusions and Recommendations
In the opinion of this Special Committee it has been clearly shown

that the M.D.C. Parks and Recreation Division and the Parks
Engineering Division have not been performing their functions in a
manner that justifies the annual appropriation of approximately $25
million dollars.

Deficiencies in service have resulted from what appears to be an
absence of communication with the people of the communities for
whom the M.D.C. purports to provide recreational facilities and
services. The insensitivity to community preferences in the recreation
field, we believe, can be at least partially remedied by reordering the
responsibilities, duties, and powers of the five M.D.C. members. If
the M.D.C. were not so completely within the control of a single,
politically appointed Commissioner, but, instead, was required by
law to inform itself through public meetings with community leaders
of the recreational needs and requests of the Member M.D.C.
communities, recreational priorities would make themselves known,
and they would do so in sufficient time to allow for adequate
programming and satisfactory performance. By stripping the M.D.C.



HOUSE-No. 5311 [Jan.22

i

�

commissioner of his power to veto proposals having the support of
the rest of the Commission, the M.D.C. would become instantly
more responsive to the collective voices of the M.D.C. communities,
and less susceptible to the whims and fancies of a single administra-
tor, who has been placed in a position of public trust yet remains
highly subject to attempts at political influence by virtue of his
partisan appointment.

That the M.D.C. is susceptible to idiosyncratic control by a single
individual, and that this works to the detriment of the taxpayer, was
brought home to this committee most graphically in one particular
case. M.D.C. Parks Engineering lighting experts testified that for at
least ten years they had been recommending that the M.D.C. “get
out of the street lighting business,” that is, stop installing in parks
and on boulevards, lighting systems which require maintenance by
M.D.C. personnel. This had been recommended on the basis of its
excessive manpower and equipment burden which the M.D.C. is
not prepared to carry.

Accordingly, when time came for a decision on the type of
lighting to install at a particular park, the engineers - with 40 years
experience in street lighting recommended adoption of a particular
base and light standard which, if installed, would be maintained by
the electric company. The cost would be low, and the manpower
burden nonexistent. Instead of approving the light system re-
commended by his electrical specialists, however, the M.D.C.
Chairman decided that the proposed standard was not aesthetically
pleasing to him. Since all authority rested in him alone, he delayed
making a decision until he could have a special light pole custom-de-
signed for use in the park, then directed its use instead. Since the
pole is not an electric company pole, it must be specially built for
the M.D.C. installed with M.D.C. contract labor, and the system
maintained by the M.D.C. Parks Engineering Division. The cost of
installation alone is approximately three times that of the lighting
engineers’ original proposal. The future cost of maintenance,
manpower, and equipment has not been calculated but will
probably make this the most expensive set of street lights the
taxpayers have ever bought.

Though it is not proposed that the M.D.C. Associate Commis-
sioners should in every instance participate directly in the bureau-
cratic administration and management of the M.D.C., it does seem
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evident that they should have a positive, controlling voice in setting
policy, to which the Commissioner, as administrator, ought to be
required to respond. To accomplish this reform the Committee
recommends dividing the Metropolitan District into four geographi-
cal sub-regions and requiring the appointment of Associate Commis-
sioners who, living within each of these sub-regions, can best
represent the interests of other M.D.C. taxpayers who live there and
use the M.D.C. facilities there. Communication will be further

by requiring each Associate Commissioner to meet at least
four times per year, in advertised public session with community
leaders and members of the interested public from his sub-district, in
order to ascertain the problems and preferences of the people he
represents.

In order that the Associate Commissioners will have effective
control over the implementation of the policies desired by the
M.D.C. taxpayer in their respective districts, it is further recom-
mended that the present requirement that contract and other actions
of the M.D.C. receive approval by the Commissioner plus two
Associate Commissioners be changed. By allowing proposals to pass
with a simple majority vote of the commission the Commissioner
would lose his veto power. Although the Commissioner should retain
his administrative function, he would no longer have the capability,
as he presently does, to exercise one-man control over the policy
making activities of the M.D.C. and over the expenditure of
approximately forty-five million of the taxpayers dollars. The
M.D.C.’s susceptibility to political influence, though not totally
removed, would be considerably lessened through dispersal of the
policy making power.

On the other hand, the M.D.C. communities would be given more
direct control over M.D.C. affairs.

Since this Committee has functioned with limited resources, its
examination has necessarily been restricted to only the most glaring

deficiencies within the M.D.C. As this investigation proceeded it
became increasingly clear that the M.D.C. Parks and Recreation
operations were defective for countless other reasons which could
not be adequately explored by this committee. The problems were
simply too numerous, or too large for this committee to examine
with the time and resources available.

Accordingly, it is recommended that the Joint Committee on Post
Audit and Oversight, which is already adequately staffed to perform
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the job, conduct a more detailed examination of all management
activities, policies, disbursements and revenues of the M.D.C. Parks
and Recreation and Parks Engineering Divisions. Investigation by the
Post Audit Committee will hopefully provide a firm basis either for
internal reorganization of the Parks and Recreation Division, or for
absorption of the parks and recreation activities by the Department
of Natural Resources, which operates similar Park and Recreation
facilities on a state-wide basis. &t
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