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Cfjc CommonUmiltlj of spasgac&usetts

Ordered, That a special committee, to consist of four members of the senate
to be designated by the president thereof, and seven members of the house of
representatives to be designated by the speaker thereof, is hereby established to

Investigate and study the present practices of the general court, more especially
with a view toward improving its efficiency and relationship with, and for pro-
viding improved service to the public.

Said committee shall place special emphasis on the present system of the func-
tions of committees, with a view toward their possible consolidation, wherever
indicated, the employment of subcommittees, staff assistants and more stream-
lined and efficient scheduling of hearings and reporting of bills to the respective
branches.

Said committee shall give especial attention to improving the methods em-
ployed in the printing of bills, the filing and handling of duplicate and perennially
filed repeat bills, more effective methods of handling the daily calendar and the
engrossment procedures in dealing with bills favorably reported.

Said committee shall recommend necessary improvements in the equipment
and services provided to members of the general court wherever necessary in
order that they may render service with a maximum of effectiveness in the per-
formance of their duties.

Said committee may, in the course of its investigation and study, make recom-
mendations on any other related matters which would materially assist the
members of the general court in its future deliberations, in order that they may
more efficiently carry out their constitutional mandate in the furtherance of their
service to the public with added dignity, decorum and despatch.

Said commission shall file its report and recommendations with the clerk of
the house of representatives not later than five o’clock postmeridian on the first
Wednesday of November, nineteen hundred and sixty-five.
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SENATE No. 866

[Offered by Senator Kevin B. Harrington.]

Senate, May 23, 1966.

Ordered, That the time be extended to the fourth Wednesday in December,
1966, within which the joint special committee authorized (under an order
adopted by the House of Representatives on March 29, 1965 and by the
Senate on May 20, 1965, see House, No. 3581 and revived and continued under
an order adopted by the House of Representatives on November 30, 1965 and
by the Senate on December 12, 1965, see House, No. 4339) to investigate and
study the present practices of the general court, more especially with a view

toward improving its efficiency and relationship with, and for providing improved
services to the public, shall file its final report ; and authorizing said committee

to report from time to time.

Adopted

ait down for concurrence.

THOMAS A. CHADWICK,
Clerk.

Cf)e Commontoealtf) of o^assaclnisetts



To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives :

The joint special committee established to investigate and study
Ipresent practices of the General Court and methods for improve-
ment therein herewith submits its first report. Originally scheduled
to report on the first Wednesday of November in 1965 (House,
No. 3581 of 1965), the committee was revived and continued to
the first Wednesday in June in 1966 (House, No. 4339 of 1965),
and has subsequently been extended to the fourth Wednesday in
December in the current year (Senate, No. 866).

Although the work of the committee has by no means been
completed, the committee is pleased to file an interim report at
this time containing a summary of action taken by the committee
to date. Several of the committee’s recommendations require
timely implementation in order that they may benefit the legisla-
tive process before the convening of the next General Court.

The committee envisions a more extensive report in December
covering a broad range of topics left untouched by this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. KEVIN B. HARRINGTON,
Chairman.

Rep. ROBERT H. QUINN,
Vice Chairman.

Sen. BERYL W. COHEN.
Sen. JOHN J. MOAKLEY.
Sen. JAMES DeNORMANDIE.
Rep. ANDRE R. SIGOURNEY.
Rep. JOEL S. GREENBERG.
Rep. WILFRED E. BALTHAZAR.
Rep. SAMUEL E. ZOLL.
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Rep. HARRISON CHADWICK.

Cfie Commontuealtft of eijjassacinisctts

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE SENATE AND HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES.



INTERIM REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE AU-
THORIZED TO MAKE AN INVESTIGATION AND
STUDY OF THE PRESENT PRACTICES OF THE
GENERAL COURT AND METHODS FOR IMPROVING*

ITS EFFICIENCY. 9

This committee was formed in the spirit of attempts in the
recent past to encourage state legislatures to more equally fulfill
their constitutional mandate by modernizing and revising their
legislative machinery.

The underlying principle this committee asserts is that the
Massachusetts legislature has a set of rules and procedures of
which the Commonwealth can be proud and that, if modernized,
updated, and properly enforced, are adequate to our needs. Thus
our job has been and will continue to be to gear the legislative
process to scientific advancements and to the volume and com-
plexity of today’s legislation.

The committee has held weekly meetings since its organiza-
tion in February. Its members have theorized about the nature
of the legislative process as well as examined specific problems
in the functioning of the General Court. In discussing these
problems, we have taken into account the recommendations of
interested legislators as well as other outside critics. The com-
mittee agreed that the Massachusetts legislature has long servedf
as a model for other states. Our strength has resulted from an
initially sound system of rules and procedures and periodic re-
vision over the years. If we are in need of reform now, it is
because the clock has outrun us in some areas, but our basic
system remains sound.

Clie Commontoealtl) of
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With the proper changes the legislature can fulfill its role with
efficiency and excellence. 1

The committee’s recommendations therefore are aimed at: help-
ing the legislator by increasing the professional services available
to him, by making legislative agencies serving him more efficient,
and by reducing his burden wherever feasible; helping the legis-
lative process by instituting such reforms as would bring the
General Court into line with the realities of the present day; and
helping the Commonwealth by strengthening the checks and bal-
ances system through a stronger legislative branch.

1 The committee here feels constrained to note that “efficiency” as used here is
qualified by the legislative process itself. We feel that the Massachusetts legislative
process is one of the most effective in the country precisely because it reflects the
democratic values of access, forum, openness and exchange of ideas, all of which, by
their nature, tend toward confusion and inefficiency.



HOUSE No. 3975. [Aug.8

I

f

As the quality of legislation depends on the quality of the
proposal and the quality of the bill through which the idea becomes
law, we propose changes at the initial stage of legislation bill
drafting.

“A bill is a formal proposal to alter the existing body of law
by amendment, addition or subtraction. Its content should fit
into, and be consistent with, the area of law to which it relates.
A bill should conform to existing law in style and manner of
expression. It should prescribe unmistakably what it intends,
and preclude all other interpretations.” 1

To achieve this level of competence, the General Court needs
an experienced bill drafting staff. The Senate and House Counsel
have done a commendable job in this area. This recommenda-
tion is in no way a reflection on the quality of their work. What
it does in fact reflect, however, is a volume of legislative work
which is increasing yearly, with the total number of matters filed
in 1965 reaching 5,058, and an absence of competent bill drafters
to be tapped during the heavy bill drafting period. It is the prac-
tice of both Counsel’s offices to hire extra legal aid during the
heavy bill drafting period at the close of the calendar year. Because
bill drafting is a highly technical and specialized operation it is
difficult to engage competent personnel, particularly for a job which
is of a short duration and low salary.

The committee feels that this problem can be eliminated by
engaging an adequate number of legal counsel on a permanent
basis. Such counsel when not being utilized for drafting legis-
lation can assist committees as staff members. As staff aides to
committees, such counsel would help the legislator to deal in-
telligently with the volume and complexity of matters coming
before him, would relieve the burden on legislators forced at

BILL DRAFTING.

1 Mr. President .. . Mr. Speaker .. . , Chicago; Council of State Governments
P. 42.
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present to do most primary research on their own, and would
strengthen the legislature through greater oversight of executive
departments and greater independence of the executive branch.

Therefore, we recommend the employment of additional per-
sonnel, whose professional qualifications shall include admittance
to practice before the Massachusetts Bar within one year of em-
ployment.

Eventually the dual functions of bill drafter and staff aide to
.committees will enable such personnel to not only effect the

aspects of bill drafting but the substantive ones as well.
Ultimately, such a service could include in addition to background
materials, comments on how similar proposals work in other juris-
dictions, and judicial decisions interpreting such legislation.
Recommendation No. 1: To Increase the Budget Allocation
for Bill Drafting Purposes and for the Employment of Leg-
islative Council whose Services shall be Paid for on an
Annual Basis.

The Senate Counsel and the House Counsel provide most of
the legal services available to the legislature. Among the numerous
tasks they perform, as already cited, is the function of drafting
legislation both prior to the December filing deadline and dur-
ing the legislative session. The great bulk of the bill drafting
work, however, is done during a certain period each year.

Bill drafting has been conducted as two separate operations, with
Senators seeking aid from Senate Counsel’s office and Representa-
tives from the House Counsel’s office. This is the natural result
of having a counsel’s office attached to each branch.

The system as it presently operates, however, is not as efficient
as it could be. The 6to 1 ratio of Representatives to Senators re-
sults in a similarly disproportionate number of “House bills” as dis-
tinguished from “Senate bills” being filed each year. 1 A dispropor-

tionate amount of work is channeled to the House Counsel’s office
as a result.

The committee favors the elimination of this uneven distribution
of work. There is no logical reason to support the separate bill

1 For example, the number of petitions filed with the House Clerk and the SenateClerk, respectively, by the first Wednesday in December has been as follows: 1962
House, 3280, Senate 543; 1964—House 3075, Senate 594; 1966—House 3139,Senate 673.
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drafting operations, but logic dictates that there would be much to
gain from a joint bill drafting operation under the joint supervision
of the Senate and House Counsel. By eliminating the uneven dis-
tribution of work and combining all competent bill drafters into
one operation such a change would provide for greater efficiency at
this stage of the legislative process. Furthermore, it would enhance
the prospects of greater communication between House and Senate
Counsel at other stages of the legislative process.

Recommendation No. 2: To Combine Bill Drafting into Onejl,
Operation under the Joint Supervision of the Senate and”
House Counsel.

Under Joint Rule 12, the first Wednesday in December is estab-
lished as the deadline for filing legislative matters. The rule pro-
vides that any matter deposited with the Clerk of either branch
after the above date shall be referred to the next annual session. 1

As such, Joint Rule 12 acts as an internal procedural control. Its
purpose is to provide ample time for the Clerks to have matters
printed and ready for distribution on the first day of the session so
that work can begin promptly.

Current compliance with the rule, however, is interpreted in the
House, due to the volume of matters filed at the last minute, to
include matters still in the possession of House Counsel as well as
those actually filed in the Clerk’s office. It is a fact that most
petitions are filed within the last few days of the filing deadline.
It is also a fact that a large percentage of Legislators require
the services of Counsel in drafting legislation. Oftentimes the
request is imprecise, sometimes being nothing more than a few
words hastily scribbled on a scrap of paper.

Present practice undermines the preparation of draft legislation
for much work is done in haste and inadequate attention to the
wishes of the legislator can occur due to the exigencies of time.
Furthermore, the resulting clog works hardship on the Clerk’s
and can prevent the dispensing with bills for up to four weeks, de-
pending on the work load. The confusion which ensues is unbe-
coming to the proper functioning of these offices.

1 Between 80-90% of all matters considered in recent sessions have met this dead-
line. The recurring problem of the admission of late filed petitions is dealt with
separately in Recommendation No. 8.



1966.] HOUSE No. 3975. 11

I

Thus, the committee envisions a change which will more readily
enable the offices of Counsel and Clerk to discharge their duties with
efficiency and decorum. By placing a deadline on filing matters
with the Counsel for bill drafting purposes, a more timely discharge
of duties by the Clerk's office will be assured.

Recommendation N 0.3: To Provide that Persons Requiring the
Assistance of Counsel in the Drafting of Legislation shall
Submit their Requests to the Bill Drafting Office not later
THAN THE THIRD WEDNESDAY IN NOVEMBER.

Rules become routine to the average member of the General
Court. To the novice or the Representative or Senator-elect they
can be enigmatic if not procedural requirements of which he is
completely unaware.

We feel the adoption of recommendation #3 would create a
necessity to inform, as a courtesy, prospective members of the
General Court of the pre-filing provisions. A new member would
be seriously disadvantaged if he found in late November or January,
due to ignorance of the pre-filing deadlines, that his ability to file
legislation was cut off for a year.

Recommendation No. To Provide that the Clerks op the
House and Senate, after the September Primaries, send to
Legislative Nominees of their Respective Branches Infor-
mation ON THE FOREGOING RECOMMENDATION WITH A LETTER OF
Explanation and Instruction.

Joint Rule 10 limits the time within which joint committees and
the committee on Rules of the two branches, acting concurrently,
may consider matters referred to them. It provides that on all
matters referred to them before March 15, a report must be made
by the fourth Wednesday in March. Any matter referred on and
after March 15 must be reported on within ten days.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION.

DEADLINE FOR COMMITTEE REPORTS.
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Failure to comply with this rule results in an automatic recom-
mendation of reference to the next annual session.

That the fourth Wednesday in March is an unreasonable report-
ing date can clearly be seen by taking a brief look at the history
of Joint Rule 10. In fact, March has been the reporting date since
the initial adoption of the Joint Rules. Only a two week differen-
tiation in the actual reporting date has occurred during all of this
period. 1 Yet in 1880, the number of bills introduced into the Gen-
eral Court was 648, in 1910, 2240 bills, while the number of bills
filed by the First Wednesday in December for the 1965 session was
4211. Clearly the number of bills each committee must consider
has risen sharply while the time set for final disposal of such
matters has remained relatively constant.

In theory, Joint Rule 10 constitutes one of the most effective
internal procedural mechanisms for the control of the length of
the legislative session. In practice, however, the volume of legis-
lation in recent years has caused numerous extensions of the
fourth Wednesday in March reporting date, thus delaying the con-
clusion of legislative business for months.

This committee favors rigid adherence to the rules. Since the
current annual volume of legislative matters makes strict adher-
ence to Joint Rule 10 impossible, the committee proposes a change
in the reporting date, to the fourth Wednesday in April, which
would give the committees a realistic amount of time in which to
work. The committee realizes that even with this change on occa-
sion a committee with a particularly heavy schedule will need to
be excepted from the rule. However, properly enforced, Joint
Rule 10, amended as proposed, should aid in reducing the length
of legislative sessions by clearing the legislative dockets in four
months of all but the most important work.

Recommendation No. 5: Amend Joint Rule 10 by striking out
the first Sentence and inserting in place thereof the fol-
lowing Sentence: “Joint Committees and the Committees
on Rules of the Two Branches, Acting Concurrently, shall
make Final Report not later than the Fourth Wednesday

1 The second Wednesday in March was the reporting date for joint committees
from the adoption of the Joint Rules to 1891 and from 1894 to 1947. From 1891 to
1894 and since 1947, the fourth Wednesday in March has been used. Additionally,
from 1903 to 1947, the time within which joint committees were required to report
could be extended by concurrent vote to the second Wednesday in April.
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of April on all Matters referred to them previously to the

Fifteenth Day of April, and within Ten Days on all Matters
referred to Them on and after the Fifteenth Day of April.”

In conjunction with the change in Joint Rule 10, an amend-
ment to Joint Rule 5 would be necessary. Joint Rule 5 also acts
as a procedural check in line with Joint Rule 10 and prevents
matters from being recommitted to committees except within
two weeks of the deadline established under Joint Rule 10 for
joint committees and the Committee on Rules of the two branches
to make final report. Thus, it allows recommitment of bills to
committees for further work but only to a time certain. The
following change will allow this practice to continue and merely
serves to bring the date for recommitment in line with the time
change in Joint Rule 10.

Recommendation No. 6: Amend Joint Rule 5 by striking out

the First Sentence and inserting in Place thereof the fol-
lowing Sentence: “Matters reported adversely by Joint Com-
mittees and the Committees on Rules of the Two Branches,
Acting Concurrently, may be recommitted to the same Com-
mittees AT THE PLEASURE OF THE BRANCH FIRST ACTING THEREON,
and Bills or Resolves may be recommitted in either Branch,
but no such recommittal shall be made after the Second
Wednesday in May.”

SECOND SESSION.
There has been considerable criticism of the volume of work

dealt with each year by the General Court. Those who decry the
time and effort spent on “repeat” bills and bills of little value have
some merit on their side of the argument. The total effort put forth
by the Massachusetts legislator in a two year period is far in excess
of other state legislators. Of those states which had a comparable
annual number of matters with which to deal, in the 1962-1963
period, (i.e. California, Connecticut, Florida, New York and Minne-
sota) all but California and New York meet biennially, and Cali-
fornia has a budget session in the even numbered years. Further-
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more, of these states, all but New York have limits to their sessions
and even New York customarily adjourns after three months.
Close examination also shows that Massachusetts gives each legis-
lative matter much more detailed treatment than is true of other
states.

Thus, the Massachusetts legislator has a tremendous task to
perform. The task is such that for all but a few members with
more flexible occupations, the legislative role must be primary and
is essentially a full-time occupation.

In an effort to reduce this task with an eye toward also shortening
the legislative session, cognizance of the importance to the Massa-
chusetts legislative process of the right of free petition must be
reaffirmed.

The committee does feel there is merit to a reasonable reduction
of the number of matters considered by any one General Court.
Especially, an effort should be made to change the treatment of
bills in the second year of a two year term. The committee pro-
posal would invest joint committees with greater authority and
control of the legislative business in the second year by giving
them the option, with the exception of certain matters, on which
proposals will be reported out of committee. Thus, bills essentially
the same as ones previously rejected, or of little merit, would be
held in committee and only bills with a substantial amount of
support would be reported out for consideration by the entire
legislative body.

This proposal will not cut off access to legislative consideration
but will limit items to be considered in the second year to major
proposals, some of private petitioners and legislators, but with an
emphasis on study and consideration of matters from institutional
sources such as the executive departments.

The adoption of this proposal will help to clear the daily calendar
of all but significant matters and thus focus the attention of the
legislator more clearly on the important bills and make his work
easier in the second year.

Recommendation No. 7 : In the Second Session of the Same
General Court no Joint Standing Committee shall Report
on any Matter unless said Report is Signed by four-fifths
of the Membership of the Committee. This Provision
SHALL NOT APPLY TO MATTERS FILED BY THE GOVERNOR, THE
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Commissioner of Administration, Department Heads, Study

Committees and Commissions and to Petitions filed after
Approval by the Voters of a City or Town, or the Mayor

and City Council, or other Legislative Body of a City, or
the Town Meeting of a Town with respect to a Law relat-
ing to that City or Town. Said City or Town shall be respon-

sible for the Initial Drafting of such Legislation and shall
certify such Legislation is of an emergency nature.

Joint Rule 12, previously discussed, which controls the admission
of late filed petitions has broken down in its application over the
years to the point where it does not provide an effective control over
the introduction of matters once the session has begun. 1 The
problem is a human problem in that everyone occasionally wants
to be the one exception to the rule. Multiply the one exception
by the total membership of the House and Senate, who also want
to be the exception on occasion, and the result is a situation where
hundreds of petitions are allowed to enter the legislative process
each year after the session has begun.

It is inconceivable that all of these hundreds of petitions are
of great importance or are of an emergency nature. It is far easier
to believe that rather, they represent delinquent action on the part
of a member or constituency pressure which he feels unable to resist.
If it is the case, and this is possible, that some constituents are un-
aware of the early filing deadline or begin to think about problems
requiring statutory relief only when the session is actually upon
them, then a minor change could accommodate the frailties of
human nature and the need to have effective controls on the in-
troduction of new business during the session.

The change would create a standing committee on Joint Rules
to monitor the introduction of new business. To this committee
would go all matters filed after the first Wednesday in December.
Until the second Wednesday in February a signed report by a

LATE FILED PETITIONS.

1 For example, the number of late filed matters allowed to enter the legislative
process in recent years has been as follows: 1963-528, 1964-520, 1965-847, and 1966
(as of June 27)-628.
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majority of the Joint Rules Committee and a two-thirds vote of
the membership of each branch would be necessary for admission.
After the second Wednesday in February, a signed report of two-
thirds of the Joint Rules Committee and a four-fifths vote of the
membership of each branch would be required for admission.

This change would make the introduction of matters prior to
the second Wednesday in February more a matter of majority
will than leadership agreement. After the second Wednesday in
February, the admission of new matters would become a virtual
impossibility.

Recommendation No. 8: That there be created a New Standing
Committee on Joint Rules. All Matters Filed after the First
Wednesday in December shall be Referred to the Committee
on Joint Rules. Until the Second Wednesday in February

no Matter shall be admitted except on Report of the Com-
mittee on Joint Rules, Signed by a Majority of the Members
THEREOF, AND THEN UPON APPROVAL OF TWO-THIRDS OF THE MEM-
BERS of Both Branches. After said Second Wednesday in Feb-
ruary, no Matter shall be admitted except on Report of the

Committee on Joint Rules, signed by Two-Thirds of the Mem-
bers THEREOF, AND THEN UPON APPROVAL OF FoUR-FIFTHS OF THE
Members of Both Branches.

The engrossment of bills and resolves, as defined under Chapter
3, section 23 of the General Laws, is a method of keeping a precise
and durable record of all of the statutory law, both of a temporary
and permanent nature. As cumbersome as the process sometimes
seems, no better method than that used by the Secretary of the
Commonwealth has yet been devised. The most important aspect
of the process is the production of the first perfect copy and that
will always involve the problem of editing and putting into order
the bill, as amended by the General Court. The Secretary’s office
does an excellent job in this field because of its very competent staff.

During the normal days of a session the engrossing process takes
place with excellence and dispatch and presents no problem to the
members of the legislature. During the final days of a session,
called prorogation, the process which normally goes on unnoticed

ENGROSSMENT PROCEDURE.
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becomes one of the items which prevents the weary legislators
from going home when the business of the session is completed.

Therefore, we propose a change which we believe is in conformity
with the General Laws and which will enable the legislature to pro-
rogue in a more orderly manner upon the completion of business.
Recommendation No. 9: That during Prorogation the follow-
ing Engrossment Procedure shall apply:

1. A BILL OR RESOLVE PASSED TO BE ENGROSSED
BY THE SECOND BRANCH SHALL BE REFERRED TO
THE COMMITTEE ON ENGROSSED BILLS OF THAT
BRANCH WHO SHALL, WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON BILLS IN THE THIRD READING,
FORTHWITH, AND PRIOR TO PROROGATION, PREPARE
THE BILL OR RESOLVE TO BE PHOTOGRAPHICALLY
REPRODUCED BY INSURING THAT THE SEVERAL
PARTS OF THE BILL, AS THE CASE MAY BE, ARE IN
PROPER ORDER AND CONTAIN NO CONFLICTING OR
INCONSISTENT LANGUAGE.

TWO OFFICIAL COPIES OF THE BILL SHALL THEN
BE MADE, ONE OF WHICH SHALL BE DELIVERED BY
THE CLERKS OF THE TWO BRANCHES TO THE SECRE-
TARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH FOR ENGROSSMENT
AND THE OTHER OF WHICH SHALL ACCOMPANY THE
ORIGINAL BILL OR RESOLVE AS PART OF THE OFFI-
CIAL PAPERS.

2. UPON ENGROSSMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF
THE COMMONWEALTH, THE BILL OR RESOLVE SHALL
BE IN THE CHARGE OF THE CLERKS OF THE TWO
BRANCHES WHO SHALL FORTHWITH DELIVER THE
ENGROSSED BILL OR RESOLVE TO THE SPEAKER OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND TO THE PRESI-
DENT OF TPIE SENATE FOR THEIR ENDORSEMENT,
AND THE CLERK OF THE SENATE SHALL LAY THE
SAME BEFORE THE GOVERNOR.

During the course of investigating the engrossment procedure,
it has come to the attention of the committee that the conditions
under which the engrossing staff operates are less than ideal. Only



HOUSE — No. 3975. [Aug.18

#

t

one room has been allocated for the entire engrossment procedure,
which means that the important task of proofreading must be done
in a background of noise and interruptions. Due to the nature of
the engrossing work where the omission of a comma can change
the meaning of a law - we feel that additional space must be pro-
vided for this important function.

Recommendation No. 10: That Additional Space be provided

for the Specific use of the Engrossing Clerks in the Office
of the Secretary of the Commonwealth.

One of the specific areas this committee studied and one most
essential to the legislative process is the committee system. With-
out the committee system the whole legislative task would crumble
into disarray with the Senate and the House of Representatives
unable to cope with the mass of unorganized materials with which
they would be faced. The committees are the real “work horses”
of the legislative system. To them falls the task of detailed exam-
ination of legislative proposals, of essaying through public hear-
ings the arguments for and against and how these arguments relate
to the various communities of interest in the Commonwealth, and
finally receiving information which will help them to make a more
informed determination. After sometimes lengthy or prolonged
hearings, the committee members meet in executive session, dis-
cuss and dispose of these matters, either in the form of a favorable
report, usually a bill or a resolve as the case may be, or an un-
favorable report.

Bills, resolves, and adverse reports appear on the calendar of
the House or Senate after the committees have deliberated and
acted on them. The committees' action provides important cues
to the legislator. Unable to follow closely the thousands of matters
filed annually, the legislator relies on the expertise of the members
of the committee handling a particular bill. If he needs additional
information on a bill which may determine his vote, he seeks out
committee members and discusses the bill with them. If opposi-
tion to a matter arises, the member “carrying” the bill has the
responsibility of taking the floor and explaining the provisions of

COMMITTEES.
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the bill to the members or informally approaching the members to
gain their support. Without such a system of dividing respon-
sibility and encouraging expertise in certain areas, constructive
work would be an impossibility.

The committee is convinced that a revamping of the “work
horses” of the General Court is long overdue. With the passage
of time some committees have diminished in importance while
others have become increasingly important. Some committees
consider over 300 matters in each session while others consider

afewer than 20. The structure of the committee system no longer
reflects accurately the major problem areas with which society is
faced. Though each committee has an area of subject matter
jurisdiction established by precedent, there is an overlapping of
functions over and above the few unavoidable conflicts which
occur. Finally, the large number of committees forces Repre-
sentatives and Senators to spread themselves too thin, some Sena-
tors having as many as six committee assignments, with one usually
being a committee chairmanship in the case of majority party
members. With the committee members being hard pressed to
attend all their committee hearings, some of which occur simul-
taneously, as well as appear before other committees in support
of their own legislation, some hearings are conducted with only
a few members of a committee present. The unfavorable public
reaction is due to a situation which is really beyond the member’s
control.

These then are the major problems as we see them. Although
the committee could have made certain recommendations regard-
ing the committee system at this time, we felt that a detailed and
thorough treatment allowing for a major revision in this area would
be a preferable alternative.

Therefore, we have appointed a special subcommittee to study
this problem and to present their recommendations prior to De-
cember 1.

g Among the specific problems to which they will address them-
selves are the following:

1. Reduction of the number of joint standing committees to
a projection of 20 committees.

2. Major use of subcommittees which will have the benefit
of distributing responsibility through subcommittee chairman-
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ships, dividing work more evenly, and contributing to a greater
degree of specialization within the committee.

3. Authorizing committees to sit during the interim between
the first and second sessions of a General Court.

4. A general look at the distribution of the work load among
committees, the priority for staffing committees and the impact
of the Municipal Home Rule Amendment and other proposed
constitutional amendments on the committee system.

5. A system for the organization of committees. For example,
they could be patterned after the Congressional committee sys-
tem, along the lines of the executive departments, or in some®
other manner.
The final report in December will contain specific recommenda-

tions for the revision of the committee system.

This interim report is respectfully submitted to the members of
the General Court with the hope that they will implement its
recommendations. We believe that passage of said recommenda-
tions during the current session will greatly benefit the operations
of the General Court during its next sitting, beginning in January,
1967. The committee expects to file a more extensive final report
in December.

Signed

Sen. KEVIN B. HARRINGTON
Sen. BERYL W. COHEN.
Sen. JOHN J. MOAKLEY.
Sen. JAMES DeNORMANDIE.

* Rep. ANDRE R. SIGOURNEY.
Rep. JOEL S. GREENBERG.
Rep. WILFRED E. BALTHAZAR.
Rep. SAMUEL E. ZOLL.

*

* Representative Sigourney supports the general intent of recommendation No. 7
but feels that a majority vote rather than a four-fifths vote should be required to
report bills out of committee in the second session of a General Court.


