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Original

Authorization

(Resolves of

1967, Chapter 99).

for an Investigation and Study by a Special Commission
Franklin Park Zoo and other Zoological Facilities owned or
OPERATED BY THE METROPOLITAN DISTRICT COMMISSION.
providing

of the

Resolved, That a special commission, to consist of two members of the senate,
four members of the house of representatives, the commissioner of the metropolitan
district commission, or his designee, and four persons to be appointed by the governor, one of whom shall be a member of the Boston Zoological Society, is hereby
established for the purpose of making an investigation and study of the facilities,
operation and financing of the Franklin Park Zoo located in the city of Boston
and all other zoological gardens and other animal exhibitions owned or operated
by the metropolitan district commission. Said commission shall include, but not
be limited to, in its investigation and study, the matters of management techniques, fiscal policy, admission charges, budgetary procedures, personnel recruitment and organization, applicability of civil service statutes, capital facilities,
animal exhibits, cleanliness, security, educational and recreational facilities and
establishment of a state zoo commission or authority. Said commission may
travel without the commonwealth for the purpose of viewing similar facilities in
other states. Said commission may report to the general court from time to time,
but shall file its final report on or before the first Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and sixty-eight.
Approved July 22, 1967.
Subsequent Authorizations (Resolves of 1969, Chapter 5)

This resolve postponed the due date of the Commission’s report
to January 28, 1970.
*

Note. This report is filed with the Clerk of the House of Representatives in conformity
with the General Laws (G. L. c. 4, § 2a).
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MEMBERS OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION

Appointed by the President of the Senate.
Sen. Samuel Haemon of Suffolk, Chairman.
Sen. Ronald C. Mackenzie of Middlesex.
Appointed by the Speaker

of the House of Representatives.
Rep. Michael S. Dukakis of Brookline, Vice-Chairman.
Rep. John J. Finnegan of Boston.
Rep. Maurice E. Fbye, Je. of Boston

Appointed by His Excellency, the Governor.
Mr. Beenaed Boeman of Boston.
Miss Elma Lewis of Boston.
Mr. William 0. Tayloe of Medfield.
Mr. Beadfoed Washburn of Cambridge.
Designee by the Resolve, the Commissioner of the Metropolitan
District Commission.

Howaed Whitmore, Je. of Newton.
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Che Commontoealth of Massachusetts
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
OF REPRESENTATIVES.

SENATE AND HOUSE

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives

Gentlemen:
The Special Commission established to investigate and study the facilities, operation and financing of the Franklin
Park Zoo and other Metropolitan District Commission Zoological
Facilities specified in Chapter 99 of the Resolves of 1967, submits
herewith an interim report. The undersigned members of this
Special Commission approve the findings and recommendations of
this Interim Report
Sen. SAMUEL HARMON.
Sen. RONALD C. MACKENZIE.
Rep. MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS.
Rep. JOHN J. FINNEGAN.
Rep. MAURICE E. FRYE, Jr.
Mr. BERNARD BORMAN.
Mr. WILLIAM 0. TAYLOR.

Cbe Commontoealtft of Massachusetts
SUMMARY OF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
The original master plan for development of Franklin Park Zoo
was adopted at the start of the 20th Century has never been
implemented. Prior to its transfer to the MDC in 1958, operation
of the zoo by the City of Boston had been unsatisfactory for
decades. Some relative progress has been made by the MDC in its
ten years of managing Franklin Park Zoo but their operation
cannot be rated as successful. Today, Franklin Park Zoo is in
deplorable condition because proper facilities have not been constructed, there is no professional staff, existing blue collar personnel
are inadequate, the animal inventory is sadly limited and no
educational or recreational programs are offered. The special commission has not condemned any specific person, public agency or
private organization for this situation, but has recommended the
following remedial actior
1. Transfer of full responsibility for management of both zoos to
a private operator by December 31, 1969. First consideration
should be given to the Boston Zoological Society if it can meet the
specified goals of 2,000 members, including 200 active members,
$200,000 in net liquid assets within six months after the enactment
of the accompanying legislation, and proposal of a management
program. Otherwise, the MDC should begin negotiations with any
other interested private organizations.
2. Continued ownership of the zoos’ capital facilities by the
MDC although these facilities are operated under the private
management contract.
3. Not one cent of additional outlay of operating funds by the
MDC to operate the new zoo—for operating both Franklin Park
and Stoneham Zoos, the private operator will receive an annual fee
of about $600,000, the same amount now being spent annually to
maintain the existing zoos—and all additional expenses of operating the modern expanded facility to be borne by the private
operator from zoo revenues, such as parking charges, admissions,
rides, tours, food sales and private philanthropy.
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4. Discontinuing the present use of Franklin Park Zoo if the
MDC cannot find a suitable private operator and cannot build a
new facility and, in that event, conversion of the existing zoo to
another related use.
5. Full protection of civil service benefits accrued by present zoo
personnel.

6. Development of a plan for coordinating zoo program development with the special needs of the neighborhoods near which
Franklin Park Zoo is situated.
7. No construction and no selection of a permanent zoo director
by the MDC until the private operator has signed its contract with
the MDC to manage the zoos. No further use by the MDC of the
existing $l.B million bond issue authorization except for purposes
of implementing a new master plan.
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I.

History of Zoological

Facilities of the Metropolitan
District Commission

A. Franklin Park Zoo

In the 1880’s, Frederick L. Olmsted developed the nation’s first
city-wide park system for Boston. Franklin Park was included as
the focal point for a family outing at the end of a carriage drive
from the central city to the desired “country park” with driving,
strolling and meeting friends among the activities. Also projected
was a small children’s fair area which would include a small
collection of animals and a deer park.
By 1900, leading citizens had begun to agitate for construction of
a more significant zoological facility for Boston at Franklin Park.
This agitation stemmed from a realization that many major cities
in Europe and the United States had constructed important zoos
while Boston, then a leader in so many civic endeavors, had none.
Since 1906, there has been virtually no improvement of Franklin
Park itself, pursuant to Olmsted’s plan, but the zoo idea had by
then become a favorite project of Mayor John F. Fitzgerald. In
1912, Parkman Fund money became available and Arthur Shurtleff
prepared a new master plan for the Zoo. In 1914, Franklin Park
Zoo was formally opened although only six buildings in the master
plan had been completed. Little was accomplished in the succeeding forty-four years, although the City of Boston built an antelope
house in 1931 and prepared a second master plan in 1954.
In 1958, the Metropolitan District Commission assumed operation of Franklin Park Zoo under authorization from the General
Court. Walter D. Stone was hired as the first professionally
respected director; a 870,000 circumferential fence was constructed
to reduce vandalism; a 8500,000 service area including a heating
plant and animal hospital was constructed and the 8230,000
Children’s Zoo area was opened. But these changes made little
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improvement in the general status of educational and recreational
facilities at the Zoo, there was no significant improvement in the
animal collection, and the public and governmental attitude
toward the Zoo remained one of general disgust or indifference. One
historical explanation of the continued poor zoo maintenance was
the fact that the MDC had assumed employment of the city’s
animal attendants but not its groundskeeping personnel at the Zoo.
Thus, there were inadequate MDC employees to care for the
capital facilities and grounds.
Despite these problems, a new flurry of public interest commenced in 1963 beginning with efforts of the Boston Junior
Chamber of Commerce that included preparation of educational
labels and the issuance of a critical report concerning MDC
management of the Zoo. About the same time, the Massachusetts
Zoological Society withdrew from operation of the Children’s Zoo
in a maintenance dispute with the MDC, and Stone founded the
Greater Boston Zoo Association in cooperation with members of
the Junior Chamber’s Zoo Committee and several dedicated citizens. With about fifteen members they took the contract to run the
Children’s Zoo and raised private funds to initiate this operation.
This was followed by extensive reports by the Joint Zoo Study
Committee including the Junior Chamber, the G.8.Z.A., and the
MDC, and by the Boston Finance Commission, all in the summer
of 1964. However, there were no improvements at the Zoo.
In the summer of 1965, the Legislature responded to this public
interest by authorizing both a $2,000,000 capital bond issue for Zoo
improvements and few additional blue-collar positions. About 18
months later the MDC hired the Boston architectural firm of
Perry, Dean, and Stewart to prepare another master plan for the
Zoo and this plan, far more comprehensive than its predecessors,
was presented by the MDC in January, 1968, at an exceedingly
reasonable cost to the MDC of approximately $88,731. An additional approximate $lO,OOO has been spent by the MDC for a
preliminary management study by Harbridge House and approximately $BO,OOO has been spent for general Zoo purposes such as
animals. The remainder of the 1965 $2,000,000 authorization
remains unspent. In 1968, the Legislature again increased the
complement of blue-collar personnel from fifty-eight to seventytwo but until his death in September, 1968, Walter D. Stone
remained the Zoo’s only professional, white-collar worker.
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Meanwhile, public interest in the Zoo continued during 1967 and
1968. Editorials and news coverage by newspapers and other media
reflected a level of continuing public concern as did the frequency
of letters to the editors. The Boston Junior Chamber of Commerce
appeared to lose interest. The Greater Boston Zoo Association
continued its struggle by merging with the Massachusetts Zoological Association to form the Boston Zoological Society. Its
membership reached about 200, it continued to operate the Children’s Zoo and to pay two annual health specialists to maintain the
zoo hospital and other animal health services. It was without an
executive director for about 14 months.
The Perry, Dean and Stewart architectural master plan for zoo
development at Franklin Park was released two months after the
Special Commission began its deliberations. Concurring in the
suggestion of the Legislative Commission, the MDC invited and
obtained an evaluation of this master plan by Dr. Theodore H.
Reed, director of the National Zoological Park in Washington, and
Dr. Leonard J. Goss, director of the Cleveland Zoo, each of whom
reported very favorably while mentioning a minimum number of
potential deficiencies. Noting the weakness of the MDC and BZS in
terms of zoo management and aware of MDC capital construction
and management problems at Stoneham Zoo and elsewhere, the
Commission recommended, and the MDC decided, that development of a plan for management of the Franklin Park Zoo would be
desirable to complement the architectural plan for construction.
The Boston firm of Harbridge House was retained to prepare a
preliminary management study. In July 1968, it submitted its
Preliminary Report on Issues and Management and was subsequently retained to give further advice to the MDC on specified
problems of zoo management. Then, in December 1968, Harbridge
House submitted its second report covering Operator Selection
Criteria, Roles of Owner and Operator and Community Involvement.

B. Stoneham

(Middlesex Fells) Zoo

The Commission also has pursued its responsibility of analyzing
problems affecting the Middlesex Fells Zoo at Stoneham. Conclusions of the Commission on this subject will be included in its final
report. By Chapter 75, Acts of 1969, this facility has been designated the Walter D. Stone Memorial Zoo.
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SPECIAL COMMISSION

The Special Commission was established by the Legislature in
July 1967 as the first official legislative attempt to diagnose the
problems of the two MDC zoological facilities and to establish a
legislative program for solution of these problems. Legislative
action was precipitated in 1967 probably because all other avenues
had been exhausted, the impact of the Boston Globe series and the
resulting barrage of Letters to the Editor was then very fresh, and V
the MDC had failed to move fast enough in implementing the
Franklin Park Zoo improvement program authorized by the Legislature in its $2,000,000 bond issue in July 1965. A copy of the resolve establishing the Commission is reprinted on the inside front
cover.
The first Commission meetings were held in November 1967
immediately following submission of his appointments by Governor
Yolpe. Since then the Commission has met on a regular bi-weekly
basis. A substantial number of witnesses have appeared including
the Zoo Director, MDC officials, the four MDC Zoo foremen,
representatives of the employee’s labor union including an official
of the related New York City local, officials of the Boston Zoological Society and the BZS animal health director, representatives
of the Boston Redevelopment Authority and the Model Cities
Board, members of the architectural firm of Perry, Dean and
Stewart and the management consulting firm of Harbridge House
and a variety of other interested and informed citizens. The
Commission played an active role in inducing the management
study and selecting the management firm to conduct it. The
Commission recommended the review of the architect’s master
plan by two nationally recognized zoo directors. The Commission
held three joint meetings with the MDC Commissioners as a group.
Members of the Commission individually visited the two MDC
Zoos frequently and also visited several other zoos throughout the
United States without reimbursement for expenses.

1969.]
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Two Metropolitan District Commission
Zoos

A. Inventory—Franklin Park Zoo

(a) Building and Grounds. —The Commission agrees with the
evaluation of Edwards and Kelcey, engineering consultants retained by Perry, Dean and Stewart to appraise the condition of Zoo
buildings. They refer to some twelve existing buildings in seven
general areas—bird house, service building, Children’s Zoo,
elephant house, antelope house and shelters, lion house and bear
dens. The service building and Children’s Zoo are of recent
construction supervised by the MDC. The engineering report
describing faulty construction conditions in these two facilities is,
indeed, disheartening. The MDC has offered no explanation for the
leaky roofs, inadequate heating and ventilating controls and other
faulty items. The bird house seems virtually useless to the layman
with its heat, stench and dirt, but Perry, Dean and Stewart has
recommended its possible conversion to a restaurant. According to
the architects, the balance of the buildings should be demolished.
The Commission concurs in their reasoning and conclusions.
( b ) Animal Collection. —The animal collection at Franklin Park
includes approximately 103 species with 352 specimens plus 76
species of birds with 145 specimens. This does not compare favorably with other major urban zoos as evidenced by the Perry, Dean
& Stewart Comparative
Zoo Study. The largest American collecis
tion maintained at San Diego with 1664 species in 4754 specimens. But more interesting from the Boston perspective are
comparisons to zoos in cities like Staten Island with 390 species,
Pittsburgh with 564, Buffalo 387, Cincinnati 820, Tampa 392,
Columbus, Ohio 531, and Memphis 471. Numbers can be misleading, and a list of rare animals not seen in Boston might mean little
to the layman. But many of the most popular animal exhibits are
likewise missing at Franklin Park; e.g., rhinoceros, giraffe, hippopotamus, seal, walrus, penguin, alligator, wolf, beaver, python and
orangutan. Other species best and generally exhibited in groups are
represented at Franklin Park by solitary specimens such as the
zebra and chimpanzee. With the exception of the hooved collection,
these animals are exhibited in decrepit and frequently filthy
enclosures. More advanced types of exhibits such as an infra-red
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house for displaying small, night mammals

or ecological displays
are, of course, unavailable at Franklin Park. On the whole, it is
hard to imagine a less exciting animal exhibit.
(c) Public Facilities. —A zoo should be a total family experience
offering a variety of educational and recreational programs. The
simplest of these can be explanatory labels describing the animal
and its habitat. Guided tours, lectures for school classes, films,
■ecorded descriptions of the exhibits and many other programs are
mally, zoos may offer trained
found at most maior zoos. Recn
lows, train rides, picnic facilities and a variety of other
feature

Franklin Park Zoo is sadly lacking in these areas. Labeling is
generally inadequate, and no other attempt is made at an educa
tional program in the principal zoo. The BZS conducts short
lectures for small children at the pet ring in the Children’s Z
There are a few picnic tables A. limited selection of snacl
available in three locations wit i the proprietor paying a nominal
rent. Water bubblers are few a: id some in disrepair. Public washrooms have been in despicable c on dition for years. Trash collection
has been acceptable only occasic nally. In general, at Franklin Park
Zoo facilities for the public are
t as inadequate as facilities for
the animals.

i

(d) Personnel.—The current authorized complement at the two
MDC Zoos is 72 full-time and j )art-time employees. A number of
se positions are not presently filled. At the managerial level this
one supervisor and four foremen, two for each Zoo.
The
nerly held by the late Walter D. Stone
no autl
authorizations
(

for positions

1 director the MDC has not

A typical major zoo might have a staff of 125 of which 20 were
ninistrators, librarians, scientists, and secretaries, 46 were
emeu, 30 were engaged in maintenance
:l concessions (a figure which

Comparisons of specimens—personnel ratios among zoos can be

misleading as much depends on the types of animals displayed and
facilities used. However, generally in comparison to other zoos, the
MDC ratio of personnel to specimens is favorable. This apparent
abundance is misleading, however. With only one professional

s
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position, the MDC Zoos have the worst professional-blue collar
ratio in the nation. In addition, there are generally too many
assigned animal attendants compared to other zoos, but there are
far too few assigned grounds-keeping and general maintenance
personnel. The deficiency in grounds-keeping personnel explains, in
part, the poor co:

hand the low animal-keeper ratio makes the generally poor cleanliness standards of the animal enclosures difficult to understand.
Most tragically, the position formerly occupied by Director
Stone was the only white-collar professional position available in
the MDC Zoo system. Requests for curators, administrators,
veterinarians and other animal health specialists, such as a dietician, have annually been denied, sometimes in the governor’s
budgetary processing and sometimes in the House Ways and
Means Committee.
Lack of this professional supervisory personnel at the MDC Zoos
has been a primary cause of the poor maintenance standards there.
Another result of this lack of professional and supervisory personnel have been in recurring reports of absenteeism and disciplinary problems. Civil Service regulations have been cited as one
source of difficulty in solving these chronic personnel problems. The
unduly low pay scale is another related cause. However, other
parks and recreational systems in the Commonwealth, saddled with
the same Civil Service system and pay scales, have performed at a
much more satisfactory level than is the case in the MDC Zoos.
As might be expected, another problem was a longstanding
personality conflict in which the Director and the Supervisor were
unable to cooperate in managing the Zoos. Since both had Civil
Service life tenure the MDC regarded itself as unable to resolve
this impasse. Shortly after the Commission began its investigation,
Director Stone announced he would hold regular staff meetings
with the Supervisor and foremen. The foremen indicated their
approval of this procedure but it was discontinued after a few
months.
Proper allocation of personnel has been an additional problem.
By assigning the staff to two shifts, the result is that twice as many
men are theoretically present three days per week as on the other
four; or in other words, there is an inadequate staff on four days
per week, always including the two heavy weekend days, and excess
personnel in some areas on three days per week. The obvious

16

HOUSE

No. 5400.

[June

solution was a three shift schedule which would provide equal
ery day and optimum personnel on weekends. The
PC
MDC twice tried but did not succeed in, implementing a three shift
schedule, again citing disciplinary and absentee problems among
personnel as the prime cause of failure.
Two non-medical animal health specialists are employed at
Franklin Park Zoo by the Boston Zoological Society. Their unofficial responsibilities include diets and staffing the animal hospital.
Care for new arrivals is of special importance. The BZS also
maintains an entirely separate taff for operation of the Children’s
Zoo. Over the years, there have been occasional reports of friction
between BZS employees and M
iployees which obviously
ring in connection with animal
were of most significance when
health problems. Civil Service
ilations have been cited as one
light not be required to follow
reason why regular Zoo employ
Zfi
Ith dire
There have been
concerning responsibility for
persistent rumors over the ye
particular animal deaths such a
se of the well-publicized Carol
Camel and the Boston Colie.
Perhaps two simple and isolated examples might illustrate the
istrating problems of personnel. In one case, the park matron
tn
need not
clean the women
here was no one regularly assigned
to clean it. The ostensible reason for the letter was that she was
allergic to the detergent being used. The Director then alleged the
long since been discontinued. The MDC alleged
The
laying t
Director respon
3 original letter had still not been
in 1967
including July 4, revealed that the elephants were not being
lisplayed outdoors
ors or
on warm weekend afternoons. Whenever these
ncidents were reported, the MDC and the Director indicated

probable cause and promised
(e) Security. —Public vandalism has been cited, from time to
as one reason for the inability to improve or properly
maintain certain facilities at Franklin Park. Over the years, several
animal injuries have been attributed to vandalism. Disrepair of
drinking fountains also has been attributed to vandals. When asked

time,
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HOUSE

No. 5400.

17

to install special facilities such as mechanical paper eaters, benches
and special zoo water bubblers, the MDC cited vandalism as one
reason for not doing so; but when asked to assign extra police, the
MDC reported they were not required. In early 1968, Director
Stone stated vandalism had been a problem but was not then; but
the foremen said it was then and cited the disappearance of several
heavy picnic tables as an exampl
One significant example of the security-personnel problem has
been the burning of trash in trash cans. The potential danger of
such a practice is self-evident. In addition, this makes the cans and
their contents so unattractive as to be psychologically unsuited for
public use in the manner intended. Explanations of this practic
have ranged from shortages of personnel for trash pickups to
allegations the fires were set by vandals, although trash cans have
also been seen burning in areas not open to the public. Despite
repeated assurances from the MDC and Director Stone that this
practice would be stopped, it never was.
It is believed that a significant portion of the public acts of
vandalism occur between the hours of 4:30 p.m. and 7:30 p.m. in
the summer when the Zoo is open but virtually unattended, as all
animal and grounds personnel depart at 4:30. The MDC agreed
that the hours of the shifts be staggered so that some personnel
would come to work and leave work at later hours. Director Stone
also agreed, but never implemented this program, alleging it was
impossible on days when the Zoo staff was normally at half
strength. It was believed that a number of the staff who also hold
second jobs outside the Zoo would have been severly inconvenienced by this procedure (as well as by the three shift proposal
discussed above). An unfortunate but obvious alternative would be
to close the Zoo at 4:30 year round if it cannot be protected. The
Commission believes this would be far too early to close in the
summer and condemns the practice of closing some important
exhibits such as the lions and elephants as early as 3:45 on peak
summer days.
Even during peak hours, zoo personnel are rarely visible to the
public. Without a regular official presence of the zoo staff, some
public indifference to maintenance of zoo facilities as well as
outright vandalism, is inevitable. To help establish this official
presence, various groups have suggested that the zoo staff be
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supplied with wc

iforms as is common in many zoos and other
public facilities. Budgeting problems have prevented the MDC
from contributing to the cost of these uniforms.
It should be noted that the MDC constructed a fence around the
zoo in 1960, thus greatly improving security and in 1968, added one
regular motor scooter patrolman whose presence was helpful. The
zoo staff presently includes one night watchman and additional
police are assigned from time to time, especially on weekends.
(/) Summary.—Franklin Park Zoo is in deplorable condition and
one of the worst zoos in the country. As such, it is a blemish upon
the reputation of the City of Boston, the MDC and the Commonwealth. In addition, several witnesses have given evidence of
unsatisfactory conditions at the new Stoneham Zoo.
The history of the Zoo and some of the reasons for its condition
.re well stated in several previous reports prepared by the Boston
Finance Commission, the Boston Junior Chamber of Commerce
the Joint Zoo Study Committee and the architectural firm of Perry,
)ean and Stewart retained by the MDC to produce a new master
plan for the Zoo. There is no need to restate all that appears in
those report

ificant factors to note are
n
facility open to the public at
Franklin Park Zoo since 1931, except the Children’s Zoo, and
ret ion of just one non-public facility (the service-officehospital area) since then (in 1960). The Zoo as it stands consists of
antiquated, decrepit buildings and enclosures based upon plans
conceived at the turn of the century which were never fulfilled.
Construction of the new Zoo facility at Stoneham has produced
only further questions about the
fility of the MDC to construct
le;
nd operate a zoo under present
al conditions.
*

(2) Improper staffing which ha produced only one white-collar
professional worker to manage the MDC zoo facilities. For
no veterinarian or animal health specialist ever has been
authorized by the governor and Legislature to run the new animal
hospital.

(3) Inadequate grounds keeping and animal-tending personnel,
both in number and training, complicated by inability to adapt
itate civil service regulations to the operation of a zoo.

1969.]
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(4) This has resulted in horrible maintenance conditions with
constant and long standing reports of filthy and run down animal
enclosures, disgusting rest rooms and littered grounds. These complaints were evidenced by the previous reports, newspaper articles,
letters to the editor, personal investigation of the commissioners,
are undisputed by all except some of the maintenance personnel.
(5) Complaints of vandalism and poor security also have prevailed from tune to time.
(6) Of course, the animal collection has been grossly inadequate.
(7) No special programs are offered on an educational, recreational or conservation basis.
The Commission wishes to make it clear that it makes no
judgment as to the principal persons or agencies at fault for the
condition of the two zoos. In a year of hearings, the Commission
has found that all persons involved in the zoo management process
have in some measure blamed other factors beyond their control
such as the failure of superiors or subordinates to cooperate, civil
service problems and budget problems. Notwithstanding the
validity of most of these allegations, the fact is that both the
people and the governmental apparatus involved have failed in
their responsibilities whether or not at fault. The problems of
Franklin Park Zoo actually represent a microcosm of all that ails
Massachusetts government today—a cumbersome Civil Service
system, a mystical budgeting procedure in both the legislative and
executive branches, questionable allocations of priorities in public
expenditures, an inefficient bureaucracy and, most significant of all,
an indifferent civic leadership. For in each of the many cases of
constructing new metropolitan zoos in the United States in the past
fifteen years, the stimulus has come not from government but from
the private sector as represented by leading members of the
philanthropic and business communities. These elements have not
to date been interested in providing a good zoo in Greater Boston
Why their counterparts elsewhere have done so well while they are
taking no interest here remains an unanswered question.
Thus, little is to be gained by placing the blame for foregoing
conditions at Franklin Park Zoo. Either all are at fault or none are
at fault. Suffice to say that a change must be made in the
management, programming, facilities and animal collection at this
zoo, with immediate, albeit gradual, improvement in the near
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future or Franklin Park Zoo should be converted to some other use,
which, itself, should then be the subject of further study, as
indicated in the second Harbridge House report. If a change in
management is made at Franklin Park, then probably the same
change should be made at Stoneham so that the MDC will not be
burdened with this limited zoo operation and so that programming
,t the two zoos can be coordinated by the same operator. Of course
ration of the two zoos under
separate managements.

IV.

Importance of a

Zoo

Ihe Commission feels that Greater Boston should have a major
for the following reasor

zoological facility

(1) A zoo is a major part of a fully developed urban life, one of

the few types of facilities that can offer an educational and
■ecreational experience for the entire family. Educationally, one
obtains visual knowledge of the animals and their habitat, learns
geography and a good deal about environmental conditions
throughout the world and can participate in a wide variety of
pecial programs. One only need visit a good zoo to observe the
wholesome recreational potential available.
(2) Major cities throughout the country and the world have
important zoological facilities. The Commission has never encountered even one witness who has seen a worse zoo than at Franklin
Park. A good zoo contributes to the stature of a city just as do a
good symphony, library and professional basketball team. Annual
zoo attendance on a world-wide basis now probably exceeds a
staggering 300 million people, yet a good major zoo cannot be seen
in New England. A decent zoo facility at Boston would avail to the
people of all New England a recreational and educational experience they have been missing which is available to residents
throughout the rest of the United States and most of the world. A
new zoo in Boston is necessary to keep pace with the many cities
which have long had them, recently built them or are now planning
them.

(3) A zoo contributes to conservation programs and humane,
behavioral research programs.
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(4) A good zoo has an important impact on business and
tourism. In the United States each year, more people visit zoos
than attend all professional sports events combined. A major
zoological facility at Franklin Park would be the sole attraction of
this type in all New England. Implementation of the Perry, Dean
and Stewart master plan for a zoo would focus world-wide attention on Boston.
(5) The Commission has found no opposition to the concept of a
major zoological facility in Boston; all persons seem to favor it
except those few who oppose zoos anywhere as a matter of
principle. The only obstacle beyond public and governmental
lethargy is the problem of finance. Should the public incur the
substantial expenditures necessary to build and operate a major zoo
in view of the vast sums now needed to expand other public
programs connected with education, mental health, housing and
other vital public needs? The Commission answers this question in
the affirmative. A zoo is an essential part of a total urban
environment just as are a public auditorium, professional sports
stadium or boating basin. A zoo is available for recreational and
educational use by the entire family and for scientific and conservation purposes that benefit all mankind. The school children, the
mentally retarded, the aged, the poor, all of whom deserve more
consideration from government, all can enjoy a great zoo. As will
be detailed later in the report, funds can be made available for a
worthwhile zoo without impeding development of other necessary
public programs.
The Metropolitan Council of the Minneapolis-St. Paul area has
recently proposed a new zoo there which appears to be based upon
the findings made earlier for Boston by Perry, Dean and Stewart.
Cooperating groups include the Minnesota Zoological Society, the
Education and Research Development Council, the University of
Minnesota Zoo Committee, the Como Park Zoo staff, Voigt and'
Fourre, Inc., Architects, and the Metropolitan Council. Their
proposal is set forth in a beautifully done pamphlet for public
consumption in which they aptly describe their reasons for supporting a new zoo. Their reasons for a Twin-Cities Zoo are equally
applicable to Boston and we quote a few passages of their brochure
as follows:
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DAY AT THE ZOO”
a worldful of animals in a Minnesota
4 day at the zoo
woodland. Ride the puffing narrow-gage train past lions lolling on a
transplanted piece of African veldt, stroll through a deep green
tropical jungle where birds of paradise perch just out of reach, or
watch from the confines of a heated walkway as polar bears play
...

outside

on a

sub-zero arctic wast

ch a family adventure can be available in the Twin Citie
Metropolitan Area within a few years, not only for state residents
but for thousands of tourists as well.
For five months, a special zoo committee of the Metropolitan
Council investigated the prospects of adding a major zoo to the
Twin Cities Area’s list of recreational, educational, and cultural
attractions. The committee found that a metropolitan zoo is needed
and that it is possible to build one—not just an ordinary zoo, but
one with features unique in the world.
Let’s see what the proposed new zoo in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area would be like.”

“A FIRST-RATE, FAMILY-ORIENTED RECREATIONAL
FACILITY”

“A zoo is an excellent place for families to relax, enjoy the outof-doors, and learn at the same time. A year-round zoo that can
provide high-quality family-oriented recreation is much needed in
the Twin Cities Area. The nearest major zoos are in Milwaukee,
Omaha, St. Louis, Winnipeg, and Chicago, all at least 325 miles
from the Twin Cities Area.
A zoo offers exciting new opportunities to coordinate the Area’s
recreational facilities. The Area presently boasts major league
sports facilities, acclaimed educational centers, theaters, and
museums. Studies show that an outstanding zoo can add from one
Ho three days to the stay of an average visitor—as he takes
advantage of other recreational opportunities.
A new major zoo will enhance the state’s image and draw out-ofstate families to live and work here.”
“YEAR ROUND, COMFORTABLE USE”
“The new facility would be a four-season, temperature-controlled
zoo, a year-round operation in an environment pleasing to animals
and visitors.
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It would be the first zoo in the country displaying a large and
complete selection of North American species in their natural
habitats on a year-round basis, cool in summer, open in the winter
see a bear hibernating, beavers in their winter home un
penguins
capering in freezing water.
ice,
Visitors would view the displays from heated trains or casually
stroll through enclosed corridors . leave your winter overcoat at
the door.”
.

.

“AN EXCELLENT EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY FOR
AREA SCHOOL CHILDREN
“A zoo is the most effective school science laboratory available,
where children can see first-hand how animals are suited to a
particular life and environment, and how they relate to other
animals and to man.
School science programs would be coordinated with class visits to
the new zoo.
Competent zoo personnel would conduct classes in the classrooms, auditoriums, or other facilities at the zoo. Such buildings
would make the most of the zoo as part of the total Area
educational system.
Seventeen of the 21 major zoos in the country now offer
educational programs.”

V. Who Should Own and

Manage a

New Zoo?

A. Management

1. Q.

Should the MDC continue to

manage one or both zoos?

A, The MDC should stop operating both zoos as soon as a
responsible alternative is ready and able to do so. The evidence at
both zoos attests to the inadequacy of the MDC management of
these facilities. Most zoo authorities believe that a zoo should be
operated by an entity whose sole responsibility is the zoo; in other
words, where a governmental agency operates a zoo as just one of
many facilities, the zoo inevitably suffers. By adopting a resolution
favoring private management of the zoos, the MDC has, itself,
wisely recognized the need for a change.
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What general alternatives are available?

(i) Advisory board of trustees—Even if the MDC were to
or both zoos an intra-agency reorganization of zoo responsibility would be wise. The simplest alternative
would be the establishment of a volunteer board of trustees to
advise the MDC in all aspects of zoo management. This board
would, however, be confronted with all the same problems which
currently hamper the MDC in its efforts to run the zoos.
(ii) Independent Quasi-Public Board of Trustees—consisting of
representatives of the public sector, government and the private
operator, such as recommended in the second Harbridge House

A.

continue to operate one

■eport.

(iii) Private contractor for profit—the MDC might try to hire a
private contractor to run the zoos at a fixed fee equal to the present
MDC zoo expenditure. Successful private operation of the Blue
Hills Ski area under contract with MDC is one relevant example.
If a responsible management company could be found for the job,
this alternative would be preferable to continued direct MDC
management, assuming the private contractor had complete
autonomy over fiscal and personnel policies. This approach is not
recommended because to the knowledge of the Commission it has
not been tested elsewhere in comparable circumstances and because
the Commission believes the potential profits should be used for
zoo rather than private purposes.
iv) Another existing state agency such as the Division of
Iternative is not recommended because

other state agency would encounter many of th
trative
;etary and Civil Service problems that have plagued the

any

MDC,

(v) Return to the city of Boston—this would leave the
Stoneham problem unsolved and place the entire fiscal burden
upon Boston. In addition, Boston’s present operation of its parks
system and its previous operation of the Franklin Park Zoo make
this alternative unrealistic.
(vi) Creation of a new state agency or metropolitan authority to
operate only the two zoos—this would have the advantage of
focusing responsibility for the zoo in one agency, would justifiably
spread the costs of zoo operation beyond the 37 municipalities of
the MDC Park District and perhaps might even lend itself to some
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independent bond issuing activities and to relaxation of certain
legislative attitudes toward Civil Service and fiscal autonomy.
However, the Commission does not recommend this alternative
because of public resistance to the creation of new state agencies
and authorities and because private management is a better
alternative.
(vii) Non-profit private operator—most successful zoos are
today operated by non-profit associations of private citizens,
generally zoological societies, under some form of cooperation with
governmental bodies which generally own the capital facilities and
partially subsidize the operation of the zoo. The Commission prefers
this approach if a suitable operator is available. Private operation
can assure centralized and expert responsibility for operation of the
zoo without dilution of effort by responsibility for other operations
such as parks, beaches, sewers, roads and waterways. Private
operation avoids the administrative, personnel and budget entanglements that have hurt the MDC zoos. Private operation
better lends itself to private means of revenue raising, and,
ing the operator is non-profit, the profits are returned automatically to zoo improvement. The MDC has, itself, officially
adopted a policy favoring private management. It should be noted
that this private operation might well be supplemented by a quasipublic board described in paragraph (ii) and recommended by
Harbridge House. This unique idea will receive thorough analysis
from the Commission in its future deliberations but need not
become a cause for delaying the search for a potential private
operator. A private operator would be required whether it contracted directly with the MDC or with the Harbridge House type of
independent board. Irrespective of whom the private contractor
dealt with, sufficient controls and ownership by the public agency
would be advisable to avoid any conceivable constitutional complications under Article XLVI of the Amendments to the State

Constitution.
3. Q. What private operators are available?
A. (i) A zoo can be operated profitably and the MDC has
successful relationships with several operations for private profit
(e.g. Blue Hills Ski Area). New Englanders are familiar with the
successes of operations such as Benson’s Animal Farm. The profit
incentive provides ample motive for a reasonable operation but
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profit considerations are not always in the public interest. Generally, the Commission feels zoo profits should be used for zoo
improvement and prefers that a non-profit operator be selected if
available.
(ii) It is conceivable that a profitable corporation might undertake the operation of a zoo on a non-profit basis in the public
interest and/or in furtherance of its public relations program (e.g.
Busch Gardens, Tampa). Similarly, an existing philanthropic
cultural or educational organization might consider operating the
zoo (e.g. a local university, the Museum of Science, the Audubon
-ciety or the Trustees of Reservations). Either of these approaches would provide an existing managerial structure for adaptation to zoo operation with experience in fields such as advertising
and promotion, fiscal and personnel procedures, fund raising and
program development but without any particular zoo expertise
until their staffs were supplemented by the hiring of professional
zoo personnel. Harbridge House has, itself, suggested that it would
consider assuming contractual responsibility for zoo operation on a
basis to be negotiated. In view of the fine work done by this
organization, in analyzing zoo management problems, their proposal merits thorough examination and fullest exploration, which
will undertake in the next few montl

(iii) Experience elsewhere and just plain logic indicate the most
satisfactory results in zoo management can best be attained by
vesting responsibility in a non-profit privately organized, zoological
is done in so many places such as Indianapolis, New
Omaha and San Diego. It should be n
the past few years new or reorganized zoo societies in several cities
have sprung forth in many urban areas to revitalize their metroch as Erie, Wichita, Indianapo
go,

Louisville, Omaha and Milwaukee. Following this nationwide
pattern, the Commission believes that the best alternative for
management of the Boston area zoos would be operation by a
private, public-spirited zoological society. In this regard, the Commission has examined the management potential of the Boston
Zoological Society, which alone among non-governmental organizations has for several years expressed a desire to manage MDC zoo
facilities.
The leadership of the BZS has consisted of a small group of
dedicated workers who have done their best but have been unable
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to solve the difficult problems confronting them. The Commission
has been advised that the BZS is working on a management
proposal and has recently hired a new executive director, who, in a
brief period, has made a good initial impression in confronting an
extremely complex task. Membership increased significantly in
1968. These are encouraging signs. However, in several years of
existence they have been unable to operate the essential Children’s
Zoo food concession (having licensed it to a private operator) or to
maintain adequate policies of casualty insurance on their personal
property. They have only recently produced a modest program for
management of the zoo, and they have never suggested any criteria
for measuring their capability to manage it or recruited the personnel or raised the funds necessary to evidence their potential.
the Commission concludes that the present status of the Boston

Zoological Society would not warrant transfer to it of management
of either of the two MDC Zoos at this time. Furthermore, just as
the time has come for an immediate decision on whether Boston
will have a great zoo or none so has the time come for an imn

determination of whether or not the Boston Zoological Society will
ever be able to play a responsible role in management of a Boston
zoo. Harbridge House, in its second report, has established an
elaborate set of criteria for evaluating the potential of the MDC
Zoos. The Commission endorses these criteria, and believes these
valuable standards should be reduced to a set of objective definable
goals for application in the immediate future. In this regard, the
Commission recommends that the MDC, either directly or through
public board under the MDC as sugHouse. and the

Zoological

Societv enter into a

contract for the management of both zoos within six months after
the enactment of the accompanying legislation, provided that the
Society has by that date attained a paid membership of 2,000, an
active membership of 200 (members serving on committees as
evidenced by regular attendance at regular meetings), net liquid
assets of $200,000 and a managerial program for operation of both
zoos, including BZS operation of all concessions. If these goals have
not been attained by that date then the Boston Zoological Society
should be eliminated from further consideration as private operator
of the MDC Zoos. The Commission recognizes that establishing
such specific goals can be an essentially arbitrary process, but the
BZS and MDC have been too vague for too long in establishing the
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criteria for determining when the BZS would have achieved sufficient stature now needed. The validity of the recommended criteria
may be evaluated by reference to other zoological societies such as
the Toledo Zoo Society which has 8,500 members or the Indian
apolis Zoo Society which recruited about 4,000 members in its
initial fund raising drive and now has about 3,000. In any case,
experience elsewhere proves that the right kind of leadership is the
on of a zoo society. The

fulfillment by BZS of the goals recommended above would stand as
evidence that it has this requisite leadership.
It is unlikely that the BZS will attain these goals unless there is
an immediate infusion of recognized civic, political and business
leadership on an active participation basis to supplement the
joresent leadership group. These must include influential people
who can reach both funds and government as well as people who
can provide sound management supervision and bold initiatives.
The entire metropolitan community at all levels (governmental,
educational, business, philanthropic, cultural), should immediately
join in canvassing for this leadership. The objective should be to
find several dynamic persons of recognized stature in the Greater
Boston area who will volunteer to join with the present BZS
leadership to assume responsibility for the development of a zoo
society that can attain the above stated goals.
(iv) The Commission commended the decision of the MDC to
engage the services of Harbridge House, a management consulting
firm, to appraise the management and fiscal problems connected
with development of a new zoo in Boston and to canvas the
community for business and non-profit organizations potentially
laliagement of the MDC Zoos. The Commission
endorses the Harbridge House Phase I report, and, in particular,
adopts the Harbridge House criteria for evaluating the programming potential of private organizations in Massachusetts desiring
to operate the zoo. If it is evident to the MDC that the BZS is
unable to meet the established goals, then negotiations should commence with any other interested groups. If the MDC is unable to
contract with a private operator, then the MDC should continue
management of Stoneham in its present form and should convert
Franklin Park Zoo to some other use as stated above.
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Oivnership

Q. Who should own the capital facilities, land and exhibits
which comprise the zoo?
A. The combination of public ownership and private management of zoos has succeeded elsewhere. The Commission sees no
reason to vary this pattern in Boston. The large sums of money
needed to build a new zoo, and the fact that it will almost certainly
be built upon land presently owned by the public, make public

financing and ownership essential. Under Article XLVI of the
Constitutional Amendments such continued public ownership
would be legally mandatory. Once the MDC has financed the
multi-million dollar construction of the zoo, it seems advisable that
legal ownership of these facilities remain in public control as an
ultimate safeguard of the public’s interest. Having concluded
public ownership is desirable, the Commission recommends that
this ownership remain vested in the MDC. Despite its previous
difficulties, the MDC has more experience in zoo ownership and
construction than any other public body in Massachusetts.

VI.

Financing

the

New Zoo

A. Capital construction costs
Perry, Dean and Stewart estimates the cost of building their
master plan zoo at approximately $20,000,000, if construction
commences in 1970. It is not reasonable to expect all of such funds
to be contributed charitably in the local area, although the fund
raising potential of the private sector should not be under-estited (e.g. Trustees of Reservations raising $750,000 in a brief
period to purchase World’s End, or the $4 million plus private fund
raising effort to build and staff, the new Boston Aquarium).
However, the magnitude of the zoo project dictates that the bulk of
the capital fund must come through governmental action. If the
MDC is successful in obtaining the services of a private group to
manage the zoo, then the Commission recommends construction of
this master plan zoo. Approximately $l.B million of the required
construction fund remains from the original $2 million bond issue
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rorized in 1965 by the Legislature for zoo improvements. The
MDC should now stop using this money for any purpose not
directly related to implementing the new master plan. In addition,

the Commission endorses in principle the broad outlines of the
master plan. It recommends, however, that any further action on
aster plan be deferred until the transfer to a private operator
takes place, and the capacity of such a private operator to
undertake the supervision and construction of a new zoo along the
lines of the master plan has been determined.

B. Operating Costs
Harbridge House has estimated the expense of operating an
expanded Franklin Park Zoo and Stoneham Zoo at from $2,420,000
3, depending on the programming and facilities offered.
These figures seem reasonable to the Commission. The present
MDC expenditure for these facilities is approximately $600,000.
How will the additional funds be raised?
(1) Solely from Government—One alternative would be to look
solely to the MDC budget for the additional sums. The Commission regards this as an inadvisable and unnecessary alternative
because of the existing strain upon the MDC tax base and because
other revenue sources are readily available. Barring unusual inflationary trends, the present MDC contribution of $600,000 annually
should not be increased. It should, however, be paid as a contractual subsidy to the private manager of the zoo.
For the same reasons, it does not seem advisable to have the
Commonwealth assume the entire additional revenue burden a new
zoo will produce. It should be recognized, however, that residents of
all Massachusetts will be using the zoos, many of whom live just as
close as do MDC residents. An annual operating contribution of
the Commonwealth would be justified, perhaps in the form of
subsidizing free admission fees for school children, but the Commission makes no recommendation in this regard at this time. The
Commission recognizes that increases in the above operating figures
may be justified from time to time, especially when and if federal
funds are available for special zoo projects on a matching basis.
The Commission has noted that government subsidizes privately
operated-publicly owned zoos throughout the United States; e.g.,
New York City contributes $1.4 million annually as 25 per cent of
the Bronx Zoo operating budget, Philadelphia contributes $260,000

*
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annually as 10 per cent of the zoo budget and Omaha contributes
$150,000 annually as 40 per cent of the budget.
(2) Raising the Balance—Budgeting expenses and revenues will
be the responsibility of the private manager of the zoo, which
should not be burdened by governmental restrictions in this regard.
The private manager will be entrusted with responsibility to
operate a facility offering maximum programs and exhibits to the
most people. This can only be achieved through proper budgeting.
To achieve this goal, the private manager should be given complete
discretion to use all available sources of revenue. This would
include parking fees, admission charges, concession sales, amuse
ments and private philanthropy.
Experience elsewhere indicates that zoos can be operated on a
break-even basis, even a profitable basis. Zoos at San Diego and
Indianapolis are almost totally self-sufficient. The revitalized Erie
Zoo is kept in the black by an adjacent ice skating rink. Even the
zoo in such an unlikely place as Staten Island has over one million
visitors per year and is kept in the black largely through operation
of a zoo-related variety store.
Sales of food and beverage are an especially profitable source of
funds as are the very popular fairly recent addition of zoo train
rides, many including guided tours. The San Francisco Zoo nets
$350,000 annually from its concession operations, or 40 per cent of
its operating budget, plus another $lOO,OOO from its guided bus
rides. Cleveland nets 10 per cent of its budget from concessions and
Pittsburgh, 40 per cent. San Diego nets 11 per cent of its budget
from its guided bus rides alone. There are no present rides at
Eranklin Park and the cor
nual
is to
$7,000,
which is not
fee of
operate
be successful today, then the open r of th
>o
rst be used for zoo
•c
the concessions and the resultin
purposes,

thus,

tm

private operators at Franklin Park and

Stoneham Zoos must be
ended.
The new Louisville Zoo was launched by a $1.5 million capital
contribution from the James Graham Browm Foundation. By comparison, Boston’s largest charitable foundation contributed $15,000
to the BZS for 1968 and $lO,OOO for 1969. Charitable contributions
form the backbone of zoo society fund raising efforts elsewhere.
Given a good zoo and an effective program, the private operator
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can be expected to raise substantial charitable contributions for zoo
purposes. For example, the Cleveland Zoo has received $8,000,000
in charitable contributions in the last ten years or 11 per cent of its
ten year operating budget. Pittsburgh Zoo has received $107,000 in

charitable contributions in the last year. Bronx Zoo has received
$832,000 in the last year plus $447,000 in ear-marked gifts.
The argument occurs over whether parking lot charges and paid
admissions should be imposed upon the public. Either or both of
these charges are imposed in most, but not all, major zoos today. In
no case, has there been any indication that attendance has been
reduced because of these charges. Locally, there has been no
decrease in attendance at the Museum of Science which recently
increased its admission charge for adults from $l.OO to $1.50.
The principal objection to the construction of a new zoo will be
the cost of it. The only way we are going to have a zoo in Boston is
if the people who use it help pay for it. This has been the
successful experience elsewhere. Those who argue against admission
charges and parking fees will in effect be making a self-defeating
argument against the construction of a new zoo in the first place.
The problem remains of providing for those who cannot afford to
visit the zoo no matter what the admission charge. The Commission
makes no specific recommendation in this regard except to urge the
private operator and the MDC to implement one or more of the
many alternative solutions available. One of the simplest compromises elsewhere has been to provide there will be no admission
charges on specified days, e.g. Tuesdays and Saturdays, as is done in
Cleveland. School children arriving in school-organized groups can
readily be admitted free, or, in fact, all children under 12 accompanied by adults can be admitted free at all times. Free passes can
be made available at various charitable institutions for distribution
to the deserving. The Legislature can review these programs
initiated by a private manager each year when it considers the
annual contributions of the MDC to the zoo operating budget, and
the MDC can consider this problem in negotiating its contract with
the private manager.
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VII. Problems of Transition
A.

Where should the New Zoo he Located?

The new zoo facility should be located in Franklin Park. Studies
by Perry, Dean and Stewart indicate this is the best location
location in
in
the Metropolitan area and the Commision endorses the reasoning
behind its recommendation.
Most significant reasons for this conclusion are: (a) space is
available, (6) accessibility to maximum population, (c) new zoo
facilities would enhance the Model Cities area, and (d) public
argument over selection of another site on poor city land or in a
suburban residential area would delay progress for years.

B. Who should Supervise Construction of the New Zoo?
Since the new zoo will continue to be a publicly owned facility
although privately managed, the primary responsibility for con
structing it should be vested in the owning public body, presumably the MDC. Experience at Stoneham indicates the public would
be served well if the MDC received assistance in this construction
responsibility. The private operator of the zoo should not be
presented with a new facility that is inadequately constructed from
the day it opens. Since the private operator should be able to offer
zoo expertise and will be responsible for operating the new zoo, it
should play a major role in the development and implementation
of construction plans, many of which should be based on
programming judgments the MDC does not have the staff to make.
The Commission recommends that the private operator and the
MDC jointly approve all construction plans so that both may be
held responsible for both successes and errors in construction. Thus,
the two groups would work together in approving all architects’
and engineers’ plans, the selection of contractors and phases of
development and supervision of construction. It follows that construction, including the selection of an architect and preparation of
plans, should not commence until the private operator has been
chosen. Since the estimated construction costs for the new zoo will
increase at the estimated rate of $1 million every six months, the
time has obviously come to make immediate decisions on these
subjects.
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C. When should the Transfer of Management take Place?
The change from public management to private operation of the
zoo should take place as soon as a responsible operator can enter
into a contract with the MDC. There is no need to wait until
construction is complete as by that time the partially developed
new zoo may already be irreparably damaged by bad management.
Construction of the new zoo might reasonably span a seven year
period; continuing the present management and delaying a willing
private operator for that period of time could be fatal. The private
operator can gain valuable operational experience immediately.
The MDC has entered into contracts for private management of
its facilities without express legislative authorization in the past. In
the case of the zoo, however, the MDC has indicated its belief that
it must be authorized to transfer management to a citizens group.
This legislation should be adopted at once. The Appendix contains
legislation directing the MDC to find a private contractor to
operate the zoo.

D. What Should Be Done About Existing Zoo Personnel?
Whenever change occurs in the operation of a public facility
consideration must be given to current employees with tenure and
retirement benefits under Civil Service. The change in management
should not deny these employees their Civil Service privileges, but
the status of employees should not become a reason for denying
the public a desperately needed change in management. This
problem, too, has been handled successfully elsewhere, e.g., Erie,
Pennsylvania in 1968.
As part of its contract with the private operator, the MDC
should require a guarantee of initial employment of all present zoo
personnel who wish to stay at the zoo. The private operator in most
cases should find these men essential in the initial operation of a
zoo and this guarantee should not be considered an onerous
imposition upon the operator’s management discretion. Personnel
making the change to the private operator should be guaranteed no
lower wages and benefits, including health and retirement, than
they have accrued under Civil Service; the private operator could
not offer any lower benefits and hope to attract a competent staff.
The Commission endorses the Harbridge House proposal that after
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trial period of one or two years the transferring employees be
given an option to return to MDC Civil Service if dissatisfied with
the private manager. Finally, the MDC should provide another
position for those employees who do not wish to transfer to the
private operator’s employ. These guarantees are included in the
same legislation which directs the MDC to employ a private
operator. (See Appendix.)
a

E. Zoo Director Vacancy
A vacancy now exists in the MDC’s zoo director position. As this
is a Civil Service position, the occupant gains tenure after six
months employment. Incredibly, this position is the only MDC slot
for a professionally trained zoo expert. Although the job of zoo
director should not become a political plum, past experience proves
this type of managerial, professional position likewise should not
provide guaranteed life tenure; professionals know their tenure can
only be guaranteed by satisfactory results. Obviously, the private
group responsible for managing the zoo must be able to choose its
own man to run the zoo. This position should not be filled
permanently until a private operator has been selected and either
the transfer of management is made or the private operator can be
given, within existing Civil Service regulations, the right to approve
the selection of a new MDC zoo director.
F. Neighborhood Participation
Because a new facility at Franklin Park will be located within
the Model Cities area thorough consideration should be given to
specific neighborhood participation in planning construction and
programs. This should be provided for in the MDC contract with
its private operator. Of course, the needs of the metropolitan area
would remain paramount but conflicts of interest in this regard are
highly unlikely. For example, special summer programs run by the
Bronx Zoo for under-privileged children of the South Bronx area
have enhanced the metroplitan stature of this great zoo.
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VIII. Conclusion

During the remaining months of its legal existence, the Special
Commission will continue to work toward implementation of
the recommendations contained in this report. It has already
arranged for a joint meeting with the MDC Commissioners to
discuss all aspects of the report and for a meeting with all
legislators from the Metropolitan Boston area to explain the
program. In addition, the Commission will now give further
consideration to the Phase II Management Consultant Report;
from Harbridge House, and the new zoo management proposal by the Boston Zoological Society. The Commission will also
explore the reasons that Greater Boston’s business and philanthropic leadership have shown so little interest in zoo development
by comparison to their counterparts elsewhere in the United States.
The results of these discussions and studies and the progress made
in implementing the proposals contained in this interim report will
be the subject of the final report of the Commission.
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Minority Report

As a member of the Special Commission to Investigate and
Study the Franklin Park Zoo and Other Zoological Facilities
Owned or Operated by the Metropolitan District Commission
established by Chapter 99 of the Resolves of 1967 and by Chapter
5 of the Resolves of 1969, I wish to state that I have been
favorably impressed by the work and dedication of the Commission
and am in general agreement with the conclusions, objectives, and
recommendations of the Commission as outlined in the accompanying report and proposed legislation.
However, the Metropolitan District Commission is concerned
with the legal authority of the M.D.C. to enter into the proposed
contractual agreement in view of the fact that as a state agency the
Commission would be required to commit and turn over to a
private, non-profit organization funds appropriated by the Great
and General Court and assessed upon the thirty-seven cities and
towns of the Metropolitan Parks District.
There are other features of the proposed legislation -which also
may not meet statutory requirements in respect to limitations of
the Commission’s authorities, responsibilities, and activities.
Therefore, it is the opinion of the Metropolitan District Commission that a ruling of the Massachusetts Supreme Court be obtained
in respect to the specific question raised and in respect to other
provisions of the proposed legislation which may be deemed
pertinent.
May 8, 1969.

HOWARD WHITMORE, Jr
Commissioner.

The following is an extract from the records of the meeting of
the Metropolitan District Commission held on May 8, 1969:

“At this point, the Commission discussed the proposed legislation
submitted for review by the Franklin Park Zoo Commission. It was
the feeling of the Metropolitan District Commission that the
proposed new arrangements had serious constitutional questions
and, therefore, it was voted to approve the Minority Report, dated
May 8, 1969, as submitted and read by the Commissioner.”
RICHARD I. FURBUSH,
Secretary.
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Appendix

A.

C&e CommontocaltJ) of s^assacljusetts
In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Nine.

An Act

district commission to
ENTER INTO A CONTRACT FOR THE OPERATION OF ITS ZOOLOGICAL
authorizing

facilities

by

an

the

metropolitan

independent non-profit public

OR PRIVATE

GROUP.

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

follows:
1

Section 1. The metropolitan district commission is hereby
authorized and directed to contract on or before February 2,
1970, with an independent public or private association or
corporation to operate and manage the zoological facilities of
said commission at Franklin Park in the Roxbury section of
the city of Boston and in the town of Stoneham and such
other related facilities or activities as may now or hereafter
be deemed appropriate by the commission.
Such contract between the metropolitan district commission and such association or corporation for the management
11 and operation of such facilities shall contain such terms,

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

commission

13 shall consider appropriate and consistent with the purposes of
14 this act and in the public interest; provided that the agree15 ment shall contain the following:
16 ( a ) a requirement that any profits derived from the
17 operation of such facilities shall be utilized solely for the
18 improvement of such facilities and of activities related to the
19 operation of such facilities,
(b) a requirement that said commission shall have the
20
to inspect all records and books of account of such
right
21
22 association or corporation which relate to the management
23 and the operation of such facilities,
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(c) the protection of present employment and pension
24
25 rights of present employees of such facilities in accordance
26 with section two of this act, and
(d) a requirement that the commissioner of the metropolitan district commission shall approve in advance all admission
29 charges to such facilities as consistent with the sound fiscal
30 requirements for the operation of such facilities.

97

28

1
9

3
4
5

6
/

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
99.

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

Section 2. The contract between the metropolitan district
commission and an association or group executed in accordance with section one shall provide that the employees of
the commission whose work is directly related to such facilities shall be transferred to the association or corporation and
shall continue to perform the same duties at a salary not less
than theretofore, and every employee so transferred who
immediately prior to such transfer was subject to section nine
A of chapter thirty or to chapter thirty-one of the General
Laws under a permanent appointment and who has served a
probationary period shall continue to serve subject to the
provisions of section nine A or to sections sixteen A, fortythree and forty-five of chapter thirty-one, as the case may be,
whether or not thereafter reclassified, and shall retain all
rights to holidays, sick leave and vacations in effect on the
effective date of this act; provided, that any person transferred who was not subject to said section nine A or said
chapter thirty-one and persons appointed after the effective
date of this act shall not be subject to said section nine A or
to any provisions of said chapter thirty-one.
Every employee who upon transfer to said association or
corporation is covered by the group insurance provided by
chapter thirty-two A of the General Laws shall continue in
uninterrupted coverage and all other employees of the association or corporation are hereby likewise made eligible for
such group insurance to the same extent as if they were
employees of the commonwealth; provided, that the share of
the commonwealth of the cost of such insurance shall, with
respect to such other employees of the association or corporation be borne by the association or corporation. The association or corporation shall forward its contribution, together
with all amounts withheld from the salaries or wages of its
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section eight of
34 chapter thirty-two A and all amounts paid by an employee as
35 provided in paragraph (6) of said section eight, to the state
36 employees group insurance commission at such time and in
37 such manner as the commission may prescribe.
38
Every employee who immediately prior to being trans39 ferred to the association or corporation by this section is a
40 member of the state retirement system shall continue to be a
41 member thereof and subject to the laws applicable thereto.
42 The association or corporation shall deduct from the wages of
43 such employees and pay over to the state retirement board
44 such sums as the commonwealth would deduct and pay over
45 if such person were an employee of the commonwealth.
46
The association or corporation shall reimburse the com47 monwealth for its proportionate share of any amounts
48 expended by the commonwealth under the provisions of
49 chapter thirty-two of the General Laws for retirement allow50 ances to or on account of its employees.
51
Every person who immediately prior to being transferred
52 to the association or corporation was subject to the provisions
53 of sections fifty-six to sixty, inclusive, of chapter thirty-two of
54 the General Laws, shall continue subject to the provisions of
55 said sections; provided, however, that the words “retiring
56 authority,” as used in said sections shall mean the members
57 of the association or corporation; and provided, further, that
5S the amount of all retirement allowances payable under said
59 sections by virtue of this act shall be paid by the association
60 or corporation, and the commonwealth shall reimburse the
61 association or corporation for its proportionate share of any
62 amounts so paid. Upon the retirement of any such person
63 under said sections fifty-six to sixty, inclusive, the state
64 retirement board shall refund to the person so retired the
65 amount of his accumulated deductions.
66
An employee transferred to the service of the association or
67 corporation under the provisions of this act shall, upon his
68 written request made within two years of the date of such
69 transfer, be retransferred to the service of the metropolitan
70 district commission. Upon such retransfer such employee
71 shall be assigned without loss of seniority, retirement or other
72 rights, to an office or position similar to that which he held
33 employees as provided in paragraph (a) of
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with the commission prior to his transfer.
The American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employees (AFL-CIO), Massachusetts Public Employees,
Council No. 41 shall continue as the certified bargaining
agent for employees of the metropolitan district commission
transferred under this act unless and until another bargainingagent is certified for such employees in accordance with the
provisions of section one hundred and seventy-eight H of
chapter one hundred and forty-nine of the General Laws.

1 Section 3. For the purpose of meeting the common-2 wealth’s obligations under the contract authorized by section
3 one of this act, the metropolitan district commission shall
4 expend any balance remaining in the appropriation for the
5 current year for the operation and maintenance of zoos under
6 the control of the metroplitan district commission and shall
7 for each year thereafter expend the amount appropriated
8 therefor by the General Court.
1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Section 4. On or before the thirtieth day of September in
each year the association or corporation shall make an annual
report of its activities for the preceding fiscal year ended June
30 to the metropolitan district commission and to the general
court. Each such report shall set forth a complete operating
and financial statement covering its operations during the
year. The association or corporation shall cause an audit of
its books and accounts to be made at least once in each fiscal
year by certified public accountants and the cost thereof shall
be treated as an item of current expenses. The state auditor
shall likewise audit said books and accounts at least once in
each fiscal year. Such audits and any and all leases and
agreements executed by the association or corporation and
the operations resulting therefrom shall be deemed to be
public records within the meaning of chapter sixty-six of the
General Laws.

1
Section 5. Section 1A of chapter 702 of the acts of 1957 is
hereby
2
amended by striking out, in lines 4 and 5, the words
3 provided, however, that no charge shall be made for admis-4 sion to said zoo.”

