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Cfie Commontoealtf) of Qiassacfjusetts

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ES-
TABLISHED TO STUDY THE PROBLEM OF
PROVIDING BETTER PROTECTION ALONG
THE COAST LINE OF THE COMMON-
WEALTH AGAINST LOSS OF LIFE AND
PROPERTY CAUSED BY STORMS.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

The current emphasis on our national effort to rearm
for defense, which has resulted in a federal ban on recre-
ational construction, presents a splendid opportunity to
Massachusetts to catch up with more progressive States
in planning a soundly conceived recreational program of
which public beaches would be an integral and important

On-the-spot inspections of public beaches along the
Atlantic and Pacific seaboards have compelled the Com-
mission to face realistically the all too evident fact that
the commonwealth is far behind other seacoast States
notably New York, New Jersey, Florida and California
in the planning and execution of a comprehensive pro-
gram to exploit our natural endowments, not only for
our own inhabitants but also for the tens of thousands of
visitors who come here each year. The Commission is
further convinced that unless action is started at once
the disparity between us and the above-mentioned States,
with which we compete for the tourist dollar in keen if
friendly fashion, will increase with consequent damage to
our prestige and economy.

Other States, and especially those cited above, long ago
realized the healthful benefits to their citizens from the
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combination of sun, fresh air and salt water available at
public beaches. They also realized that such beaches
were a tourist magnet of compelling power which served
to buttress their economies by bringing in millions of
dollars of new money annually. They deliberately
planned the acquisition, development and maintenance
of public beaches along their shores and today they are
reaping the reward of their farsightedness.

The national effort to rearm has caused the federal
government to prohibit recreational construction. Assur-
ances have been given by the State Commissioner of
Public Works that the present state highway program
will be carried to completion. While the leading recre-
ational States are marking time, Massachusetts should
grasp the opportunity to speed up the essential pre-
liminary work. When the emergency is over the Com-
monwealth will be in an excellent position to push ag-
gressively a system of public beaches strategically located
to serve the accepted geographical divisions of the State,
such as the North and South Shores, Southern Massa-
chusetts and Cape Cod.

To do otherwise would be unfair to hundreds of thou-
sands of our inhabitants who find in public beaches an
inexpensive and healthful recreational facility; to do
otherwise will mean that thousands of out-of-state visitors
will go speeding along our fine roads by shore property
readily adaptable to public beaches and where, if the
beach existed, they would linger to spend their time and
money to their advantage and ours.

The Commission found the subject of public beaches,
one of its primary assignments, inextricably involved
with the entire recreational industry of the State. It is
virtually impossible to study public beaches as an iso-
lated matter, inevitably the recreational industry as a
whole comes into the picture. For instance, the creation
of a state public beach would mean the establishment, in
the vicinity of the beach and the roads leading thereto,
of stores, gasoline stations and garages, small hotels and
rooming houses, restaurants, etc., all important to the
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recreation industry, but having no direct connection
with the beach that made them possible.

Although recreation as an industry ranks respectably
with manufacturing and agriculture in Massachusetts,
and can be developed into a $500,000,000 industry accord-
ing to the State Commissioner of Conservation, —no
comprehensive survey of the industry has ever been made
by the State.

The Commission believes such a study would be worth
while; up-to-date data would be collected that would be
invaluable in the planning of future improvements and
projects, both public and private; material would be
made available to the various elements in the recreation
industry for promotion and advertising purposes; and
accurate information would be provided the general pub-
lic for its knowledge and guidance.

Such a survey need not be costly nor time consuming.
Much of the data is in the possession of public and private
agencies; it needs only to be collected, evaluated and
prepared for use. Certainly an over-all recreational sur-
vey should not supersede the beach-planning program
outlined elsewhere in this report; the latter has an ele-
ment of immediacy not to be denied if Massachusetts
is to progress in the recreational field. But a state-wide
recreational survey would reveal what we have and
should point the way to the maximum development of
our natural resources for recreational purposes, not only
for our own residents, but also to attract tourists from
other parts of the nation.

In discussing public beaches with officials in other
States, the Commission necessarily was familiarized with
other forms of recreation in those States. We talked
over their programs, from inception to their present high
development, and they frankly related the mistakes they
had made and how to avoid them, the various methods of
financing recreational improvements, and similar topics.
The Commission recommends a recreational survey as a
vital foundation on which to base future plans, and offers
its services if the Legislature authorizes the study.
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Because of its pre-eminence in recreation on a year-
round basis, California was visited by the Commission
which made extensive inspections of public beaches along
its coast. Members of the Commission attended the
annual convention of the American Shore and Beach
Preservation Association, held jointly with the annual
meeting of the Shoreline Planning Association of Cali-
fornia, Inc., at Long Beach, Calif. When the Commis-
sion was instrumental in having the former group hold its
national convention in Boston in 1947 (for which it was
commended by Governor Bradford) the California dele-
gation was one of the largest and most enthusiatic and
the Commission was pleased to return the courtesy of a
visit to their State.

Attendance at the convention was richly rewarding and
the knowledge obtained will be helpful not only to the
Commission members in their present study but also in
their other capacity as members of the legislative com-
mittee on harbors and public lands. As Representatives
of the Massachusetts General Court, the Commission
members had a special status which was enhanced by the
fact that the chairman, Senator Charles W. Olson, is a
director of the American Shore and Beach Association.
Moreover, there was gathered in one spot outstanding
experts on shore and beach problems being studied by the
Commission; experts whose knowledge, experience and
counsel were available to the Commission at no cost in
informal talks. To have brought these experts to Boston
for consultation would have cost thousands of dollars.

There were representatives of 27 States and Hawaii
and the federal government. An honored guest was Dr.
J. Pouget, a member of the French Senate and president
of the Mayors’ Club of France. The majority of those
present was familiar to an unusual degree with Massachu-
setts and its seacoast problems. It is significant that all
admired the natural endowments of our State and de-
plored the fact that more has not been done to develop
our magnificent shore properties, particularly with regard
to the greater use of the public beach system. The good
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will created by our visit will benefit the State in the long
run as we undertook to discuss our special problems with
federal officials, who have considerable influence in ap-
proving projects toward which the national government
contributes.

The Commission found that California officials are well
aware of the importance of recreation to the State’s
economy and the essential role played by the public
beach system. Not only state officials but elected office-
holders in county, city and town government emphati-
cally support the present California public beach system
and wish to see it expanded.

This interest in public beaches is not confined to public
officials. The Commission learned that organized labor
has taken a keen interest in the public beach program as
essential to the welfare of the people of California. The
California State Federation of Labor, at its annual con-
vention in Santa Barbara last fall approved a resolution
calling on the State, county and city governments to
expand the program of acquiring and developing recrea-
tional areas on California beaches.

The resolution pointed out that failure to enlarge the
public beach program by elected officials “will encourage
private individuals to acquire these beach areas, with the
result that vast additional portions of our beaches will
be non-accessible to the general public;” and it adds,
“the cost of such an expanded program now will pay for
itself many times over in the long-range recreational
development of our beaches.”

It is well to note, in connection with the above excerpts
from the California Labor resolution, that the Commis-
sion at one time recommended the acquisition of a small
beach on the North Shore. Within a comparatively short
period of time private individuals had erected summer
dwellings there, forcing the Commission to withdraw its
recommendations because of the added cost of land
takings.

4he Commission wishes to express the hope that or-
ganized labor in Massachusetts, in the interest of its
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members, and other organized groups will lend the weight
of their influence behind the campaign to provide more
and better beaches for our Massachusetts citizens, as has
the California Federation of Labor.

California has spent millions of dollars on its beach and
park system and intends to spend many more to expand,
improve and maintain it The State, in its advertising,
both public and private, constantly stresses the attractive-
ness of its sunny beaches and outdoor life by the ocean.
What part public beaches had in attracting the millions
of active and retired persons who have migrated to the
west coast in recent years is, of course, not known, but
that the State places considerable value on this lure is
seen in the continued emphasis the astute Californians
give this theme in their national advertising.

Massachusetts should spend more money to advertise
itself as the experience of California and other outstand-
ing recreational States has clearly demonstrated that such
a policy pays excellent dividends. Our people interested
in the recreation business know full well. Only recently,
Benjamin Morton, executive secretary of the Martha’s
Vineyard Chamber of Commerce, speaking before the
annual Vacation Business Conference in Boston, pointed
out that our State lags behind Maine, Vermont and Con-
necticut in expenditures for state-sponsored promotions.

We agree with these men who realize that it is good
business to send out a dollar that will bring back several
others when it returns. In previous reports we have
made clear our belief that money spent on public beaches
is a form of investment that produces the largest divi-
dends from the lowest initial cost. It would be folly,
however, to invest that money and not let the free-
spending American public know about it. Advertising
our wares is, therefore, a necessity in this modern age.

While California constantly advertises its advantages,
we were informed that the State has no intention of
relaxing the current expansion program. Los Angeles,
for example, surveyed 55 beaches (in the United States,
England, France, Italy, Holland, Belgium, South Africa
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and the Dominican Republic) to ascertain what activi-
ties were offered. The extent and diversity of the activi-
ties were amazing; people, apparently, want to do at the
beach what they do elsewhere and will pay for the privi-
lege of having those activities concentrated at a public
beach.

Los Angeles surveyed the area nearer home and found
there were 81 revenue-producing activities and facilities
offered at Southern California beaches. We, in Massa-
chusetts, may not wish to do things on such a grand and
lavish scale, but we certainly can and should adopt some
of their proved methods of increasing recreational spend-
ing in our State.

The low cost of the investment in public beaches is
aptly illustrated in a report made for Los Angeles by a
New York consulting firm. It was found that residents
of 25 cities and towns in the Los Angeles area used the
city’s beaches. If these communities were organized into
a beach district, and the cost financed at 9 cents per $lOO
of valuation (or 90 cents per $l,OOO as we estimate) the
cost to the average household would be $2.07 for 35
years. Revenues were estimated to rise to $3,244,000 in
20 years, permitting the payment of all expenses and
some of the capital outlay.

The Commission wishes to point out that it advocated
the creation of beach districts in a previous report, and,
further, that the bulk of our urban population is well
within twenty-five miles of the ocean. In fact, we have
only three large population centers not within the twenty-
five miles of the shore, namely, Worcester, Springfield
and Pittsfield; our very compactness, in this respect, is
an asset.

One of the major addresses at the convention was
made by Earl P. Hanson, acting chief of the State Divi-
sion of Beaches and Parks of California. The Division
had its origin twenty-five years ago and now controls
100 units having a value in excess of $35,000,000. He
made the statement, based on his extensive experience,
that the first step in the development of a state beach
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system is the creation of a Master Plan, so called. Such
a plan has long been advocated by the Commission.

Mr. Hanson pointed out that there is more to the
modern public beach than the mere designation of so
many square feet of sandy shore property as a beach
area to every one. Acquisition of a good site handy to
roads capable of providing ready access, sanitary and
parking facilities, recreation facilities other than boating
and swimming, special accommodations for children,
financing of the original cost and maintenance these
are some of the matters which must be considered.

He explained that California was so successful in the
creation and promotion of state beaches that many
municipal and county governments were eager to turn
their beach property problems over to the State. The
Legislature, however, wisely insisted upon local financial
participation. The result is that the State’s high stand-
ards prevail while a high degree of local autonomy is
maintained.

Recreational facilities have enlarged the usefulness of
the public beach in an unexpected way, said Geoffrey F.
Morgan, president of the California Shoreline Planning
Association. As an example, he declared that the public
beach usuallv has a small boat harbor which “are not
only havens of refuge in storms, but are accepted by the
Navy as an integral part of national defer

In one respect the California public beach problem
resembles that of Massachusetts. The post-war influx of
people into the Pacific coast State has placed their recrea-
tional facilities under enormous pressure; the combina-
tion of the automobile and fine roads permits Massachu-
setts residents living far from salt water to drive to the

ocean beach in a comparatively short time. 'This ha
put our seaside public recreational facilities under a
terrific strain which, as the state highway modernization
program continues, will increase. In addition, in the
near future it is expected that we will have to handle
thousands of men and women in the armed services who
will be based in this State.
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Another aspect of California’s study has not been
touched upon previously by the Commission in its rela-
tionship to Massachusetts and it is worthy of some
consideration. It was found that where recreational
facilities, including public beaches, were furnished, the
incidence of juvenile delinquency decreased. The bulk
of Massachusetts juvenile population lives within easy
reach of the ocean and the creation of public beaches
would serve to divert juvenile energy from mischievous
aims. Neither the California group, nor the Commission,
visualizes recreation as a cure-all for juvenile delinquency,
but it can play a great creative role in the community.

California found that development of recreational facili-
ties by the ocean was uneven on the local level, and it
was this factor that led many to favor over-all direction
of the State. This situation now prevails in Massachu-
setts; while some of our communities have undertaken to
provide for their inhabitants, only a small percentage of
Massachusetts’ 4,600,000 residents has benefited. Resi-
dents of inland communities flock to the shore in greater
numbers, and seaside municipalities complain of the cost
of maintaining beaches for non-residents. In the Greater
Boston area this has resulted in a proposal that the
Metropolitan District Commission take over more and
more of public shore property and maintain it. Only
recently it was proposed that the famous L Street Bath-
house in South Boston be given to the MDC for mainte-
nance because more than 60 per cent of its users live
outside Boston.

With a small land area, many miles of ocean front
capable of extensive development, and a large population
that is travel-minded, it is natural that Massachusetts
should look to the public beach as an inexpensive means
of providing rest and diversion among healthful surround-
ings. The Commission had this in mind when it recom-
mended, as a start in the formation of a state public
beach system, the acquisition of three beaches designed
to serve the North and South Shores and Southern
Massachusetts areas.



[Apr.HOUSE —No. 2443.12

The Commission was frankly surprised at the opposi-
tion to its proposals. Analysis of the opposition reveals
that it came from (1) those who felt the State was en-
croaching on the home rule of local communities; (2)
those who held that the State had not set a good example
of beach development at Salisbury Beach on the North
Shore; and (3) those who believed that their shore
property might be taken by eminent domain for a public
beach development, or that they would lose highly
prized privacy if a public beach was located near their
property.

1. In an earlier report the Commission recommended
that local communities establish public beaches as “living
memorials” to their fallen war heroes. When this was
not done (presumably because of the cost) the Commis-
sion proposed that two or more seaside communities,
geographically similar, be authorized to form beach
districts to create public beaches. (It will be noted that
the Los Angeles project includes inland communities in
the beach districts.) Neither recommendation was
adopted because of the cost to local taxpayers to finance
the first steps although the need for more public beaches
was admitted; it was obvious that the State should
enter the situation.

The Commission urged that the State assume super-
vision for several reasons; uniformly high standards
would be established and maintained; the greater re-
sources of the State would permit financing of the initial
bonds at a low interest rate, the bonds to be amortized by
fees from parking and beach facilities, concessions, etc.;
a state agency with a broader outlook would locate the
beaches strategically to serve a greater portion of our
population and to attract tourists. (Many communities,
unable to bear the cost of a public beach, would like one
near by because secondary improvements mainly of a
service nature produce tax revenues.)

2. It is not the intention of the Commission to evaluate
the management of the Salisbury Beach Reservation.
The record speaks for itself. The Commission does feel,
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however, that Salisbury Beach should be incorporated
into a state public beach system, and that the Legislature
should appropriate money at once for better and more
accelerated development than has been true in the past,
with a view to increasing its usefulness.

3. The Commission respects the right to object to its
proposals on the part of private citizens who fear the loss
of their property or their privacy. We do recall, however,
that wdien the Commission was created it was the target
of many proposals which examination revealed would
have meant the expenditure of public moneys to enhance
the value of private property or protect it from wind and
water.

Massachusetts has a coast line approximately 2,200
miles long, of which 900 miles is said to be capable of
development into shore property for public use. Our
shore line is not as straight as a string, its irregularities
permit a wide choice of site in any given area. Also, the
linking of existing public beaches by a state development
might create a huge public area capable of handling vast
masses of people. With only 1 miles of our 900-mile
shore line given over to public beaches, it is evident that
the State must take some shore property, both public and
private, to satisfy a known demand. In some cases the
rights of the general public must prevail over the wishes
of private individuals. In return, the State can promise
that private property will be taken only after careful
consideration, by legal process, and that just compensa-
tion will he provided. The fact that, under the Commis-
sion’s recommendation, the Legislature must approve
each project and land takings is our citizens’ assurance
that their rights will be fully protected.

Our shore line is a natural asset of tremendous value
and all our citizens should share in the benefits that come
from proper exploitations. People living in Central Mas-
sachusetts, Ihe Connecticut Valley and the Berkshires
have a right to be considered in the development of public
areas on our waterfront, just as the citizens living in
communities on the North and South Shores and Cape
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Cod should be considered in the preservation and pro-
motion in central and western Massachusetts as hunting,
fishing and recreational areas.

To many unfamiliar with modern public beaches such
developments bring to mind unkempt and poorly main-
tained shores adjacent to which are entertainment facili-
ties of a “honky tonk” character. Opponents of the pub-
lic beach system criticized even the Jones Beach develop-
ment outside New York City although it is considered
the outstanding public beach in the world and attracts
yearly more people than live in Massachusetts. Possibly
we would not care to spend the millions of dollars neces-
sary to create a full-blown Jones Beach in this State,
nevertheless the Commission is convinced that a start
must be made. The demand is there; it must be satisfied.

Taking into consideration these various aspects of the
problem, the Commission recommends a program which,
it believes, will eliminate most of the objections raised
thus far. We have recommended legislation which would
establish a state division of beaches in, but not part of,
the Department of Conservation. The division would
be supervised by a commission of seven members, three
to be appointed by the Governor, and four state officials
ex officii.

The Governor’s appointees would serve three-year
terms and one would be designated chairman at $B,OOO
a year; the other two associates would receive $2,500
annually. The ex officii members would be the State
Commission of Public Works, who would be familiar with
construction costs and the highway program; the State
Commissioner of Conservation, who would have famili-
arity with over-all recreational problems; a member of
the state art commission, who would pass on the esthetic
element in the construction of beach facilities, and the
chairman of the State Planning Board, who would know
the State’s future plans as they affect recreation and
public beaches.

The beach commission would be authorized to acquire
beach property suitable for development for public recre-
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ation, but specific authority would have to be obtained
from the Legislature before it could act on each project.
Thus local communities and private citizens could take
their opposition to the beach commission’s proposals to
the representative of the people. We believe this provi-
sion will safeguard any citizen who might feel aggrieved
and, at the same time, permit proponents to voice their
approval before our elected officials.

In the bill appended to this report the Commission has
suggested that the beach commission be authorized to
appoint a beach director who would be in direct charge
of carrying out its duties; and has outlined the authority
of the beach commission to set up, maintain and operate
all facilities that are part and parcel of a modern public
beach. One important provision authorizes the Commis-
sion to charge fees which will not only maintain the prop-
erty but also provide for amortization of the bonds to be
issued for the financing of each project. In this way our
taxpayers will not be asked to bear the burden of financ-
ing the proposed beach system.

In another section of the bill the Commission proposes
the appropriation of $lOO,OOO for the immediate develop-
ment of Salisbury Beach, which would be transferred to
the jurisdiction of the proposed beach commission. Dur-
ing the hearings on the Commission’s bill last year there
was considerable opposition based on the assertion that
the State had failed to develop Salisbury Beach. We
believe that with the appropriation, and the proper de-
velopment, this objection can be eliminated.

Ihe Commission was authorized to study erosion on
our shores and found several instances where remedial
action is needed at once to prevent extensive damage.
In our other capacity as members of the Legislative
Committee on Harbors and Public Lands, we can speed
necessary legislation through the legislative process.
Therefore the Commission refers specific soil erosion
proposals to the legislative committee.

We believe, however, that we should cite two examples
of how this erosion can affect citizens. Recently we
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visited Plum Island in the vicinity of Newburyport and
examined extensive soil erosion there. Wind and water
action has cut great swaths through the sand dimes and
is likely to wash through Plum Island boulevard. If this
occurs 510 cottages will be isolated and a new island
created, so we were informed. The importance of con-
struction work as quickly as possible was stressed by
officials of the Plum Island Taxpayers Association

The soil erosion at Revere Beach, changing a con-
siderable area from velvety beach to rock-covered terrain
is responsible in part for the enormous decrease in the
number of persons who use the beach, according to an
official of the Revere Beach Business Men’s Association.
Large stretches of beach from Beachmont to Oak Island
and even Point of Pines are covered with rocks. This
official declared that since 1945 the gross income of the
entertainment operators has dropped from $7,000,000 to
$4,000,000, and he blamed beach erosion for much of the
loss. The economic aspect of the problem is thus high
lighted.

The twin problems of addition of public beaches and
soil erosion on our shores have not been solved. We
believe the Commission, representing the Legislature,
should continue its efforts, and we have appended legisla-
tion to that effect.

Respectfully submitted

CHARLES WM. OLSON,
Chairman

WALTER A. CUFFE,
Vice Chairman

MICHAEL LoPRESTI.
G. LEO BESSETTE.
JOHN L. GALLANT.
MANASSAH E. BRADLEY.
OSCAR J. CAHOON.
JEREMIAH F. BRENNAN.
JOSEPH F. WALSH.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Fifty-One.

Resolve reviving and further continuing the spe-

cial COMMISSION ESTABLISHED TO STUDY THE PROBLEM

OF PROVIDING BETTER PROTECTION ALONG THE COAST
LINE OF THE COMMONWEALTH AGAINST LOSS OF LIFE

AND PROPERTY CAUSED BY STORMS.

1 Resolved, That the unpaid special commission
2 established by chapter seventy of the resolves of
3 nineteen hundred and forty-six and revived and con-
4 tinned by chapter sixty-one of the resolves of nineteen
5 hundred and fifty, is hereby further revived and con-
-6 tinned for the purposes of continuing its study of the
7 problem of providing better protection along the coast
8 line of the commonwealth against loss of life and
9 property caused by storms, with a view to recommend-

10 ing plans for permanent relief against such losses.
11 Said commission shall be provided with quarters in the
12 state house or elsewhere, may hold hearings, may
13 travel within and without the commonwealth, and
14 may expend for expert, clerical and other assistance
15 and for expenses such sums as may be appropriated
16 therefor. Said commission’ shall report to the general
17 court the results of its study and its recommendations,
18 if any, together with drafts of legislation necessary to
19 carry its recommendations into effect, by filing the
20 same with the clerk of the house of representatives not
21 later than the first Wednesday of December in the
22 current year.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Ciie Commontocaltt) of e^assacinisetts








