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C&e Commontocaltfc of

(Adopted by the Senate on August 19, 1949, and concurred in by the House
of Representatives on August 22, 1949.)

Ordered, That a joint special committee, to consist of three members
of the senate to be designated by the president thereof, one of whom
shall be a member of the committee on Ways and Means and two of
whom shall be members of the committee on Aeronautics, and six
members of the house of representatives to be designated by the
speaker thereof, two of whom shall be members of the committee on
Ways and Means and four of whom shallbe members of the committee
on Aeronautics, is hereby established to sit during the recess of the
general court for the purpose of making an investigation and study
relative to the subject matter of current senate documents numbered
59 and 60 and of current house documents numbered 7, 74, 75, 380,
381, 382 and 1076. Said committee may travel within and without
the commonwealth, and may expend for expenses and for clerical and
other assistance such sums as may be appropriated therefor. Said
committee shall report to the general court the results of its investi-
gation and its recommendations, if any, together with
drafts of legislation necessary to carry such recommendations into
effect, by filinglhesame with the clerk of the house of representatives
on or before_the first_Wednesday of December in the current year.

ORDER CREATING THE SPECIAL JOINT
COMMITTEE.



Ordered, That the joint special committee on aviation established
under authority of the joint order, adopted in the house of representa-
tives and concurred in by the senate, is hereby revived and continued
for the purpose of continuing its investigation and study relative to
certain matters pertaining to aeronautics. Said committee may travel
within and without the commonwealth, and may expend for expenses
and for clerical and other assistance such sums as may be appropriated
therefor. Said committee shall make a supplementary report to the
general court of the results of its investigation and study, and its
recommendations, together with drafts of legislation necessary to
carry such recommendations into effect, by filing the same -with the
clerk of the house of representatives on or before February twentieth,
nineteen hundred and fifty-one.

C6e Commontoealtj) of 6@assacf)iis;etto

ORDER REVIVING AND CONTINUING
THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE.





State House, Boston, April 16, 1951

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives

The subject matter of the first report of the special
joint committee (House, No. 2610 of 1950) was referred
back to this committee for further study by an order
adopted by the House on July 20 and by the Senate on
July 27, 1950.

The original membership of the committee continued
the study begun in 1949.

Sen. Michael LoPresti of Boston continued as chair-
man, Rep. Arthur J. Sheehan of Brockton as vice-chair-
man, Sen. William E. White of Fall River, Sen. Ralph V.
Clampit of Springfield, Rep. John J. Toomey of Cam-
bridge, Rep. William F. Sullivan of Roslindale, Rep.
Gerald P. Lombard of Fitchburg, Rep. Cornelius J.
Murray of Beverly, and Rep. J. Alan Hodder of Framing-
ham as members.

Both the joint legislative committees on Aeronautics
and Ways and Means were represented.

In the 1949 session of the General Court the adoption of
an order establishing the special joint committee resulted
from confusion over requests for funds for further de-
velopment of the Logan International Airport in East
Boston, particularly the advisability of embarking on a
$9,500,000 project for construction of a new terminal
building. The various points of view on this subject had
not been finally resolved during the 1950 session of the
General Court, so that further study was authorized.

Other aeronautical matters were also referred to the

Cfte Commontoealtf) of Q^assacfrusetts

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE
ON AVIATION.
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special joint committee for study. They are listed in the
previous report.

More study is needed of airport zoning, especially,
among the matters referred to the committee.

One of the major sections of the first report was devoted
to legislation to consolidate the State Airport Manage-
ment Board and the Massachusetts Aeronautics Com-
mission. This special committee was unanimous in its
recommendation that the two agencies be combined into
a single board administering aviation policy for the
Commonwealth. There were, however, differences over
the set-up of the recommended consolidated agency that
would take the place of the S. A. M. B. and the M. A. C.

While consolidation of the two boards has again been
explored, no further recommendations are made with
respect to this proposal other than to recommend refer-
ence of the matter to the Special Commission on the
Structure of State Government. There is no doubt of
the need for combining the two boards to provide a single
over-all agency to enforce aviation policy for the Com-
monwealth. It is hoped that a workable compromise can
be made to accomplish this result.

The primary consideration of the previous report was
the proposal for construction of a new terminal building.

At the outset, we were convinced that the expense of
constructing a terminal building according to the master
plan of 1943 would present a financial burden for the air-
port which might prevent profitable operation. We were
convinced that the General Court would not approve any
new expenditures for the development of the airport
which did not contribute to placing the airport on a self-
supporting basis.

The question of terminal buildings led us to visit several
airports comparable to Logan Airport, especially those
which might be considered as competing with Boston for
air traffic and business. The airports inspected were
those which were not incurring repeated deficits, as was
the case with the Logan Airport. It was found that at
none of these airports was there any great rush to replace
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temporary structures with permanent buildings, and few
immediate steps were being taken to bring to reality the
massive developments called for by the master plan for
these airports.

There were few other aspects of policy or administra-
tion which could profitably be applied to the Logan
Airport.

The opinion of the special joint committee regarding
construction of a new terminal building was summarized
as follows ;

With the additional floor space that will be available for expansion
both in the new apron building and in the temporary terminalbuilding
after the opening of the apron building, and realizing that less than
half the predicted number of passengers used the airport last year, it
seems to this committee that there will be no immediate pressing need
for a new central or terminal building. Whether there will be a need
after that time for such a building is still a matter of conjecture which
cannot be properly resolved until a sound, objective study of its need
and nature has been made. (H. 2610 of 1950, page 11.)

This committee is still of the same opinion. The need
for additional terminal facilities is, however, less of a con-
jecture than it was last year.

At the very least, it can be said that construction of a
new terminal building at the Logan Airport is not an
emergency project, keeping in mind the present financial
straits of the Commonwealth and its citizens.

It was realized long ago that self-supporting operations
of the Logan Airport would depend on the non-aviation
revenue derived from concessions of various sorts. The
proposed terminal building was described as the “coin
box” of the airport. It was originally expected that the
new apron building would be a promenade for passengers
and others with but few revenue-producing concessions.

The refusal by the General Court to rush headlong into
construction of a huge terminal building has had at least
two results, there has been an opportunity for closer
scrutiny of the predicted passenger traffic on which the
design was based, and an opportunity to test the apron
building which is now being used as a terminal building.
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A re-examination of the master plan was undertaken
by this Committee so far as construction of a new terminal
building was concerned.

The designers of the terminal building of the master
plan had chosen a “decentralized” type of plan. The
Commonwealth was already committed to that type of
development as soon as the Boutwell Apron Building was
erected. In the construction of the apron building, fewer
than one half the stations originally planned for were
included.

This Committee decided to study the question of
scaling down the ambitious, massive terminal building as
proposed in the master plan to bring it closer to the reali-
ties of actual use of the airport and the ability of the
Commonwealth to spend more money for development of
the airport.

Reports came to our attention that overbuilding of
facilities at publicly owned airports throughout the
country was one of the results of the excitement of post-
war expansion of civil aviation. A conference at Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology last fall on ground fa-
cilities for air transportation heard a high British official
state that a central building similar to that planned for
the Logan Airport might never be constructed, and might
turn out to be not only unnecessary, but undesirable. Mr.
Anthony Mortimer of the British Air Ministry, in charge
of the functional design and operation of the Heathrow
Airport in London, surprised those attending the con-
ference with his report.

A consulting engineer, Mr. Leigh Fisher, stated that
most airport terminal buildings in the United States are
at least 25 per cent larger than justified by the economic
factors involved.

Later, a report came from Worcester of a substantial
decrease in the size of a proposed terminal building for
the municipal airport there. The uncovering of over-
built conditions throughout the country at such airports
was blamed.

It was felt that the “decentralized” design might be
esthetically preferable, but every engineer with whom the
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committee spoke, both in Massachusetts and in other
States, remarked on the necessity of a directed flow of
passengers through a terminal area to provide the great-
est potential business for each of the concessions. It was
obvious that the greater the potential for a concession,
the greater the rent such space would command.

In the terminal building proposed by the master plan,
there were provisions for offices and “housekeeping
functions” which it was thought could be better handled
than through construction of a $9,500,000 structure.

During the re-examination of the master plan, it was
found that there was a decision by consultants to decen-
tralize rather than centralize. We were also told that as
recently as 1947, the Commonwealth centralized devel-
opment, but the engineers who recommended the change
were told that the master plan had already been followed
too far to turn back.

Some of the reasons for the choice of a decentralized
development of which the proposed terminal building was
a part may be found in the following excerpt:

In commenting on the centralized versus decentralized
development, the architectural and engineering con-
sultants responsible for the planning and construction at
the Logan Airport said the following in an article in
Architectural Record, January, 1951 (pp. 121, 122):

Centralized versus decentralized operation was another decision
made only after thorough investigation. Washington, D. C., Airport
is centralized; enplaning passengers go through the central building
to their plane; deplaning passengers likewise traverse the central
building, going upstairs to the main entrance for a taxi or bus. Cen-
tralized baggage checking, both in and out bound, further complicates
centralized operation; reclaiming baggage takes too much time. At
New York’s La Guardia Airport, on the other hand, the apron build-
ing, detached, is in front of the central building; taxis and buses meet
passengers and baggage close to the plane stations. This speeds
traffic, but since the central building is separated from the landing
field by the apron building, La Guardia’s concessions are diminished
in value. At Logan, the aim has been to maintain the advantages of both,
affording direct access by taxi or bus to the apron building, yet preserving
for the central building a fine view of the field. [No Italics in the orig-
inal report.)
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Airport terminals previously inspected were clear ex-
amples of neither decentralized nor centralized develop-
ment. The attention of the Committee was directed to
the newly constructed terminal at the Friendship Airport
in Baltimore, Maryland. It was voted to send a sub-
committee to inspect the building there. The objective
of the inspection was to observe the planning and opera-
tion of the building, with the hope that it might provide
a basis for redesigning the proposed master plan terminal
building at the Logan Airport.

The report of the sub-committee was highly critical of
the planning and execution of the Logan Airport master
plan. The centralized principle adopted in Balt'more has
many advantages which would have been valuable had
they been incorporated in the original design and con-
struction of the Logan Airport, the sub-committee re-
ported. They recommended that there be no further
development of a substantial nature at the Logan Airport
along the lines of the decentralized plan for the terminal
area.

Engineers who were questioned about the relative
merits of design substantiated our belief that further de-
velopment along decentralized plans would be likely to
result in huge capital expenditures without a compen-
sating gain in airport revenue. They told us that the
Commonwealth would face a major job in drawing new
plans for a terminal building to fit it in with the decen-
tralized apron building in order to assure a terminal
building that would be a financial asset.

A brief survey of the initial operatingresults of the new
apron building and other present facilities at Logan Air-
port show that a new terminal building may not be neces-
sary at all. The recommendation of this Committee last
year for postponing construction of a terminal building
is hereby affirmed.

Experience with the new apron building has showed
that more than 75 per cent of the .passengers and visitors
are channeled naturally to the plane stations grouped
closely together in the central part of the apron build-



HOUSE —No. 2454.1951.] 13

ing. This was revealed by a survey conducted by the
S. A. M. B. Another 16 per cent were recorded in an area
not far distant from those same stations. The remainder
of passengers and visitors used widely scattered sections
of the building.

Only a small percentage of the passengers and visitors
were outside the main flow of traffic. In the opinion of
the management of the airport, the present apron build-
ing is taking adequate care of the needs of the present
level of traffic.

An attempt was made by the Committee to work out a
possible design of a terminal building which might pro-
vide additional concession revenue and take advantage
of or provide direction for a centralized passenger and
visitor flow. The alternatives to modified use of the pres-
ent apron building seem to require a larger expenditure
than would be justified to tap the potential of less than
10 per cent of the traffic flow.

Passenger travel by air is increasing. Publications of
the Civil Aeronautics Administration suggest that by
1955 airplane passenger traffic will be approximately 1.32
times the 1949 figure. The projection of the number of
passengers was worked out in a study of the major air-
ports of the country in 1949. On the basis of this estimate,
about 1,320,000 passengers would use the Logan Airport
during 1955. Even if passenger traffic increases beyond
that figure, the present facilities, -with alteration, would
be adequate.

Much of the ground floor space that is rented for office
space can be changed to public space or concession space
by the addition of a second and third floor to the present
apron building. This would be of minor cost in com-
parison to a horizontal expansion of a new terminal
building.

When the apron building was constructed, its footings
and foundations were made adequate to support twr o or
three floors above the ground floor. In addition, footings
are already installed for three more plane stations ad-
jacent to the international wing which would add 18,000
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square feet of floor space to the building. Heavy footings
are also embedded in the sidewalk at the rear of the
apron building. They are readily usable, if needed, as
the basis for expanding the apron building.

Vertical expansion of the apron building would help
solve another problem. The present control tower was
constructed in 1947 to serve temporarily. A new tower
must be built soon to house the thousands of dollars
worth of precision equipment vitally needed to main-
tain air safety. The finest and most advanced safety
equipment, including radar, is now housed in a control
tower that amounts to a converted shack. This year
the S.A.M.B. has requested $50,000 for repairs and im-
provements to the tower waterproofing, weather proof-
ing and fire prevention. Further expenditures will be
needed unless a permanent control tower is construct-
ed.

The top of the apron building would be a good location
for a control tower. It is recommended that the addition
of new floors to the apron building include provision for
a new control tower.

Almost a year has passed since this Committee filed its
first report. The time spent during that interval on fur-
ther study has proved extremely valuable in aiding the
Committee to evaluate the need for a new terminal
building.

The Logan Airport is now operating at a small profit
in contrast to the plague of deficits of previous years.
The Committee is hesitant to recommend any additions
or alterations which might mean deficits.

We believe that a need has been demonstrated for a
new master plan for the Logan Airport. Further ex-
perience in operating the apron building will provide
some of the guideposts for a new scheme of development.
This Committee recommends that it be extended into
the 1952 session of the General Court in order to present
its final recommendations based on operating figures for
a substantial period of time embracing all seasons of the
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year and further study of terminal building design. It is
also expected that final reports can be made at that time
on the various other matters referred to this Committee
for study.

Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL LoPRESTI.
RALPH V. CLAMPIT.
WILLIAM E. WHITE.
ARTHUR J. SHEEHAN.
J. ALAN HODDER.
GERALD P. LOMBARD.
CORNELIUS J. MURRAY.
JOHN J. TOOMEY.
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Ordered, That the joint special committee on aviation
established under authority of the joint order adopted in
the House of Representatives and concurred in by the
Senate, is hereby revived and continued for the purpose
of continuing its investigation and study relative to cer-
tain matters pertaining to aeronautics, including a survey
and study relative to the need for capital improvements
at the General Edward Lawrence Logan Airport. Said
committee may travel within and without the Common-
wealth, and may expend for expenses and for clerical and
other assistance such sums as may be appropriated there-
for. Said committee shall make a supplementary report
to the General Court of the results of its investigation
and study, and its recommendations, together with drafts
of legislation necessary to carry such recommendations
into effect, by filing the same with the Clerk of the House
of Representatives on or before February twentieth,
nineteen hundred and fifty-two.

Appendix A.
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ORDER REVIVING AND CONTINUING THE
JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AVIATION.


