
HOUSE No. 4852

r

June 5. 1968

BOSTON

WRIGHT & POTTER PRINTING CO., LEGISLATIVE PRINTERS
DERNE STREET

1968

Cf)c CommonUicaltf) of 00a0$acl)usetts

LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

REPORT RELATIVE TO

THE PROMOTION OF THE PORT OF BOSTON



%

�

7

(House, No. 4502 of 1967)
Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council be directed to investigate and

study the competitive position of the Port of Boston including the anchorage
facilities for transshipping and cargo handling, warehousing, anchorages, labor
and management practices on the docks, promotion and advertising of the Port,
and cooperation of government, business and labor groups with pertinent
statistics and facts of other major ports throughout the world so that valid
comparison may be made with a view toward determining how the Port of Boston
may increase its export and import trade to the benefit of the economy of the
Commonwealth and other related matters thereto, and to file the results of its
statistical research and fact-finding with the clerk of the House of Representatives
not later than the last Wednesday in February, 1968.

Adopted:
By the House of Representatives, March 27,1967.
By the Senate, in concurrence, March 28,1967.

(Unnumbered Joint Order of February 20, 1968)
Ordered, That the time be extended to the first Wednesday in April of the

current year wherein the Legislative Research Council is required to file the
results of its investigations and studies relative to restricting local zoning powers
as required by Senate document numbered 933 of 1967; relative to the promotion
of the Port of Boston as required by House document numbered of 1967;

and relative to the statute of limitations in malpractice suits against architects
and engineers as required by House document numbered 4815 of 1967, as
amended by an unnumbered House order of January 29, 1968.

idopted
By the House of Representatives, February 20,1968,
By the Senate, in concurrence, February 21,1968.

(Unnumbered Joint Order of April 2, 1968)
Ordered, That the time be extended to the first Wednesday in June of the
iirrent year wherein the Legislative Research Council is required to file the

results of its study and investigation of the Port of Boston as required by House,
No. 4502 of 1967, as amended by an unnumbered joint order adopted by the
House, on February 20, 1968and by the Senate, on February 21,1968.

Adopted:
By the House of Representatives, April 2,1968.
By the Senate, in concurrence, April 3,1968.

Cbe CommontoealtJ) of Massachusetts

ORDERS AUTHORIZING STUDY
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

Gentlemen:—The Legislative Research Council submits here-
with a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau on the
basis of House Order, No. 4502 of 1967 relative to a study of the
promotion of the Port of Boston.

The Legislative Research Bureau is limited by statute to “statis-
tical research and fact-finding.” This report therefore contains
factual information only, without recommendations. It does not
necessarily reflect the opinions of the undersigned members of the
Council.

Respectfully submitted

Sen. Joseph D. Ward of Worcester
Chairman.

Rep. Joseph B. Walsh of Boston
Vice Chairman.

Sen. Andrea F. Nuciforo of Berkshire.
Sen. John F. Parker of Bristol.
Sen. Allan F. Jones of Cape and Plymouth.
Rep. David J. O’Connor of Boston.
Rep. Raymond F. Rourke ofLowell.
Rep. Anthony J. Scalli of Boston,
Rep. Sidney Q. Curtiss of Sheffield.
Rep. Harrison Chadwick of Winchester.
Rep. Belden G. Bly, Jr. of Saugus.
Rep. Arthur L. Desrocher of Nantucket.

C&c Commontoealtl) of cpassacfjusetts

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE

SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL.



To the Members of the Legislative Research Council:
Gentlemen:—House Order, No. 4502 of 1967 directed the

Legislative Research Council to make a study and investigation
relative to the promotion of the Port of Boston.

The Legislative Research Bureau herewith submits such a report.
Its scope and content are determined by statutory provisions which
limit Bureau output to factual reports without recommendations.

The preparation of this report was the primary responsibility of
Paul K. Lambert, a temporary consultant to the Legislative
Research Bureau.

Respectfully submitted,

Cbe Commontoealtl) of cpasoacftuoetts

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL.

DANIEL M. O’SULLIVAN, Director,
Legislative Research Bureau.



House Order, No. 4502 of 1967 directed the Legislative Research
Council to investigate and study the competitive position of the Port of
Boston for the purpose of determining how the Port may increase its
export and import trade for the benefit of the Commonwealth. Intro-
duced by several members of both political parties, the order calls for
analysis of pertinent factors such as transshipping and cargo handling
facilities, warehousing, labor and management practices and the promo-
tion and advertising of the Port.

Although many critics and researchers on the Port of Boston
conclude that labor inefficiency is the Port’s major handicap, the report
treats in detail other factors which have an immediate and profound
effect on the success of port activity. The more important of these
items are: (1) cost structure, (2) cargo handling facilities, (3) water-
front industries, (4) changes in traffic patterns, (5) frequency of steam-
ship service and steamship company policies, {6) port terminal charges,
(7) containerization and (8) attitudes of port users.

Since New England is a resource-poor region, it must import raw
materials and other products to compensate for that deficiency. This
situation requires the operation of at least one major port in the region
so that land transportation expenses between the port and various
destinations within the area may be kept to a minimum.

For growth revenue and export business, the key regional port for
New England, which historically has been Boston, must compete for
traffic beyond its immediate region. In that regard, a handicap of long-
standing was removed in 1963. Boston now has equality with all other
major North Atlantic ports on rail freight rates covering traffic to and
from key points in the Midwest.

Boston does not have the trade volume of the New York City area.
Consequently to compete and attract ships on a regular basis it is

Cfje Commontoealti) of sgassaclnisctts

THE PROMOTION OF THE PORT OF BOSTON.

SUMMARY OF REPORT.

Origin and Scope of Study.

Basic Economic Factors.
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necessary for the Port of Boston to have a more favorable cost struc-
ture and also to offer better waterfront services. Otherwise, steamship
lines will unload cargo destined for New England at New York, and
absorb, as they do subject to limitations, the overland transportation
costs. The cost of doing business at Boston is higher than at New York
and as a result steamship service here has been drastically reduced.

The Port of Boston has been affected adversely by the change in
tlie nature of exports from this country. Boston flourished when a heavy
volume of agricultural commodities were shipped overseas. With the
shift to manufactured goods, tonnage at Boston declined markedly.

Prior to World War 11, Boston was a significant port for coastal and
inter-coastal traffic. That business has completely disappeared.

Imports through the Port of Boston exceed exports by a margin of
ten to one and this has reacted to Boston’s disadvantage. This imbal-
ance is due to (1) the dependence of New England industry for raw
materials from overseas countries and (2) Boston’s first port of call
status. A strong import area is traditionally a weak export facility.

Port terminal charges are fees assessed by terminal operators for the
use of their facilities. The principal terminal operators at the Port of
Boston are (1) the Massachusetts Port Authority, (2) the New York
Central Railroad, (3) Port Terminal Inc., and (4) Wiggin Terminal Inc.
The most important of these charges are (a) dockage, (b) wharfage,
(c) handling, ( d) usage and (e) demurrage. The total amount of the
charges is a significant factor in determining the extent to which ships
will use a port, and also the extent to which importers and exporters will
specify routing via a particular port.

Dockage.

Dockage is a fee levied against the vessel for use of berthing space.
The Boston rate of twenty-five cents per ton is the lowest of the five
major North Atlantic ports.

Wharfage.
Wharfage is a charge assessed against cargo passing over or onto

terminal facilities. Boston levies a rate of 45 cents per ton. The lowest
rate (25 cents) is in effect at New York. A variety of lower special
charges on large volume commodities moving through Boston serve to
make Boston much more competitive on these commodities.

Port Terminal Charges.
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Handling.
Handling is a charge assessed either against the cargo or on the

inland carrier for loading or unloading his vehicle. Newly-established
charges at Boston, effective February 1, 1968, of $2.80 per ton on
general cargo plus many lower special rates make Boston second only
to Hampton Roads in this respect and give Boston a good advantage
over the other ports. The favorable picture here is marred to a degree
by the failure of the Boston & Maine and New York Central Railroads
to absorb these charges. Railroads at all other major North Atlantic
ports absorb these charges but the aforementioned carriers pass them
on to the customer.

Usage.
Usage charges are paid by the carriers whose own personnel load or

unload their vehicles. Although Boston has the highest cost ($1.25 per
ton) that level should not necessarily be regarded as a deterrent but
rather as an incentive to use the new terminal handling services and
thus give waterfront labor more work.

Demurrage.
Demurrage is a penalty assessed for the failure to move cargo from

the piers within a five day period. At Boston the charge is a modest
two and one-half cents per hundredweight per day. However some
shippers protest that the free time period is too short.

The overall level of port terminal charges at the Port of Boston are
reasonable and help to make Boston competitive with other North
Atlantic ports on this score. The Massachusetts Port Authority has
exerted effective leadership in achieving that result.

Steamship Services.
Frequency and Directness of Service.

The frequency of ship sailings to Boston has declined steadily during
the most recent ten-year period while sailings to the other major North
Atlantic ports have increased. Control of the Port of Boston by New
York interests and the high cost structure at Boston, caused principally
by non-competitive waterfront labor, appear to be the prime reasons
for Boston’s decline. New England manufacturers stress that the
paucity of steamship service out of Boston accounts in large measure
for the routing of much of their shipments through New York.

Boston is typically the first port of call for most ship schedules. As
the Port is located at the north end of the North Atlantic tier of ports,
in the light of the logistics of steamship movement, Boston should be
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either the first or last slop. An intermediate stop at Boston would mean
extra travelling miles for the vessel making more than one port of call
in the United States.

Boston’s first port of call status provides an excellent opportunity to
develop import traffic. The foreign shipper and domestic consignee who
specifies “unload at Boston” when the ship is coming here will receive
his goods long before goods destined for discharge at other ports. On
the other hand since most vessels serve more than one major North
Atlantic port on a single voyage, with New York usually the final call
before departure overseas, Boston’s first port of call status has an
adverse impact relative to the directness of service furnished. Studies of
actual shipments reveal that some 17.5 days elapse before a vessel
carrying cargo loaded at Boston goes to sea, after stopping at other
North Atlantic ports. Because of frequent sailings, the elapsed time at
the Port of New York is 1.4 days. Time lags prevalent at other ports
are: Hampton Roads (5.1 days), Baltimore (6.4 days) and Philadel-
phia (7.3 days).

Containerization.
Containerization and the land-bridge concept of movement of freight

offers one of the best approaches to increase steamship service in and
out of the Port of Boston. With containerized freight, ships usually stop
at only one port—their load is discharged and a new shipment loaded
at the same point. While only about 5% of traffic is now transported
in containers, reliable estimates indicate better than 50% of all export
and import volume can be shipped in this fashion.

To promote the development of this type of commerce, the Port
Authority constructed a huge gantry at Castle Island. Arrangements
were made with Sea-Land Service to operate this facility but because of
labor problems and a shortage of ships, it has remained idle.

Labor Issues.
Labor-management relationships are one of the key factors which

will determine the Port of Boston’s future, particularly as they relate to
the issue of the productivity and efficiency of longshore labor.

Productivity.
Labor productivity at the Port of Boston is inferior when compared

with output and cargo handling at other ports. In 1964, the median
cost per ton of discharging and loading material at Boston was 28 per
cent higher than at New York, 38 per cent greater than at Philadelphia
and over 100 per cent higher than Baltimore and Hampton Roads. In
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1966, a management consulting firm established the variance between
Boston and New York at 10 per cent. Boston has improved somewhat,
but not to the percentage noted because New York longshore labor has
experienced a decline in its efficiency rating. As the Port of New York
is Boston’s prune competitor, tire latter must develop a productivity
level more favorable than that of New York.

In large measure, an extreme job-security attitude on the part of
local waterfront labor has contributed to inefficiency. This attitude has
been manifested especially in relation to the acceptance of improved
cargo handling methods. Thus, local labor has refused to palletize
goods although it will handle pre-palletized cargo. Low productivity
results inasmuch as unpalletized cargo is more cumbersome and time-
consuming to load or unload. However, labor and management have
tentatively agreed on palletizing to the maximum possible degree, and
that provision purportedly will be written into the coming 1968
contract on local work practice.

Formerly, the daily manpower requirements to service the ships were
met through the “shape” system, a method whereby the hiring boss
selected the workers for the various gangs needed. As the result of
recurring gang shortages, this method was replaced by the central hiring
hall in late 1966.

Through this arrangement, the union is required to furnish 30
permanent gangs but management claims the union is deliberately
understaffing each gang. This results in reduced efficiency because of
the time lost in locating substitute workers.

Traditional work practices controlling the reassignment of men
within the gang or their transfer to other duties result in the under-
utilization of manpower. However, to achieve flexibility, job guarantee
provisions may be essential.

Lapping is another harmful work practice, with at least two men
missing from the gang at all times on a system of continuous work
breaks. Slingloads are restricted in Boston to one ton whereas one and
one-half to two tons is the accepted practice in other ports. Clerks are
employed in excess of requirements and their services are not fully
utilized, in the opinion of management.

Palletization.

Central Hiring Hall.

Other Work Practices.



No. 4852.1968.] HOUSE - 11

a

By legislative act the Massachusetts Port Authority was created in
1956 to develop the Port of Boston, in addition to its responsibilities
in the area of airport and vehicular tunnel administration (c. 465,
Appendix to G.L. c. 90).

The Authority has made substantial strides in the development of a
modern airport but independent studies and other appraisals of its
action relative to the seaport reveal limited achievements. Improve-
ments and new construction involving the airport exceed that of the
seaport by a margin of ten to one. Whereas the Port of New York and
other major seaports are constructing new waterfront facilities, the Port
Authority allocates funds for the rehabilitation of obsolete inefficient
terminals. However this substantial progess elsewhere may be due to
the fact that other ports’ administrative agencies have supplementary
financing either in the form of liberal state appropriations, shared state
taxes or outright state grants, which the Port Authority lacks. More-
over, statutory restrictions in the Port Authority’s enabling legislation
relative to the diversion of profits and the nature of revenue bond
financing pose difficulties relative to capital investments for port
development.

In its early years, the Authority made significant progress in the
development of waterfront industries but in recent years that pace has
slackened. Port officials point to the difficulties with officials of the City
of Quincy in acquiring land at the old Squantum Air Base and to the
Massachusetts corporate income tax of 7.5 per cent, which is the
highest in the nation.

The immediate hinterland surrounding any port is the area where
that port exerts its greatest economic advantage for both importers and
exporters. For the Port of Boston this area embraces the entire state of
Rhode Island and the seven Massachusetts counties of Bristol, Essex,
Middlesex, Norfolk, Plymouth, Suffolk and Worcester. The Port of
Boston’s complete hinterland of economic advantage consists of the
states of Massachusetts, Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Rhode
Island and about one-half of the state of Connecticut.

Whether a port actually becomes a major port is dependent upon the
extent to which importers and exporters in the region actually use that
port. Since they pay the transportation costs either from the port of
import in this country or to the U.S. port of export, they can specify
what port will be used.

Massachusetts Port Authority.

Port Users.
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By far, shippers within the immediate area of the Port of Boston
express unfavorable views concerning port operations. The infrequency
of ship service is of extreme concern to them. To cultivate business for
Boston, they encourage their foreign suppliers to ship through the
Port. They assert they themselves use the Port whenever practical but
on the other hand they are attracted to New York because of the
superior ship service. Many state they will ultimately route all then-
volume to New York unless drastic changes are made here.

Exporters and importers score the Port’s lack of security for the
protection of merchandise and are disturbed by the increasing amount
of pilferage. Lastly, they point to labor’s low productivity level. In then-
view, waterfront labor enjoys a protected and preferred status and
shippers castigate both government officials and port management for
their failure to correct inequities.

To improve the Port, among other proposals shippers urge (1) more
effective promotion programs, (2) the appointment of a strong
mediator to work out better labor-management relations, (3) an
electronic distribution facility and (4) the adoption of new transporta-
tion concepts.
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House Order, No. 4502 of 1967, which is reprinted on the inside
of the cover page of this document, directed the Legislative Re-
search Council to investigate and study the competitive position
of the Port of Boston. This order was adopted by the House of
Representatives on March 27, 1967 and by the Senate, in con-
currence, on March 28, 1967.

Areas specifically earmarked for study are: (1) dockage and
wharfage facilities for transshipping and cargo handling, (2) ware-
housing, (3) ship anchorages, (4) labor and management practices,
(5) promotion and advertising of the Port of Boston, and (6)
cooperation of government, business and labor groups.

Several members of the General Court have joined in this study
order including the then Majority Leader and now Speaker,
Representative Robert H. Quinn of Boston. In his opinion, a viable
seaport will contribute substantially to the economic welfare of
both the capital city and the state. Representative Harry A. S.
Read of Sandwich has indicated that his interest in the Port of
Boston stems from his close association with the Massachusetts
Maritime Academy in his district. He states that the value of a
busy Port of Boston transcends local interests and is a potential
plus factor to the entire Commonwealth. Consequently, he desires
fullest possible information on the Port’s problems so that he can
play an active role in developing solutions. Another petitioner,
Representative Anthony J. Scalli of Boston is a former longshore-
man who is concerned about job security for that group. However,
he also realizes that the Port of Boston must be competitive with
other North Atlantic ports in the speed, dependability and cost of
services rendered. Former Representative John W. Sears has
exhibited an acute concern for the Port’s welfare during his tenure
in the Legislature. He was particularly troubled by reports of
pilferage on the piers which, he said, were reaching him with
increasing frequency. He alleges that large companies based in

Cftc Commontoealtf) of Qoassacinisctto

THE PROMOTION OF THE PORT OF BOSTON.

Origin of Study

Chapter I. Introduction.
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Boston will not use the Port of Boston because of the poor record
in controlling pilferage.

The Port of Boston has received extensive study from both the
public and private sector. All recent prior studies agree that
Boston’s competitive position is poor. Prominent among these
studies are:

1. Rowland and MacNeal, Port of Boston Water-Borne Commerce Market and
Development Requirements, August, 1964.

2. U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower Utilization—Job Security in the
Longshore Industry in Boston, September, 1964 and

Arthur D. Little, Inc., North Atlantic Port Survey, May, 1966.

Moreover, the plight of the Port of Boston has been of concern to
the General Court as indicated by the numerous study directives
which it has authorized, particularly in the last 50 years. The more
important reports include the following:

1. Report of the Terminal Commission on Terminal Facilities (Senate, No. 40
of 1916).

2. Special Report of the Department of Public Works and the Boston Port
Authority Relative to the Adequacy of Terminal Facilities and to the Construc-
tion of a Modern Grain Elevator (House, No. 171 of 1930).

3. Report of the Special Commission Relative to the Boston Port Authority
and the Production and Development of the Commerce of the Port of Boston
(House, No. 209 of 1937).

4. Report of the Special Commission Relative to the Rights, Powers and Duties
of the Port of Boston Authority and the Further Development of the Facilities of
the Port (Senate, No. 655 of 1950) and

5. Report of the Special Commission on the Massachusetts Port Authority
(House, No. 2575 of 1956).

Recently separate Senate and House committees were directed to
investigate the Port of Boston (Senate, No. 1006 and House, No.
4562, both of 1967). No reports have resulted from these sources
but the latter House committee has been revived and extended to
December 1968.

To aid in understanding our basic problems at Boston, it is
important to think about transportation in an expansive way.
Many competent scholars have stated that the United States has
today the finest overall transportation system in the world, and

Past Studies.

Principles of Transportation.
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they speak approvingly of its private enterprise characteristics.
However, there is no unified transportation system but rather
different modes of transportation—steamship, air, railroad and
motor carrier—competing with one another and also among them-
selves. While competition has been, and will continue to be the
backbone of our private enterprise economy, a true transportation
system results only from the coordination of the basic modes of
transmission. Such a transportation system is developing to a
significant degree through the medium of containers of different
sizes. Once the goods are in the container, and the container is
interchangeable among steamship, rail, truck and air carriers, it is
technologically feasible to give industry a transportation system
type of service at the price industry is willing to pay.

Industry today is calling for faster distribution of finished
products and the assembly of raw materials. Standard policy today
is to keep inventories at the lowest possible level and to count
heavily on transportation carriers of all types to perform speedily
and dependably. Thus, the past twenty years has seen the emer-
gence of the motor carrier as a key transportation mode because of
its inherent speed, flexibility, dependability and freight rates which
are not unreasonably high. Likewise, the airline is the preferred
mode of transportation for many industries for similar reasons.

These new and continuing trends in the assembly and distribu-
tion of goods have close relevancy to the Port of Boston. Unless
responsible officials develop a port with distinctive and desirable
cargo-handling features, Boston’s status as a major North Atlantic
port will disappear due to a continuing loss of export and import
cargoes.

Chapter 11. Economics of the Port of Boston.

During the 19505, the Governors of the New England States
assembled to discuss matters of common interest. One of the
considerations probed most deeply at that time was the regional
adequacy of transportation facilities. The problems of water trans-
portation were emphasized and Dr. Romney Robinson of Brandeis
University was commissioned to write a comprehensive report on
this issue. His resultant report “Water Transportation Policy for
New England” published in 1957 became the policy statement on
water transportation of the New England Governors who were in
office at that time.
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Dr. Robinson noted that New England is a resource-poor region
and that raw materials, in most instances, must be brought in
either from other parts of the United States or from foreign
nations. 1 As a result, he found that New England’s seaports handle
enormous tonnages of freight each year, and that the tonnage more
than doubled from 1945 to 1957. Federal Reserve Bank statistics
show that trend is continuing but at a less rapid rate. However, Dr.
Robinson observed that most of the traffic and practically all of the
increase in traffic since 1945 consisted of fuels and industrials, such
as tallow, lumber and wood chips. Cargoes of that nature often
move in privately-operated ships and do not necessarily enhance
the status of a great common-carrier conference-liner seaport.

For many years, local maritime and business interests had
fought unsuccessfully to achieve railroad freight rate parity for
Boston with the other principal North Atlantic ports. Boston had a
disadvantage of three cents per hundred weight in competing with
Baltimore for the huge volumes of freight imported to the Midwest
and also exported from that same territory. Lesser differentials
prevailed at Philadelphia and at Norfolk, but Boston had no
differential rail freight rate handicap when contrasted with New
York. Many transportation experts of that time, among them Mr.
William Day, Manager of the Transportation Department at the
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, felt that victory in the
“Port Parity” case would herald a new day for the Port of Boston.
Opposed to that view, Dr. Robinson correctly stated that success in
that case should not be regarded as a panacea.

Repeated efforts on the part of Port of Boston officials and other
interested groups to eliminate this economic discrimination were
unavailing until most recent years. In 1961, the U.S. District Court
overturned the adverse decision of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Equalization of Rates at North Atlantic Ports, 311 ICC
689; Boston and Maine Railroad vs. U.S., 202 F. Sup. 830). Two
years later the United State Supreme Court affirmed the lower
court decision and the rate differential was removed (Baltimore
and Ohio Railroad vs. Boston and Maine Railroad, 373 U.S.
372).

Basic Economic Factors.

1 Romney Robinson, Water Transportation Policy for Neiv England, New
England Governors Conference, Report No. 8, May 1957, 53 pp.
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Thus, quite a few years ago competent authority realized that
no one factor controls the destiny of any port. Rather, it is a
number of factors, operating both in and out of themselves and
also in relation to one another.

Concerning labor at the Port of Boston, Dr. Robinson observed
that International Longshoremen Association (ILA) locals in New
England do not in all respects share a common interest with locals
at New York. 1 At that time, the concept of area-wide bargaining
on wages and hours was firmly implemented, and the union sought
to establish the same basis for working conditions. At the same
time, high and increasing labor costs at all the North Atlantic ports
prompted steamship companies to consider concentrating traffic at
fewer North Atlantic ports and just at New York, if possible.
Support for the latter Port developed notwithstanding the fact that
twelve years ago, New York was generally considered to be the most
costly of the North Atlantic ports. As the center of trade activity,
New York "was a required port of call. Time spent in going to the
North Atlantic ports on the same inbound or outbound voyage was
sheer waste from the viewpoint of the steamship companies. Thus,
Robinson concluded that in the interest of maintaining and im-
proving Boston’s position, greater independent action on the part
of Boston locals would be desirable. Such a pattern has developed
in recent years but it has been generally of an unsettling nature
rather than progressive, as implied by Robinson. As a result, some
authorities regard more progressive port labor as a potential
panacea to the ills of the Port of Boston. Without other improve-
ments and changes in other areas of managerial control, a solution
cannot be obtained through this single accommodation.

Expansion of facilities for handling and storing raw materials
was strongly recommended by Robinson. 2 In particular, he cited
the need for significant capital investment for the storage of
petroleum and petroleum products. In his opinion, the many
harbor islands would be ideal locations for such facilities, with
underwater pipelines conveying these liquids from huge island
tanks to appropriate shore facilities and then to other modes for
distribution. All other major North Atlantic ports have water-
based industries within their own port areas but the Massachusetts
Port Authority has achieved little progress on this score.

1 Op. Cit., p. 9.
2 Ibid. p. 35.
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Moreover, Robinson argues that the subject of water transporta-
tion cannot be isolated from land transportation. A port’s success is
dependent on the land transportation agencies which serve it. 1

Relating that view to the present situation, a mixed picture
appears—relatively weak railroads in and emanating out of New
England but stronger motor carriers supported by an excellently
managed New England Motor Rate Bureau which has been
successful in obtaining approval of freight rate increases for the
trucking industry. There are very limited pipeline facilities out of
Boston but adequate freight consolidating and forwarding services,
both foreign and domestic, exist.

Port activity results in employment, business and income for the
surrounding area. In 1954, the Port of Boston produced monetary
benefits of about $Bl million for the economy of Greater Boston, or
the equivalent of $4.87 for every ton of merchandise imported or
exported. 2 The Massachusetts Port Authority estimates that port
operations in 1966 produced more than $B3 million on this same
score. Furthermore, transportation experts stress that every dollar
produced by port activity results in the expenditure of at least two
additional dollars in related activities. On that basis, the Port of
Boston accounts for economic benefits now amounting to about
$249 million a year.

Size of Port.
The Port of Boston comprising an area of 47 square miles is

about one-fourth the size of the Port of New York and about one-
half the size of Philadelphia, Baltimore and Hampton Roads. As a
result, regularly scheduled sailings to and from Boston have until
recently been very closely correlated with the actual size of the
Port. However, in recent months important steamship lines, the
Cunard and United States Lines, for example, have closed their
district offices here. Many others, such as the Luckenbach Lines,
preceded them in prior years. Presently, the Port of Boston is
serviced by less than five lines on a regular basis. Also there are
indications that Sea-Land Service will commence operations in the
near future. Whether Boston can retain its position with only
about six lines offering regularly-scheduled sailings and more and

1 Ibid. p. 10.
2 Ibid. p. 15.
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more dependent on steamship agencies for the irregular sailings is a
very dubious question. In the long run, the historical correlation
between size of port and service will be controlling.

In the short run, labor troubles, cargo damage, delay and
pilferage at other ports will help Boston. Labor difficulties at New
York in March and April of this year diverted considerable traffic
to Boston. Whether this patronage will continue depends on the
extent to which the windfall cargo was properly serviced.

Inland Routing of Ocean Cargoes.
Massachusetts industry, which is without significant heavy and

basic industry, cannot alone sustain the Port of Boston. As Dr.
Robinson states, imaginative steps should be taken to attract basic
industry here. Both the Port Authority and the Greater Boston
Chamber of Commerce have failed to achieve significant results on
this score. Speculation that conditions within the state are un-
favorable for heavy industry may have had a depressing effect.
Nonetheless knowledgeable observers agree that the Port of Boston
needs basic industry—as close to the port itself as possible—if it is
to survive.

Without local heavy industry, patronage from beyond the New
England area is essential to preserve port activity here. Potential
traffic for the Port of Boston is available, especially in the central
region of the country. However, successful solicitation must be at
the expense of Boston’s competitors—not only all the other North
Atlantic ports, but also the St. Lawrence Seaway ports and New
Orleans.

As has been indicated, the lack of water-based basic industry has
contributed to the decline of the Port of Boston. The absence of
such generators of traffic volume at the port site understandably
induces steamship companies to curtail service. With the basic cost
of operating a U.S. freighter in excess of $3,000.00 a day, the
steamship companies from an objective management standpoint
must minimize port calls and maximize traffic discharged and taken
on at each call.

New England ports and especially Boston have been able to
retain under the break-bulk concept of handling freight a good

Policy of Steamship Companies.
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measure of import traffic. The raw material needs of our region and
attendant traffic to satisfy those needs have historically drawn
steamships to Boston on a first port of call basis. Since not all
traffic can be effectively containerized, Boston still has a future as
an import port on bulk cargoes and should strive to enhance that
future by aggressive salesmanship in all other territories to have
import cargoes routed through Boston for speedier service. With
firm Boston routing on the ocean bill of lading, the steamship line
is obligated by law to come here.

Containerized traffic economics are entirely different and both
inbound and outbound cargoes in volume are necessary to sustain
it. In 1967, Sea-Land Service, a pioneer in the containerized freight
movement, planned to commence operations at the Port of Boston.
A huge gantry was erected at Castle Island for this activity but
labor difficulties have idled this facility. There are indications that
the labor problem has been satisfactorily resolved and hopefully
operations are scheduled for the near future.

Twelve years ago in his report on water transportation, Dr.
Robinson challenged the contention that tonnage which once
flowed through Boston was diverted to New York and ports further
south. Instead, he stated that much of this traffic has simply
vanished, as the composition of United States’ exports has changed
markedly from agricultural to manufactured goods, and the decline
in agricultural exports coincides with the reduction in Boston’s
export traffic.

Relative to the present status of the Port of Boston, several
knowledgeable sources point to the pressures of New York shipping
interests as contributing to the Port’s decline. Among them Mr. Ed
Francis, Business Editor of the Boston Record American, has
documented the adverse effect which New York interests have
exerted on the Port of Boston. 1 While Francis suggests there is
some type of plot against Boston, it is also true that the steamship
lines are trying to lower their costs of operation by making fewer
ports of call.

Today, when grains, cereal, meat and similar products leave the
United States, they usually are shipped under government relief

Changing Composition of Traffic.

lEd Francis, The Truth About the Port of Boston, City of Boston Printing
Section, April 1967, 29 pp.
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programs rather than as commercial business. The effect of this
practice and the impact on the Port of Boston was dramatized
several years ago in an incident involving the Continental Grain
Company and the U.S. Commodity Credit Corporation. Because of
extreme congestion at the Port of Baltimore, the government paid
a slight freight premium to export grain through Boston. Noting
that development, the Port of Baltimore exerted great effort to
solve its congestion problem and thereby recover the grain business.
At a later hearing, strong pleas by the business community, port
officials and others to keep the grain moving through Boston were
unsuccessful and the Commodity Credit Corporation authorized
future shipments from Baltimore.

The St. Lawrence Seaway has taken most of the grain trade, not
only from Boston but also from other North Atlantic ports. Since
grain is one of the few products, like ore and coal, which tends to
move in shipload lots, the loss has been a particularly severe one
for the Port of Boston. However, low value commodities which
move in large volume lots need the lowest possible freight rates. In
the case of grain, a shorter rail haul plus a longer water haul via
the Seaway has resulted in lower freight rates. For Boston to
recover its former status as a grain exporter, the large railroad
systems must move trainloads of grain into the Port in self-
discharging large freight cars which transform that trainload auto-
matically into a shipload. If this situation develops, undoubtedly
the management of the Seaway will explore ways and means to
make it operational twelve months a year, rather than seven, to
preserve its competitive advantage.

Prior to World War 11, Boston was a significant port for coastal
and inter-coastal traffic. That business has completely disappeared
from the Boston scene, but the advent of Sea-Land Service with
containerized operations reflects good possibilities for the recovery
of some of this trade.

In 1956, Dr. Robinson in his report observed that Boston’s
facilities were rated very good when compared with port properties
elsewhere. He did note that better adaptation of these facilities
to motor carriers was needed.

In the last decade, the Port of Boston has failed to keep pace
with competing ports relative to new construction, expansion and

Physical Facilities.
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modernization of properties. Traditional railroad-type piers are
obsolete for modern methods of cargo handling. Present facilities
are more than adequate for break-bulk operations but clearly
insufficient for container operations. As has been indicated, con-
tainerized movement of freight at Castle Island has been delayed.

Facilities are still needed in deep-water areas for the large
modern tankers. Reference has already been made relative to the
construction of petroleum storage tanks on harbor islands with
pipeline transmission to shore locations.

Imports through the Port of Boston outnumber exports by a ten
to one ratio. The nature of New England’s trade accounts for that
imbalance. Furthermore, Boston’s traditional first port-of-call
status automatically makes it a significant import port with a
potential to be a great import port. This latter objective is possible
by progressive leadership on the part of local port officials in urging
importers throughout the country to specify Boston discharge and
thereby take advantage of the speedier service available here.

The basic nature of the imports which manufacturers in the
immediate region receive accounts for Boston’s first port of call
status. A majority of our import goods are bulky and space-
consuming, for example wool and wood pulp. When such goods are
unloaded, space for subsequent discharges and loadings at other
ports becomes available.

On break-bulk operations, export cargo loaded at Boston moves
to all the other North Atlantic ports and finally to New York
before heading for sea. The slowness of that service deters the use
of the Port of Boston on exports.

Containerships, however, operate much differently. They make
only one port of call—the entire shipment is loaded at one port and
discharged at another. Operations of this type would aid substan-
tially in adjusting the import-export imbalance at Boston and
thereby increase the volume of business going through the Port.

Chapter 111. Port Terminal Charges.

The principal terminal operators at the Port of Boston are: (1)
the Massachusetts Port Authority, (2) the New York Central
Railroad, (3) Port Terminal, Inc., and (4) Wiggin Terminal, Inc.
Inc.

Export-Import Imbalance.
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Previous studies have reported in detail on port terminal charges, 1

and there have been adjustments in these charges at all North
Atlantic ports since the above reports. In all probability, the
adjustments will continue as the terminals try to achieve increased
revenues but yet remain competitive with charges in effect at other
ports.

Port terminal charges are assessed against the user of the
facilities. These charges plus longshoring costs determine the cost
structure of a particular port which influences the degree to which
a port will be used by ships, railroads, motor carriers and other
modes of transportation. Dockage, wharfage, usage, handling and
demurrage constitute the typical terminal charges.

Dockage.

Dockage is a fee levied by the terminal operator against the
vessel for use of berthing space at its facilities. In Boston, the
current rate is 25 cents per revenue ton of cargo loaded on or
discharged from the vessel. Dockage charges at Boston are the
loioest of the five major ports.

Wharfage is a charge assessed by the terminal operator against
cargo passing over or onto the terminal facilities. It is usually based
on the'tonnage volume of cargo and may be levied against the
consignee of import cargo, the shipper of export cargo or even the
vessel, with the likelihood of being passed on to cargo owners by
the operators of the vessel.

The basic wharfage charge currently in effect at the Port of
Boston is 45 cents per ton. The charge is now assessed against the
vessel, as is the practice in all other North Atlantic ports except
Hampton Roads. Until a few months ago, the basic wharfage
charge at Boston was $1.75 per ton, and it was assessed on the
importer and exporter of the cargo and applied only when the
freight was moved to or from the pier by motor carrier. The change
in wharfage pricing was initiated by the Massachusetts Port
Authority and provoked a bitter dispute between the Authority
and the Boston Shipping Association. The Authority maintained

Wharfage.

1 Rowland and MacNeal, Port of Boston Water-Borne Commerce Market and
Development Requirements, August, 1964; Arthur D. Little, Inc., North Atlantic
Port Survey, May, 1966.
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that their action was designed to make Boston more competitive
with other ports on wharfage charges, while the Shipping Associa-
tion insisted that the Authority’s action was not only illegal but
would act as a deterrent to ships which would otherwise come to
Boston. In a subsequent proceeding before the Federal Maritime
Commission, that tribunal ruled that the Port Authority’s action
was not illegal and was within the proper sphere of management
action.

Among other North Atlantic ports, Hampton Roads levies the
highest charge (1.00 per ton). New York is 25 cents per ton;
Philadelphia 50 cents per ton; and in Baltimore costs range from
30 to 45 cents per ton, depending upon the pier used.

It should be noted that a number of special wharfage rates, all
lower than 45 cents per ton, are in effect for selected commodities
at the Port of Boston. These commodities are the most significant
tonnage-wise. For example, steel in various forms is rated at 25
cents per net ton if handled to or from a place of rest, but only 15
cents per ton if handled directly between ship and motor vehicle,
rail car or lighter. Charges for automobiles are set at 45 cents per
ton. Containers up to 18 feet are at 36 cents per ton and, over 18
feet, 25 cents per ton. Any single commodity of 2,500 net tons or
more for three or less consignees is handled at 25 cents per ton.
Lumber is 10 cents per thousand gross board feet. There is no
charge at all for tallow at Commonwealth Pier.

The recent action of the Port Authority has served to make the
Port more competitive in this area. Similar worthwhile results will
accrue if other terminal operators follow the lead of the Port
Authoritv on this score.

Handling.
Handling is a charge assessed against the cargo or against the

inland carrier for the service of loading or unloading his vehicle.
The charge is closely related to labor costs and productivity
levels.

At most ports, an inland carrier has the option of loading or
unloading his own vehicle. In the event he takes this option, he is
often assessed a usage charge in lieu of a cargo handling charge.

In Boston, terminal operators have not provided cargo handling
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services until very recently—February 1, 1968, the effective date of
the new Port Terminal Tariff No. 2. The charge for general cargo is
$2.80 per net ton, with special rates of $1.50 per net ton for wood
pulp and $2.00 per net ton for pre-palletized cargo. In this respect,
Boston enjoys a competitive advantage over the Ports of New
York, Philadelphia and Baltimore. Thus, Philadelphia has estab-
lished charges of $3.85 per net ton on trucks, and $2.99 per net ton
on railroads, and in New York fees range from $3.70 to $4.20 per
net ton, with special rates ranging from a low of $1.20 per net ton
up to a maximum of $10.50. Rates of $2.90 to $3.20 per net ton
prevail in Baltimore. Only the Port of Norfolk has a lower rate
($1.40 per net ton) than Boston.

The low rates at Boston become all the more significant when
contrasted with past experience. Charges of independent con-
tractors, who provided cargo handling service prior to the new
tariff, were the highest in the five port area.

However there is one drawback on local handling charges.
Railroads at all North Atlantic ports except Boston absorb han-
dling charges. At Boston, the New Haven absorbed handling charges
but with the recent Penn-Central takeover of that line, future
policy is unknown at the present. Since 1965, both the Boston &

Maine and the New York Central Railroads have not absorbed
handling charges but pass them on to the customer. This reversal of
policy has been a source of irritation to officials of the Massachu-
setts Port Authority. As indicated, that agency has taken progres-
sive steps on both wharfage and handling charges and it views the
railroad action as detrimental to the advancement of the Port. The
Boston & Maine management argues that the precarious financial
condition of the road dictated such a decision. It intimates that a
reassessment may be in order if the Port Authority adjusts the
railroad’s financial obligations in connection with the termination
of certain pier leasing agreements. Investigation reveals that both
sides have very rigid positions and a compromise seems out of the
question.

The issue also points up the extreme importance of the Port
being served by successful, trunk-line railroad systems, rather than
by weak short lines. Undoubtedly the Penn-Central merger will
benefit the Port but service by other long-haul carriers, such as the
Norfolk and Western Railroad, seems essential.
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Usage charges are paid by carriers whose own personnel load or
unload their vehicles. The Port of Boston now has a usage charge
of $1.25 per ton on general cargo with many lower rates for selected
and palletized goods. Neither Baltimore nor Norfolk impose user
fees; rates of $l.OO and $l.lO per ton are in force at New York and
Philadelphia respectively.

Although Boston fees in this category are the highest, they will
provide an incentive to use the new handling services which will
result in more work for the longshoremen. If the new handling
services are used, there is no usage charge assessed.

Demurrage.

Demurrage is a penalty charge for holding cargo on terminal
facilities beyond the free five day period. At Boston, the charge is a
modest two and one half cents per hundred weight per day. Even
high demurrage charges are defensible inasmuch as they tend to
accelerate the movement of freight to storage facilities.

Chapter IV. Steamship Service and Related Factors,

The frequency of ship sailings is a reliable indicator of the
competitive position of a port. As reflected in the following table of
ship calls during selected years over a ten-year span, the Port of
Boston has witnessed a steady decline in traffic whereas its prime
competitors show a very favorable upward trend.

Table No. 1.

Estimated Dry Cargo and General Cargo Ship Calls at North Atlantic Ports.
Boston New York Philadelphia Baltimore Hampton RoadsYear

Usage.

Port Calls.

1,424 4,650 2,328 2,612 2,2251955
1958 1,383 5,025 2,442 2,766 2,342;
1962 1,412 4,974 2,736 2,778 2,630
1964 1,155 N.A.(D 2,725 3,034 2,623

(1) Not available.

Source: Federal Maritime Commission, Staff Study of the Port of Boston, March 1967, 61 pp.
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Statistics on port calls for the North Atlantic ports in most recent
years have not been compiled but the relevant figures for the Port
of Boston are as follows: 1,150 (1965), 1,201 (1966) and 1,114
(1967).

Several reasons account for this decline. Among them, Mr. Ed
Francis, Business Editor of the Boston Record American, in his
articles on the Port of Boston points to the control which New
York shipping, business and labor interests exert on the Port
through their dominance of local maritime factions. This con-
spiracy and “blockade” has cost the Port of Boston about $2 billion
in lost commerce. And this has been accomplished in the face of
federal law (Shipping Acts of 1916 and the Merchant Marine Act
of 1920, as amended) which forbids the diversion of cargo from a
natural tributary port to another. A similar view has been ex-
pressed by Representative Gerald F. O’Leary, Chairman of the
Special House Committee to Investigate Port Facilities (House,
No. 4562 of 1967). He has berated local steamship management as
“second hand men,” and demanded that New York interests cease
in their discriminatory tactics against Boston.

Control by the aforementioned New York force extends also to
Philadelphia, Baltimore and Hampton Roads. Despite taking
orders from New York, these ports have prospered principally
because their cost structure is substantially less than that of the
Port of New York. On the other hand, the cost of doing business at
the Port of Boston exceeds that of New York by approximately 10
per cent. Being the least attractive of the Atlantic ports on a
costwise basis, Boston then is extremely vulnerable to the con-
centrated attack emanating from the New York combination.
Thus, it appears that a reduction in cost structure and a more
efficient operation is necessary at the Port of Boston if it is to
successfully resist the New York plot.

The Rowland and MacNeal report of 1964 analyzed service
between Boston and 59 leading overseas ports from printed sched-
ules covering a four week period. 1 A comparative analysis with
actual arrivals showed that some 30 per cent of the ships actually
calling at Boston did not appear in these schedules. On the other

Frequency and Directness of Service.

1 Rowland and MacNeal, Port oj Boston Water-Borne Commerce Market and
Development Requirements, June 1964, pp. 7-2 to 7-4.
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hand, the Massachusetts Port Authority states that many vessels,
scheduled to come here, actually do not. Hence it appears that
steamship sailing schedules are not accurate and can be augmented
or reduced by steamship management for many reasons, both
plausible and otherwise. Such irregularities with the resultant
emergencies and cancellations have a disruptive effect on labor and
other manpower requirements for the Port.

Boston is typically the first port of call for most ship schedules.
As the Port is located at the north end of the North Atlantic tier of
ports, in the light of the logistics of steamship movement, Boston
should be either the first or last stop. An intermediate stop at
Boston would mean extra travelling miles for the vessel making
more than one port of call in the United States.

Boston’s first port of call status provides an excellent oppor-
tunity to develop import traffic. The foreign shipper and domestic
consignee who specifies “unload at Boston” when the ship is
coming here will receive his goods long before goods destined for
discharge at other ports. Emphasis on this advantage would
increase considerably the volume of import cargoes through the
Port of Boston.

Most ships serve more than one major North Atlantic port on a
single voyage and some serve all five. Consequently, the directness
of sailing to overseas ports from the U.S. port is affected by the
latter’s position in the order of arrival or departure.

Boston suffers with respect to directness because many ships
calling here then proceed to New York, then to Philadelphia,
Baltimore and Hampton Roads (or two of the three), then back to
New York for final departure overseas again. Very few ships make
Boston the last port of call. As a result, Boston has much more
direct service inbound than outbound.

Frequency and directness can be combined into a single measure
of the time elapsed between the date of readiness of cargo and the
date of departure of that cargo on the overseas leg. Thus, if the
cargo is ready on the date of a sailing directly overseas, that cargo
has no elapsed days. If it had been ready two days earlier and
there were no intermediate sailings, then two days elapse before
departure overseas. If, however, such cargo were ready two days
before a ship which then visited other U.S. ports and did not sail
overseas until eight more days, it would have a combined wait of
ten days (two for a ship, eight for overseas departure). In this
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connection, the Port of Boston’s first call status vividly points out
Boston’s shortcoming as an export channel. Studies of actual
shipments reveal that some 17.5 days elapse before a vessel
carrying cargo loaded at Boston goes to sea, after stopping at other
North Atlantic ports. Because of frequent sailings, the elapsed time
at the Port of New York is 1.4 days. Time lags prevalent at other
ports are: Hampton Roads (5.1 days), Baltimore (6.4 days) and
Philadelphia (7.3 days).

In the introductory chapter of this report, reference was made to
the new methods of transport which have accelerated the move-
ment of goods and people. With containerization the interchange-
ability of the “box” between different transportation systems
permits even greater speed of movement. Ships carrying container-
ized freight usually stop at only one port—their load is discharged
and a new shipment put on. With continual cycling, lag time
between receipt of freight and sailing is eliminated.

Containers represent only a small portion (about 5 per cent) of
total general cargo movement. They are growing in popularity
and handle a substantial part of coastwise trade. It is estimated
that better than 50 per cent of export and import goods can be
containerized.

The ports which are well prepared to handle container operations
will in a very few years become the major ports. Among the North
Atlantic ports, New York and Hampton Roads have made the most
progress on this score, and Philadelphia, Baltimore and Boston are
lagging behind. At the Port of New York and local New Jersey
sites at least three transportation and steamship companies are
engaged in containerized operations, namely, Seatrain Lines, Inc.,
the Grace Line and Sea-Land Service, Inc.

Facilities for the handling, marshaling and storage of shipping
containers are available at all general cargo facilities within the
Port of Boston. Back-up and storage areas at East Boston and the
Army Base are sufficient for medium scale container operations.
Only Castle Island is adequate for a large scale operation.

Boston started well by persuading Sea-Land Service to come
here in mid-1967 and by quickly developing appropriate facilities,
such as the erection of a huge gantry at Castle Island. Then came
labor problems, first with the International Longshoremens’ Asso-

Containerization and the Land-Bridge Concept.
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ciation (ILA) relative to the number of longshoremen and clerks to
service these containerships, then between the ILA and the Team-
sters’ Union on a work jurisdiction dispute. Meanwhile, Sea-Land
was diverting ships scheduled for Boston to other ports.

The war in Vietnam has caused several ships to be pressed into
that service, and Sea-Land now claims a ship shortage. However,
Mr. Paul Richardson, Vice President of Sea-Land, indicates that
Sea-Land is now satisfied that labor problems here are solved and
that operations will start as soon as sufficient vessels are available.

Surveys demonstrate that the paucity of steamship service out of
Boston is the most important single reason for shipping through
the Port of New York among New England manufacturers,
whether importing or exporting.

On the other hand, the services offered by a port greatly
influence steamship management in scheduling patronage. In this
regard, the Port of Boston, because of its former pre-eminence as a
port, is in a favorable position, with supporting facilities here as
needed. A resurgence of the Port will require some plant moderniz-
ing, but there appear to be no serious problems in this area.

The preceding chapter of this report treated port terminal
charges and noted their present improved state.

Approximately 16 companies are engaged in warehousing with a
combined capacity of nearly 3.5 million square feet of storage
space.

All foreign flag vessels are required to use the services of a harbor
pilot and most ships flying the U.S. flag do so for safety purposes.
The Boston Pilot’s Association has sufficient experienced pilots and
the service available is comparable to ports of like size and with
similar navigable waters in the outer reaches of their harbors.
Unlike other major North Atlantic ports, the Port of Boston is
serviced by only one towboat company. Despite its favorable
monopolistic position, it generally has provided good service to the
steamship industry. Harbor anchorage facilities are adequate.

Finally, Boston is endowed with several natural advantages.
Although winters are more severe in comparison with other North
Atlantic ports, summers are less oppressive. However, access to the
Port is not impaired in the winter season.

Related Factors.
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The Port of Boston has one of the world’s best protected natural
harbors and is within eight miles of the open sea. In this latter
respect, the Port of New York is 15 to 20 miles; Philadelphia on
the Delaware River 103 miles; and Baltimore 150 miles.

The Port of Boston is one day closer to Europe on a steaming
time basis than any other North Atlantic port. With containers,
speed is the by-word and, in that regard, Boston has more potential
to and from Europe than any other North Atlantic port. Under the
land-bridge concept we can compete to a degree in Africa but not
as well to parts of South America, and not at all with Asia and
Australia. Container facilities at the Port of Boston may be the
prime catalyst for more ships and hence, better steamship service.

Chapter V. Labor Issues.

There is almost universal agreement among all forces identified
with the Port of Boston that labor-management relationships are
one of the key factors which will determine the future of the Port.
Manifestly other factors must be considered but the fate of labor-
management accord has probably the most impact on the cost
structure of the Port. In the determination of this aspect, the
productivity and efficiency of longshore labor has direct bearing.

The Rowland and MacNeal report has developed cost per ton
data for five steamship lines discharging and loading cargo during
the first six months of 1963. 1 Conversion of the data to index
numbers with New York being taken as 100 results in the following
median cost per ton index:

Boston New York Philadelphia Baltimore Hampton Roads
128 100 90 58.5 57

Index data for specific cargoes, such as lumber and pineapple,
validates to a degree the above overall index.

Thus, the cost of operation to steamship companies per ton of
cargo was higher in Boston than in the other four major North
Atlantic ports. Moreover, it was also apparent that Philadelphia,
Baltimore and Hampton Roads each had lower costs per ton to the

Labor Efficiency.

1Rowland and MacNeal, Port oj Boston, Water-Borne Commerce Market and
Development Requirements, June, 1964, p. 10-7.
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steamship companies than New York, and that only Boston had
higher costs than New York.

The same source, in analyzing the elements of water carrier costs,
reported that:

“The differences per ton in stevedore charges between the ports are
considerably larger than the differences per ton on such items as pilotage, line
handling, dockage and wharfage charged against the ship, and the higher cost at
Boston is a significant contributor to higher steamship costs there relative to the
other major North Atlantic ports.”

The report revealed the following median straight-time stevedore
charges per ton in effect:

Boston New York Philadelphia Baltimore Hampton Roads
$7.50 $6.40 $6.00 $5.10 $4.06

Charges for clerking, coopering, checking and watching are lower
than for stevedoring but the same pattern prevails, with Boston
assessing the highest rates.

A subsequent study made in May, 1966 by Arthur D. Little, Inc.
confirmed the above findings, with a slight modification. 1 That
organization reported that, on the basis of a sample survey, the
average commodity loading rate for general cargo in Boston is 44
per cent higher than the average of all the other ports and almost
10 per cent higher than New York. The average discharging rate is
also significantly higher. The report notes clearly that labor costs
for loading and discharging cargo represent the major expense item
in marine cargo operations.

Contrasting the basic findings on labor efficiency of the Little
report as against the Rowland-MacNeal report, it appears that
there has been an 18 per cent improvement by Boston over New
York during the three year period from 1963 to 1966. Rowland and
MacNeal rated Boston at 128, with New York at 100 in 1963.
Little had Boston at 110, with New York still at the base 100 in
1966. These figures are deceiving, as they do not necessarily mean
that Boston has improved 18 per cent while New York has stayed
at the same level. What occurred is that Boston has improved
slightly and New York has become less efficient.

The relationship on labor efficiency between Boston and New
York is of critical importance. New York, of course, is the biggest
North Atlantic port and it is also the nearest key port to Boston.
The Port of New York is Boston’s prime competitor and if the Port
of Boston is to increase tonnage on both import and export traffic,
it must be done at the expense of New York.

1 Arthur D. Little, Inc., North Atlantic Port Survey, May, 1966,
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Of equal significance in a discussion of labor efficiency at the
Port of Boston is the analysis and conclusions in the so-called
“Stowe Report”. 1 Of all the many studies and reports which have
been made about the Port of Boston, labor considers this document
to be the least offensive to their point of view. The following text
treats the labor practices which have been criticized in that
document and reflects where appropriate the corrective action and
adjustments taken to eliminate abuses and deficiencies.

Palletization.
The Stowe report notes that handling methods in Boston for

most general break-bulk cargo differ substantially from those
employed in other major ports. Palletization of goods is one area
where markedly different labor practices prevail at Boston.

Palletization of cargo in order to increase efficiency and lower
handling costs is becoming more and more prevalent. A major
proportion of cargo is handled in this fashion in most ports.
Through this method, freight is loaded and discharged on pallets
and is transported between the ship and place of rest in the
terminal by fork-lift trucks. While the Boston longshore force has
been amenable to handling pre-palletized cargo in the hold, it has
refused to palletize shipments. Instead cargo is loaded aboard or
discharged on “cargo boards”—wooden skids with a rope net
attached. A tractor-trailer combination or hand trucks move the
goods between the ship and storage area. In either case, the men in
the gang stack the cargo at the pile, or on loading operations, place
the cargo aboard ship.

Fruitful developments appear to be forthcoming on this score as
both labor and management have tentatively agreed on new
provisions covering local work practices and the adoption of
palletization to a maximum degree which will be incorporated in
the 1968 contract. The only drawback appears to be fear on the
part of labor that increased mechanization will result in fewer jobs.
However, union leaders have expressed a willingness to agree to
new terms, provided the contract guarantees that all railroad car
and truck unloading and loading on the piers will be performed by
ILA members. Furthermore, an agreement of this type would also
result in greater flexibility in the utilization of the regular gangs.

I U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower Utilization—Job Security in the
Longshore Industry (Boston)

, September, 1964.
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Stowe notes that, historically, employment in the longshore
industry has been casual and irregular, due to uncertainty and lack
of pattern on ship arrivals and departures. Despite these very real
limitations, Stowe insists that the development of a basic and
regular longshore workforce is highly desirable and praises the
Waterfront Commission of New York and New Jersey for its de-
casualization of the workforce at the Port of New York and

.diacent are:

Boston Waterfront Labor. Available data indicates that dock
worker employment at the Port of Boston is dwindling. Whereas
approximately 3,590 individuals looked to longshore work for
either full or partial employment in 1961, the regional office of the
Federal Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that the 1966 work force
totaled about 3,000 longshoremen.

Estimates of union membership vary considerably. Research
groups report that there were about 1,200 members on the rolls in
1961. Today the union claims a membership of 1,600. On the basis
of manpower requirements established by the contract terms, it is
likely that the former figure is more representative of union
membership. The hiring hall agreement obligates the union to
provide 600 to 700 men for daily employment. An estimated 400
casuals comprise the balance of the normal work group.

The Boston work force differs from waterfront labor in other
major ports in several respects. Gang complements are higher in
Boston. The average age of longshoremen here is within the 48 to
55 year bracket. This is considerably higher than elsewhere, due
chiefly to the fact that many of the unemployed in the Boston area
turned to working the docks during the Depression years. More-
over, the “closed” union situation at the Port requires greater
dependence on non-union labor for the staffing of work gangs. Non-
union workers perform about 20 per cent of the work here as con-
trasted to about 1 per cent elsewhere. This statistic dramatizes the
casual nature of the Port’s work force which both management
and organized labor envision will be corrected by progressive hiring
hall practices.

The Port of Philadelphia has relied on the central hiring hall
system since 1964. Its implementation, however, was accompanied
by work stoppages and severe labor unrest. Baltimore has had
favorable results from its procedure for about 20 years.

Central Hiring Hall.
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In the New York Port area for the past ten years, the Waterfront
Commission has decided who is eligible to work on the waterfront.
The prime function of the Commission is to eliminate persons with
criminal records and other undesirables from waterfront work and
more positively to develop and keep current a roster of men eligible
for work. However, workers are recruited through a multi-central
hiring hall system at five locations—Manhattan, Brooklyn, Staten
Island, Hoboken and Newark. The New Jersey side of the Port of
New York is very active because of many new container facilities
and labor is in short supply. Consequently, New Jersey interests
want the waterfront register opened to obtain the necessary man-
power. New York interests are opposed because with the conversion
of facilities for container operations, a surplus exists. They would
prefer to assign their excess men to operations on the New Jersey
side.

In the Hampton Roads ports, casuals are still in the majority,
but there is such a heavy supply of readily available labor
immediately adjacent to the hiring halls in the negro district that
gang shortages are non-existent. Further, Virginia’s “right to work”
statute outlaws hiring hall practices.

The central hiring hall system became operative at the Port of
Boston in December, 1966, following a favorable vote of the union
membership in February of 1966. Recurring gang shortages sparked
this development. Initially, there was strong resistance to this
proposal which was led by those members who benefited by the
favoritism inherent in the “shape”. When longshoremen formerly
“shaped”, the hiring boss picked those he wanted and was answer-
able to no one for his choices. The International Longshoremen’s
Association control of the hiring hall is specifically provided by
mutual written agreement but management has the right to
observe hiring hall procedures. The Massachusetts Port Authority
provided space for the hall at Commonwealth Pier No. 5.

The agreement provides for a pool of 30 permanent gangs of 20
men each. When requisitions are issued, these gangs are notified to
report at the designated pier at the appointed time. Shortages are
expected because of illness, family deaths and other reasons.
Accordingly, all card carrying union longshoremen are expected to
be regular substitutes if they do not have assignment to a regular
gang and unless they indicate unavailability as a regular substitute.
Gangs are hired the night before the next working day and are
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ready to work at 8 a.m. Under the former “shape” system, selection
of manpower did not occur until 8 a.m. of the day on which the
ship was to be worked. By the time the hiring process was com-
pleted and the men reported to their designated assignments, delays
of up to two hours often occurred. Moreover, under the old method,
the longshoreman would refuse to work unless the gang was fully
completed. The hiring hall system has eliminated these two draw-
backs.

Other reciprocal advantages to both management and labor
include: (a) improved job security with membership in a regular
gang; ( b) the opening up of union rolls for new members; (c) the
practice of leaving the job for more attractive work at other ships is
eliminated, and ( d ) the assurance that men, once ordered, will be
employed or will receive a guaranteed wage.

Nevertheless management has not been satisfied with the per-
formance of the hiring hall system. Mr. John Dennehy, General
Manager of the Boston Shipping Association, states that the new
system is not working because the rate of absenteeism in the 30
permanent gangs is over 20 per cent on the average. He argues that
the union is deliberately keeping the gangs under-manned so that
favored members receive maximum employment. This results in
reduced productivity and efficiency because it takes considerable
time to assign substitutes, both union and non-union, to fill vacan-
cies. Consequently he charges that in many instances ships will
leave Boston before completely discharging their Boston consigned
freight.

Mr. Dennehy wants the 30 permanent gangs brought up to full
strength by the addition of able-bodied men wherever needed. He
suggests this can be achieved by opening up the union rolls for new
members. Moreover he contends that the hiring hall should be
regulated and supervised by a State Waterfront Labor Commission
composed of three members appointed by the union, the Boston
Shipping Association (BSA) and the Maritime Association of
Greater Boston. To obtain this objective, Dennehy has sponsored
legislation in the current session of the General Court (House, No.
3643). However, the Legislature has rejected this proposal, as well
as defeating his measure for a special commission study of the
establishment of a waterfront manpower registry within the State
Department of Public Safety (House, No. 3373 of 1968).

The longshoremen’s view is graphically expressed by Judge
Joseph Feeney, the ILA attorney, who readily agrees that the
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establishment of a central hiring hall is a sound progressive step for
both management and labor. He categorizes the present view of the
Boston Shipping Association as one of impatience and expecting
perfection from the ILA. Further, he criticizes the latter organiza-
tion for its inability to communicate meaningfully with the ILA.
Judge Feeney noted that 90 new men were recently added to the
ILA roster, that gangs are up to required strength, that the new
system is improving and that a reasonable amount of patience and
understanding by management is needed as the union develops the
system to the satisfaction of all concerned. Finally, the Judge
indicates that the new contract will provide stiff penalties for
longshoremen who fail to conform to the rules governing the
operation of the hiring hall.

Stowe states that greater flexibility in moving men from one
section of a gang to another is necessary for Boston. He observes
that, as of 1964, reassignment is generally limited to the transfer of
two dockmen to the hold on loading and three hold men on the
dock; when discharging, a total of six is involved. In the case of
break-bulk operations, on hand observations indicate that an
approximately equal number of men are needed on the dock as in
the hold. However, for palletized goods, many more men are
needed in the hold. Thus, if men cannot be moved in accordance
with management direction, the gang is under-utilized.

Problems of this nature always generate a vigorous tug-of-war
between labor and management. Labor, conscious of job security,
sees jobs disappearing while managment is aware of the need to
become more efficient in every possible way. Waterfront labor looks
upon any type of mechanization as a destroyer of jobs while
management looks to mechanization as a means of coping with
ever-increasing rates of pay.

Responsible and imaginative collective bargaining is needed to
harmonize disputes arising from effective utilization of gangs.
Under-utilization of existing manpower promotes inefficiency by
any standard, but distressingly so when other ports competing with
Boston can use the collective bargaining process more resource-
fully. Thus to achieve more gang flexibility, Boston may need to
devise fuller job guarantees for their regular gangs and the regular
substitutes.

Gang Flexibility.
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Lapping.
The Boston Port practice of lapping evokes critical comment

from labor economists. Under this system, men in each section of a
gang—hold, deck and dock—take work breaks on a continuing basis
and, as a result, some members are missing from the gang at all
times. Stowe observes that in other ports the necessity for relief is
recognized and that adequate time for that purpose is given to all
workers.

Monsignor John T. Powers, the revered Waterfront Arbitrator,
confirms the fact that the lap exists. However, Monsignor Powers
reports that his numerous efforts to convince management of the
need for a reasonable relief system have been unsuccessful. In
support of its position of resistance to this concession, management
contends that they are already paying for unproductive manpower
time. They are apprehensive that a privilege of this type will be

bused and that inefficiency will be compounded.

Slingload Restrictions.
Labor economists point to slingload restrictions as an impedi-

ment to increased productivity at the Port of Boston. Slingloads
are generally limited to about one ton here, but range between one
and a half to two tons at other North Atlantic ports.

Slingload limitations lead to extra movements of the hook with
accompanying delays in cargo handling, result in less efficient
operations and cause under-utilization of the men in the gang. The
time required for movement of the hook, when short drafts are
handled, can reduce the amount of cargo stowed per hour in
loading operations, and can provide insufficient cargo to utilize
fully the number of men in the dock section in discharging
operations. However, slingload operations pose risks and hazards to
the worker and the greater efficiency of the bigger slingload must
be weighed in line with the need to ensure the basic safety of the
men.

Clerks

Foreign trade and even domestic water transportation generates
huge amounts of paperwork. A surprising amount of this activity
takes place on the piers, so clerking is an important consideration
at all North Altantic ports. As contrasted with the arduous work of
actually moving cargo, clerical positions are much less demanding
from a physical standpoint and thus aggressively sought by all on
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the waterfront who have administrative skills, some physical disa-
bility or even influential personal contacts.

Close to 200 people are employed in clerical duties at the Boston
waterfront. Terminal operations revolve around the “clerk set-up”
at each pier, which usually consists of a chief clerk, a bookman, a
runner and a receiving and delivery clerk.

Some flexibility exists relative to the reassignment of clerks to
sundry clerical duties. Clerks will perform any work assigned to
them if it reasonably falls within the scope of their activity. Hatch
clerks may be transferred to terminal work if the gangs they were
working with have finished the hatch, but may not be transferred
if the gang has stopped work because of weather. On the other
hand, there are restrictions which limit the assignment of clerks. For
example, one clerk must be assigned to tally for each railroad car,
even if two or three cars contain the same commodity with only
one mark; for another, a hatch clerk assigned to sorting will not
tally even when there are few marks. Additional clerks must be
hired in each instance.

There is one very important limitation on clerk assignments. A
basic clerk “set-up” is hired for each side of a pier where operations
take place. The custom and practice throughout the Port is that a
clerk who is at work with a set-up for one side of a finger pier may
not be assigned to work at the other side of the pier. He may
however work an adjacent ship on the same side or at the end of
the pier.

John Dennehy, General Manager of the BSA, asserts that clerk-
ing excesses and related “featherbedding” practices at the Port of
Boston are a major factor in high labor costs. He insists that clerks
often receive two days’ pay for one day’s work, as illustrated by the
following example. The clerk finishes his work on a ship before
noon and since there is no adjacent ship on his side of the pier nor
one immediately due, there is no more work for him. He receives a
full day’s pay as a clerk for work performed up to that time. He
makes the 1 p.m. call at the hiring hall, and then is put to work on
another job for which he receives another day’s pay. The union
neither affirms nor denies the existence of such practice.

Other Influence
Tonnage handled per hour at Boston in almost all instances is

lower than the tonnage per hour handled at other North Atlantic
ports. It cannot be said, however, that the sole responsibility for
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this situation lies in labor practices. There are many factors that
affect the tons per hour productivity at Boston. A principal
contributing factor is the generally smaller average number of tons
handled per ship at Boston.

Mixed cargo at Boston is another factor. Rather than being made
up of a few large shipments, Boston’s tonnage is made up of many
smaller shipments. Likewise, mixed cargo tends to reduce efficiency
since it requires several movements. Also, cargo destined for Boston
is stowed differently than New York cargo. New York shipments are
generally stowed in the center of the hold, where they are quickly
unloaded, whereas Boston’s shipments are stowed farther back in
the hold, or on the sides, where unloading is more time consuming.

Labor and Management Views.
Judge Feeney, attorney for the ILA, readily admits that labor

efficiency at the Port of Boston must be improved. However, he
argues that the lack of communication from management to labor
and the medieval conditions under which longshoremen are
expected to perform efficiently at the Port are prime causes of
difficulties. In his view management does not make it attractive for
labor to improve its productivity level. He cites the lack of sick
leave provisions, the postponement of welfare benefits, unsanitary
and unsavory working conditions, and the absence of concern on
management’s part relative to these indignities. The irregularity
and uncertainty of employment has a depressing effect on worker’s
morale. Feeney emphasizes that in New York work schedules are
known two weeks in advance whereas in Boston less than a week’s
notice is given. This irregularity makes it difficult for those
longshoremen who have other jobs to make the necessary plans to
insure their availability at the waterfront.

Some support for Feeney’s contention relative to lack of mean-
ingful communication on management’s part is found in the
observations of Mr. Edward Tastrom, Director of Administration
of the New York Shipping Association. He states “the steamship
industry has historically been inattentive to labor-management
problems and has clearly underplayed their significance. Lower
echelon administrative officers play key roles in important negotia-
tions. You almost never see the top executives unless a strike is
threatened. The steamship lines do an excellent job in researching
markets and selling their service aggressively, but they just don’t
take to labor relations, and this shortcoming hurts them.”
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Notwithstanding present difficulties, Judge Feeney envisions in-
creased labor efficiency and improved labor-management relations
resulting from the new contract provisions relative to work prac-
tices. Both labor and management officials at other ports indicate
that their successful and harmonious relations are due to a written
contract controlling work procedures, coupled with strict enforce-
ment thereof.

Mr. Leo Glynn, attorney for the Boston Shipping Association,
agrees that working conditions should be improved. However, he
dismisses Judge Feeney’s observation that management is lacking
in interest on this issue. He absolves management of blame for the
irregularity of work schedules, claiming that the arrival and
departure of ships is controlled by climatic conditions generally. He
reproaches labor for its stubborn resistance to technological
changes in port operations and its extreme job-security attitude. In
his view, the new contract will be a significant step, if it is rigidly
enforced, particularly in the area of work practices.

Chapter VI. The Massachusetts Port Authority.

The administration and operation of the Port of Boston is an
outgrowth of three major reorganizations,—the first in 1945, the
second in 1953 and the third in 1956.

Prior to 1945 there existed a Boston Port Authority. This agency
for a period was entirely financed by the City of Boston. For a
short period the State also contributed to the expenses of this
organization.

In 1945 legislation was passed establishing the Port of Boston
Authority as a regular state agency financed by the Commonwealth
(c. 619; G.L. c. 91A). The enabling act authorized a bond issue of
115 million to improve port facilities. Unfortunately, the Authority
lacked sufficient autonomy. Revenues were turned over to the State
Treasurer and expenses were underwritten by annual legislative
appropriations.

In 1953, the Legislature effected a partial reorganization by
providing for an Advisory Commission and changing the name of
the administrative entity to the Port of Boston Commission (c.
608). No additional powers were conferred on the successor agency
by this statute.

Legislative Development.
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Despite these various changes in organization and control, sub-
stantial benefits or improvements to the Port of Boston did not
result. In fact, the Port was in a state of economic paralysis. The
volume of business declined; several steamship companies aban-
doned their calls at the port and the physical properties were
rapidly deteriorating. In essence, the various authorities and com-
mission lacked the financial resources and managerial flexibility,
subject as they were to state controls and restrictions, to compete
effectively with New York and other North Atlantic ports. From
1949 to 1955 the state incurred a total cumulative deficit of
$6,372,857 from its operation of the Port.

The stringent fiscal condition of the state foreclosed any real
financial help for the Port from that source. Accordingly, Governor
Christian A. Herter, acting on the recommendations of the
Revenue Authority Advisory Committee, filed legislation in 1955
to establish a Massachusetts Port Authority to acquire (1) the
state-owned airports at Logan and Hanscom Field, (2) the Mystic
River Bridge and (3) the Sumner Tunnel under Boston Harbor
(House, No. 2983). The Authority was required also by the terms
of that legislation to construct another tunnel.

The General Court did not approve this legislative proposal.
Instead it referred it to a recess study commission, increasing the
scope to include a study of the possible incorporation within the
Port Authority of the Port of Boston (c. 146, Resolves of 1955).
Subsequently that commission reported to the 1956 legislative
session (House, No. 2575) and after vigorous and heated debate
the General Court approved the creation of a Massachusetts Port
Authority (c. 465, Acts of 1956; Appendix to G.L. c. 90).

Since 1956, various legislative proposals have been introduced,
affecting the organization or authority of the MPA. Some have
involved “ripper” legislation; others have been introduced in a
belief that corrective action was necessary. Invariably they have
been defeated. Most recent examples include House, Nos. 1374 and
3621, both of 1968. The former proposal called for the creation of a
Port of Boston Commission to promote commerce and shipping.
The latter measure dealt with a study of the reorganization of the
MPA.

The only significant proposals which have been approved con-
cern (a) the transfer of the Sumner Tunnel to the Massachusetts
Turnpike Authority (c. 599, Acts of 1958) and (6) the construction
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of a Trade and Transportation Center by the Port Authority (c,
719, Acts of 1967).

Apart from the administration of airport and bridge facilities, the
basic statute requires the Authority to undertake the following
responsibilities relative to marine commerce:

(1) Determine the needs pertinent to the development of waterborne com-
merce of the port;

(2) Prepare plans for the development of the port
(3) Construct, acquire and maintain facilities;
(4) Lease and control use of facilities; and
(5) Operate terminal facilities

Private Surveys.
The Port Authority has made substantial progress in airport

development, but there is a general consensus that it has not
performed with distinction in developing waterborne traffic poten-
tial at the Port. Studies of private research and management effi-
ciency agencies confirm such a conclusion. Thus, the Rowland and
MacNeal survey, after comparing activity here with that of other
North Atlantic Port Authorities, observed that the MPA had not
achieved significant progress in (a) research on marine matters,
(b) traffic and port protection, and (c) trade solicitation, promo-
tion, public relations and industrial development efforts.

In 1966, Arthur D. Little Inc., in a study for the Boston Shipping
Association, made the following findings:

(1) Since 1946, port development in the major North Atlantic ports has totaled
over 650 million dollars for general and specialized cargo facilities. This includes
new construction as well as expenditures for maintenance and repair of old
structures. The Port of Boston is not only behind all other ports in total
investment in port facilities, but 58 per cent of the expenditures in the past have
been for repair of old facilities. No other port has spent more than 30 per cent for
repair of existing facilities, and the average of the other ports is only 21 per
cent.

) Since 1962, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore and Hampton Roads have
begun construction programs averaging almost 50 million dollars in each port,
while Boston has no plans for construction of new facilities and continues to spend
most of its investment capital rehabilitating old, inefficient terminal;

However, the MPA’s inability to match progress elsewhere, at
least on a relative basis, may be due to the fact that it has no
supplementary sources for financing seaport development, as is the
case with other North Atlantic Port Authorities.
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The Port of New York Authority has access to a General Reserve
Fund to develop new facilities. This General Reserve Fund is equal
to 10per cent of outstanding indebtedness.

In Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Port Corporation began
operations in early 1966. It is a non-profit partnership between the
City of Philadelphia and the local Chamber of Commerce with a
board of directors representing the business community, the city and
state governments and the Delaware River Port Authority. This
new corporation is being supported by the City of Philadelphia and
the State of Pennsylvania, with each contributing $600,000 per
year for twelve years. Further, the City of Philadelphia is under-
writing a bond issue of $5O million for investment in port facilities.
About $25 million of that total has already been approved by the
voters.

The Maryland Port Authority derives a major share of its funds
from a state corporate tax of % of 1 per cent. The tax gives the
Authority adequate funds to repay special obligations bonds which
are issued for expansion and improvement programs for the sea-
port.

The State of Virginia recently granted the State Port Authority
$5 million to promote containerized freight through the Port of
Norfolk. Half of this amount is an outright grant; the balance is
repayable out of revenues generated by container freight opera-
tions. Further, annual appropriations of about $1.5 million for
operating expenses and approximately $3.5 million for capital
investment are available. Moreover, the 1968 session of the General
Assembly is considering a $21.4 million capital outlay program for
port facilities.

The Little report estimates that the Massachusetts Port Autho-
rity’s Improvement and Extension Fund amounted to about $lO
million in 1965. They note they have been unable to ascertain what
amounts of money have been spent on seaport development at
Boston.

There is every indication from the Little report that the revenue
bond financing authority of the Massachusetts Port Authority
inhibits competitive seaport development. With revenue bond
backing, investments must be of very high quality and promise a
significant return. Statutory provisions obligating the net revenues
of the Port, coupled with its strained economic condition, make
revenue bond financing unattractive for the development of the
Port of Boston.
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Accordingly, it appears that supplementary financing of an
appropriate nature is needed for the seaport, particularly in the
light of the MPA’s long-standing preference for airport expansion.

Comments and Views of Authority Officials.
Port Director. Mr. Thomas T. Soules, the Port Director of the

Port of Boston, asserts that the stubborn battle which waterfront
labor has waged against mechanization has clearly acted as a deter-
rent to capital improvements at the Port. He maintains that effi-
ciency improvements must precede significant capital investments.
Otherwise, the facilities will not receive optimum use because of the

luctance of steamship lines to come here.
Soules strong position on this issue has stimulated criticism from

several quarters and from the Boston Shipping Association in
particular. However, under the new administration of President
Lane, the policy of the Boston Shipping Association has changed
and they no longer castigate the Port Authority but seem to
recognize that labor problems must be resolved first.

Mr. Soules refers to Boston port capacity and berth utilization
data to support his position on deferral of property expansion
projects. The total active and useful berth length for general cargo
in the Port of Boston is 17,529 lineal feet for 31 berths, or 5,654
meters. He states that actual working days in our port number
about 300. On the basis of annual volume of 1,100,000 tons, 194.3
tons per meter per year results (1,100,000 divided by 5,654), or a
daily rate of 0.647 tons per meter of berth (194.3 divided by 300).
Soules claims that a satisfactory general cargo turnover perform-
ance is ten tons per meter per day and cites published United
Nations data to validate this point. 1

Thus, he concludes that the Port of Boston is operating at only 6
per cent of its potential efficiency and consequently is rated number
15 among United States ports on efficiency. This rating is far from
impressive but it does indicate that Boston is not lacking in pier
facilities.

Mr. Soules takes the position that the problem of Boston’s
general cargo piers is one of an excess of facilities of obsolete design
and a deficiency of facilities suitable in the most modern technical
sense for future cargo operations. He forsees notable advantages
from containerization and estimates that it will produce from

1 The Turn-Around Time oj Ships in Port, United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs, 1967, p. 16.
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400,000 to 800,000 tons per berth per year of general cargo. In his
opinion, the Port of Boston will not survive as a major port if it
fails to participate in that revolution. He indicates that, in addition
to the area at Castle Island under lease to Sea-Land, space for
container facilities is available at the Army Base, also at two berths
adjacent to Summer Street, one location at East Boston, three sites
at Castle Island, and at least four at the Mystic Piers with
appropriate land acquisition. In the light of Sea-Land’s experience,
he cautions that short-sighted views of local waterfront union
officials can destroy the Port’s potential through containerization.
He intimates that the Port Authority should take over labor
negotiations, unless the Boston Shipping Association becomes more
aggressive.

Finally, the Port Director expresses concern over the limitations
imposed by bond financing, particularly as they affect port expan-
sion. He advocates supplement sources of financing for the Au-
thority and suggests the following as possible sources of Port
Authority revenue: harbor cleanup, recreational services for harbor
activities, harbor tours, boat races, picnic and camping grounds and
fishing, boat berthing and servicing facilities.

Executive Director. Mr. Edward King, Executive Director of the
MPA, is distressed at the Boston and Maine and the New York
Central Railroads policy of not absorbing handling charges on
export and import freight as they formerly did, or as he puts it,
charging for services not given. He is also a strong advocate of a
Waterfront Commission at the Port of Boston, patterned after the
New York-New Jersey Waterfront Commission, which he describes
as very effective in keeping the waterfront clean. The matter of
pilferage has concerned him but with the return of the State Police
to the piers he anticipates this situation will be cleaned up
considerably. The Massachusetts Port Authority is paying for their
services.

Commenting on the aforementioned Rowland and MacNeal
criticisms, King states that the Authority’s research effort has
increased substantially since 1964. First and foremost, Mr. Soules
has been added as Port Director, a function which Mr. King
himself was fulfilling, in addition to other responsibilities at the
time of the criticism. Also, Mr. Paul May has been added to the
research staff. His contributions, particularly in the area of ocean
front freezing facilities, are considered by King to be outstanding.
Trainees are now engaged for nine month periods in a special
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program with Boston University. Among their duties, the trainees
research shipping schedules and document what percentage of
planned calls at Boston actually take place. All cancellations are
rigorously investigated. The trainees typically come from foreign
countries, such as Sweden and Japan, and have access to informa-
tion which was not previously available. A comprehensive origin
and destination study of import and export cargoes is now being
made for the Authority by an outside research organization.
Engineering feasibility studies for new terminal construction are
underway and finally the Port’s legal research effort has been
increased.

Promotional effort has also increased greatly since 1964, with the
opening of offices in Brussels, Belgium and New York. Staff has
been increased at the existing Washington, D.C., Springfield,
Mass., and Tokyo, Japan offices. New offices are being opened
every nine months. Further, three new men have been added to the
Public Relations Department and, according to King, Mr. May has
also made contributions in the industrial development area with
good success in locating steel companies such as U.N. Alloy Steel at
the waterfront.

Although the Authority is moving positively in critical areas, so
are other ports. Mr. King believes that our overall effort now
matches every other North Atlantic Port except New York. They
are so much bigger, he states, that competition on a money outlay
basis is extremely difficult.

In its most recent annual report for the 1967 fiscal year, the Port
Authority states that, since acquiring its properties in February,
1959, it has invested or committed capital improvement funds in
excess of $lOO million at Logan Airport and almost $lO million at
the seaport. 1

While expenditures of the above magnitude are impressive the
expenditure ratio of over ten to one in favor of the airport causes
concern. Air transportation is still a young industry and in a stage
of extremely rapid development. Further, water transportation is a
mature industry but one in wdiich market technological changes are
occurring. Those changes have been brought about principally
because of the containership and the need for terminal facilities
with substantial backup space. A three to one ratio in favor of the
airport may be more appropriate. However, a ten to one ratio

Performance and Seaport Improvements.

1 Massachusetts Port Authority, Annual Report, 1967, p. 1
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strongly suggests that capital improvements for the seaport are
being underemphasized. In 1965 the Authority through refinancing
acquired $33 million for new construction and modernization of
plant. However, it appears very little of these funds have been
committed for the improvement of Port properties.

The Authority reports that new records were set at the seaport in
the calendar year ending December 31, 1966. Volume of foreign
import tonnage was over 7.1 million tons and surpassed the 1961
record of over 6.4 million tons. 1 Petroleum, sugar, gypsum, steel
mill products, lumber, salt and wood pulp constituted the bulk of
this traffic. Thus, during a period of rapidly increasing economic
activity, when the rate of economic growth was approximately six
per cent per year, imports through the Port of Boston fluctuated
downward for a five year period before moving upward.

In 1966, total port trade was 21 million tons, an increase of over
a million tons above 1965 volume. Foreign export amounted to
495.000 tons, the lowest in five years, over 100,000 tons lower than
1965 and over 600,000 tons below 1964, the all-time high. Iron and
steel scrap, tallow, textile waste, paper and fresh fruits predomi-
nate. Loss of grain business appears to be the prime cause. In
any case, ships in number are not coming to Boston for export
cargoes, and the Authority’s many programs to divert New England
exports from the Port of New York have thus far been unsuccessful.

As a result of the termination of the Boston & Maine lease, the
Port Authority has been operating Mystic Pier 1 since February,
1967. It has operated the Hoosac Piers since late 1965. At Hoosac a
security cage has been erected within the pier shed and train and
truck docks have been modified to speed transshipment of cargo.
Similar improvements are being made at Mystic.

Other accomplishments of the Port Authority listed in the 1967
Report include:

(1) Permanent passenger facilities built at Commonwealth Pier at a cost of
$75,000;

(2) Viaduct between Summer Street and Commonwealth Pier repaired at a
cost of $375,000;

(3) Meat inspection facilities installed at Castle Island Terminal, the Army
Base, Mystic and Commonwealth Piers;

(4) Civilian facilities at the Army Base upgraded to enhance truckloading
capabilities at a cost of $300,000; and

(5) An automated crane at Castle Island to service containerships, completed
at a cost of $1.25 million.

1 Ibid. p. 3
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Also, four new major firms were brought in as tenants at
Commonwealth Pier, namely, Eastern Storage Warehouse Co.,
Port Terminals, U.N. Alloy Steel Co., and Pier Cold Storage and
Warehouse Company.

The Authority's 1966 Report discussed plans for Sea-Land
Service and the Puerto Rican market. Research on that market
indicated 250,000 new tons of general cargo accruing, or an increase
of 25 per cent to the current general cargo trade at Boston. 1 As
indicated, labor difficulties and now a ship shortage have prevented
Sea-Land from starting operations here. In the event the Sea-Land
commitment does not materialize, it may be prudent for the
Authority to investigate possibilities with other containership firms.

Reconstruction of Pier 3 in East Boston was completed in 1965
at a cost of 8448,000 to accommodate the 560 foot Challenger class
vessels of the United States Lines, most frequent user of that
terminal at that time. Recently that firm closed its Boston office
and is now concentrating on a containership operation beamed
principally at the Ports of New York and Norfolk. Nonetheless the
East Boston facility will still be useful for the break-bulk opera-
tions which remain after containerization has achieved its full
potential.

Unexpected developments like the above tend to establish sup-
port for reconsideration of the ten to one expenditure ratio now
favoring the Airport. The steamship lines have invested heavily in
containerships and attendant facilities to offset the impact of heavy
labor costs. Unless appropriate new terminal facilities with backup
space are constructed, it appears Boston will lose its potential as a
container port. Mr. Gerard Fox, former District Manager of U. S.
Lines in Boston, has been critical of the Authority’s unwillingness
to make sufficient backup space for containers available at East
Boston. Congestion in the limited space available there this past
winter was severe.

Two recent changes in cargo handling techniques merit brief
mention. In 1965, the ILA reinstituted its former practice of
moving two packages of lumber from the ship’s hold in one
handling. Prior to this change longshoremen moved only one draft
of lumber at a time. And since 1964 substantial improvement and
efficiency has resulted in handling sugar. That was achieved by the
ingenious combined use of forklift trucks, pallets and special
platforms.

1 Massachusetts Port Authority, Annual Report, 1966, p. 10,
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Waterfront Basic Industries.
In his treatise on water transportation of over a decade ago, Dr.

Romney Robinson pointed out advantages of waterfront basic
industries, particularly as generators of traffic volume. On the basis
of the Port Authority’s annual reports, it appears the Authority
was making definite progress on this score in the early 1960’s but of
late the pace has slackened. Thus, in 1961 the MPA was in part
instrumental in having the Eastern Gas & Fuel Associates con-
struct a facility for handling molten liquid sulphur and an unload-
ing system for dry cargo at that firm’s Everett Terminal. Also the
American Sugar Company erected a new plant on a Mystic River
site in Charlestown.

In 1963, three cement storage facilities which are serviced by
automated barges were erected. Universal Atlas Cement built four
storage silos at Castle Island with a capacity of 22,500 barrels each.
Marquette Cement completed a six silo 90,000 barrel facility at
Everett on the Mystic River, and Atlantic Cement a 42,500 barrel
facility at Charlestown.

Port Director Soules stresses two problems which have impeded
the Authority’s efforts in the development of waterfront industry.
He indicates that the area around the old Squantum Air Base is
ideal for this purpose but the Authority’s efforts to acquire and
develop the area have been stalemated by officials of the City of
Quincy. Secondly, the Massachusetts income tax on business cor-
porations has had an inhibiting effect. Now set at 7.5 per cent from
its former level of 6.765 per cent, it is the highest in the country (c.
796 of 1967, G. L. c. 63, s. 39(a)). Among the leading manufactur-
ing states, the following rates are in effect: California (7%);
Pennsylvania (7%); New York (7%); Maryland (7%); Michigan
(5.6%); New Jersey (3.25%); Indiana (2%); and Ohio, Texas and
Illinois at various fractions of 1%. The States of Maryland and
New York within the past few weeks raised their rates to 7 per
cent. Recently the Joint Committee on Taxation of the General
Court approved and sent to the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee a proposal to reduce the tax to 7 per cent for manufacturing
corporations only (House, No. 3955). With this lower rate, Port
officials believe they will be in a better position to compete with
California, Maryland, Pennsylvania, and New York. According to
Soules, the present disadvantage has been disruptive in current
negotiations for new bulk facilities with Eastern Gas & Fuel
Associates, Union Carbide and Pacific Molasses.
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Activity Elsewhere. The development of ports by locating indus-
tries in the port area was a prime feature of the Third Plenary
Session of the Inter-American Port and Harbor Conference, held at
Mar del Plata, Argentina in 1963. Individual papers on that
subject were presented by representatives of the following ports:
Portland, Ore.; Savannah, Ga.; Oswego, N.Y. and Oakland, Calif.
The following text briefly discusses developments on this score at
Portland and Oakland.

The Port of Portland is a state-created municipal corporation,
whose nine Governor-appointed commissioners establish policies
for its operation. 1 During World War 11, the area was the scene of
Kaiser Shipyards, which produced tankers and Liberty ships. Thus
the legacy of Kaiser’s buildings furnished the Port with its start
in property and industrial development.

The largest single step for formal planning of an industrial
development nature at Portland was taken in 1951. At that time,
91 acres of bottomland were acquired at Swan Island in the harbor
area from Multnomah County. In subsequent years, further land
was acquired resulting in a total of 650 acres for industrial
development. As of 1963, about 50 per cent of the 650 acres had
been made ready for industry and 176 acres were occupied.

Spurred by these successes, the Port of Portland proceeded to
develop the so-called River Gate Industrial District, which is a
5,000 acre peninsula on the Willamette River, just above the point
where the Willamette enters the Columbia River, and squarely on
the ship channel. As this area develops industrially, it will spur
direct service to Portland instead of Seattle which results in extra
cost because of overland hauls. With the advantage of this service
Portland can compete for a good share of the hinterland traffic.

Over $3O million has been invested by the Port of Oakland in
new facilities in the seven year period between 1956 and 1963. In
1962, a bulk handling facility for materials such as magnesite, rice

and granular ores was completed at a cost of $750,000. The marine
terminal and truck terminal for the Sea-Land intercoastal service
was also completed in 1962. Other facilities include a bulk petro-
chemical plant, an oil-handling and storage plant, two whirly-type
cranes, and a cotton warehouse. At that time, significant progress
was being made in the development of the Port of Oakland

1 Port Development, Permanent Technical Committee on Ports—attached to the
Inter-American Economic and Social Council, Pan American Union, General
Secretariat of the Organization of American States, Washington. D.C., 1964, p. 7.
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Industrial Park, a 1,000 acre site, adjacent to the Oakland airport,
with two new plants completed that year.

A more recent episode is exemplified by the experience of the
Port of Rotterdam 1. This $250 million super port stemmed from
aggressive leadership on the part of local municipal officials. The
Dutch central government was unsympathetic to the project when
it was first proposed ten years ago.

Europort (Rotterdam) is not merely a port but an integrated
industrial center as well. The primary industries which are depen-
dent upon raw materials are located on the waterfront. Behind
them are the manufacturers. Apart from vision, money and orga-
nization, perhaps the biggest single factor in Europort’s evolution
has been oil. If, suddenly the flow of oil was cut off, Europort
would be in serious trouble. In this connection, far-sighted leaders
are devoting considerable effort to diversification. Bulk commodi-
ties, especially ore, are being built up. There is hope that German
interests will build a steel mill to complement ore traffic in the
same way that the petro-chemical industry at Europort—second
only in size to that surrounding Houston, Texas —complements the
oil traffic. Containerization, too, is high on the list of priorities.

The foregoing indicates that effective large-scale planning and
aggressive leadership are essential ingredients for successful port
operations. As far as can be determined, the Massachusetts Port
Authority has not formulated any master plan for the development
of the seaport, particularly from the view of coordinating its future
activity with the plans, proposals and projects being considered by
planning and redevelopment entities within both the public and
private sector. In fact one source has described the operation of the
Port of Boston as a hodgepodge of private and governmental
agencies with conflicting views and objectives. 2

Chapter VII. Views of Port Users.
Shippers’ Impact.

The immediate hinterland surrounding any port is the area
where that port exerts its greatest economic advantage for both
importers and exporters. For the Port of Boston this area embraces

1 Donald White, Europort-—Busiest Port in the Warid, Boston Sunday Globe,
April 21, 1968, p. 91.

2Ed Francis, The Truth About the Port of Boston, City of Boston Printing
Section, April 21, 1967, 29 pp.
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the entire state of Rhode Island and the seven Massachusetts
counties of Bristol, Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk, Plymouth, Suffolk
and Worcester. Contrasted with the other major North Atlantic
ports, the Port of Boston’s complete hinterland of economic advan-
tage consists of the states of Massachusetts, Maine, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont, Rhode Island and about one-half of the state of
Connecticut. On the basis of dollar value, this area accounts for
about five per cent of the manufacturing output of the country.

Businesses which are located near a port area are import and
export conscious because of the low transportation expenditures
involved. As this distance increases the more expensive importing
and exporting becomes. Manufacturers near port areas are regu-
larly solicited by representatives of port authorities, steamship lines
and railroads. Those organizations know from past experiences who
the major importers and exporters are and also the new entrants to
this activity.

The economic significance of the Port of Boston’s prime hinter-
land warrants a port of major importance based somewhere in New
England. Whether the port actually becomes a major port is
dependent upon the extent to which importers and exporters in the
region actually use that port. Since shippers pay the transportation
costs either from the port of import in this country or to the U.S.
port of export, they can specify what port will be used. Boston has
historically been the major port in New England and has until
recently always been considered as one of the major ports in this
country. With steamship lines curtailing their service to Boston,
the importers and exporters in this region are in a position to
determine the extent to which the port will prosper.

Basic Concerns.
To assemble relevant data for this report, several businessmen,

mostly in Eastern Massachusetts where the Port of Boston’s
economic advantage from a transportation standpoint is at its
maximum, were interviewed for their opinions relative to local port
activity. The interviews showed that the major exporters and
importers in Eastern Massachusetts are deeply distressed at our
Port’s failures and are willing to become involved in varying
degrees in any reasonable plans to insure a stronger Port of
Boston.
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Specifically, the most important importers and exporters voice
the following prime concerns:

1) The frequency of ships coming into our Port has been drastically reduced.
To cultivate volume for the Port, they urge their foreign suppliers to ship via
Boston. While local exporters ship through Boston whenever practical, they
nonetheless use the Port of New York and other ports in New England because of
superior service. Invariably, higher land transportation costs result but the
overall better service elsewhere insures their competitive position. Unless better
service becomes available at Boston, they state that ultimately all their traffic will
be routed through other ports.

2) The Port of Boston has a bad record on pilferage and it is becoming worse.
Since the steamship companies usually pay for these losses, local businessmen can
understand their increasing reluctance to come here. Moreover, they argue that
the Port Authority should be able to control this problem more effectively.

3) Labor productivity and efficiency is low. Port users allege that the
longshoremen are in a very protected and secure position, and they castigate
government officials and port management for their inertia on this score. They
point to labor problems as the cause of present limited steamship service.

The following text summarizes the views, comments and
experiences of selected shippers in relation to the Port of Boston.
They have authorized the publication of their views in this report.

Mr. Donald Randlett, Vice President of the Concord Woodwork-
ing Company, West Concord, Mass., stated that his firm imports
wire through the Port of New Haven due to inadequate service at
Boston. Special rates with the contract motor carrier keep the cost
at approximately the same level as a shipment from Boston and
despite the greater distance, the company receives the wire in less
time.

Mr. John E. Murray, President of Nicholson & Co., Cambridge,
Mass., asserts that public officials and labor have ruined what
should be the best port on the East Coast. He was particularly
distressed at the longshoremen for delaying Sea-Land’s container
operations by demanding 22 man gangs when few men were
actually needed. Mr. Murray emphasized that he imports 26 million
pounds of raw glue a year and sells flexible glue to every sizeable
customer in the country. The glue is bagged coming through the
Port and the longshoremen use hooks on it. This practice results in
an annual four per cent loss ratio, plus additional expense for repair
of bags. In spite of an additional cost of $250,000 annually, Murray
claims it is actually cheaper in the long run to use the Port of New
York.

Individual Shippers’ Views.
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Mr. John Laban, Purchasing Agent of the New England High
Carbon Wire Company, Millbury, Mass., had high praise for the
Port of New Haven but none for Boston. He explained that his
company imports rods and coils from Sweden and that these come
in different heats which need to be kept separate. Despite many
urgent pleas, the longshoremen at Boston will not do this but the
New Haven longshoremen do it excellently. Cost to import via
New Haven is no more than from Boston. He indicates that his
firm’s satisfactory experiences with New Haven have eliminated
any possibility of use of the Port of Boston.

Mr. Ronald S. Anker-Simmons, President of Anchor Marine
Products, Woburn, Mass., stated he had been using the Port of
Boston since 1947—first as an exporter from England and now as
an importer. Until recently, Boston was the best port for him to use
and service via the United States Lines was excellent. He observed
that about a year ago, performances by longshoremen began to
deteriorate badly, so much so that U.S. Lines had to work week-
ends to get ships out since longshoremen weren’t available in
sufficient numbers during the week. That situation caused U.S.
Lines to leave Boston, in his opinion. He now uses Universal Lines,
normally a bulk carrier, and complains that the last two unloadings
took nine and seven days, respectively. He scored Mr. King,
Executive Director of the Port Authority, for neglecting the Port
and cited the absence of service between Boston and London. He
said that the U.S. Department of Labor must weed out longshore-
men who won’t work—otherwise, he may have to close his business.
Mr. Anker-Simmons concluded by stating that an organization of
importers was badly needed.

Mr. Julian Sobin, President of Sobin' Chemical Co., Boston,
described his organization as a group of international traders. He
remarked that the continuing availability of ships coming into this
Port was of prime importance to him and that he had no argument
with labor at the Port. Mr. Sobin, however, stated that the
Massachusetts Port Authority was not doing a proper job and
described many recent controversies with Mr. King, whom he said
had no concept of importers’ problems. Most of the controversies
appeared to involve demurrage bills submitted by the Port Au-
thority to Sobin for not moving goods off the piers within the five
day free time limit. Mr. Sobin claims that the five day period is
insufficient time in many instances, and cited the heavy expense of
overseas palletization.
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Sobin Chemical is now importing heavy tonnages through the
Port of Portland, Maine, and although transportation costs to
Massachusetts paper mills are higher than from Boston, the total
cost of using Portland is no higher than Boston. Mr. Sobin reported
that on cargoes shipped through New York on a through bill of
lading the steamship companies are absorbing the costs of inland
transportation into this area when steamship revenues on the
containers exceed $6OO.

Mr. Hugh Munro, President of Munro, Kincaid and Mottla of
Boston, cited the many steamship lines which now refuse to come
to Boston and mentioned American President Lines and U.S. Lines
as being particularly important to his firm. He said steamship
companies were avoiding the Port because of the high costs
involved and that labor and the Port Authority have a strong
obligation to rectify these high costs. His company is now using
the Port of New York but is experiencing delays of two to three
weeks in getting wool from New York because of congestion at the
piers.

Mr. Arthur Finger, now a transportation consultant at Systems
Analysis & Research, Cambridge but until recently Traffic Man-
ager at the Nashua Corporation, Nashua, N.H., stated that savings
to his former company from using the Port of Boston were im-
pressive. He praised Finn-Lines service to Boston and noted that
special paper from Norway used to come in with a 20 to 25%
damage factor because crowbars had been used on the rolls. The
resultant increase in the price of that paper put Nashua temporarily
out of the razor blades paper market. With Finn-Lines container
service, there is no damage to merchandise and Nashua is back
in that market. However, Nashua Corporation now channels most
of its business through the Port of New York because of the
steamship services available there. On the other hand, Finger points
out two disadvantages relative to the Port of New York, namely, (1)
truck congestion at the piers and (2) increased “lead” time for the
movement of cargo. While containerization will alleviate those
drawbacks to a degree, service for general cargo will become poorer
at New York.

Finger stresses that the Port Authority must do more promo-
tional work, with emphasis on personal calls and savings through
use of the Port. Sizeable exporters and importers should be con-
tacted. In his several years at Nashua Corporation, Mr. Finger
insisted that he never had a meaningful sales call from the Port
Authority.
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Mr. George Goodman, President of American Aluminum Win-
dow Corporation, Malden, Mass., reports that he no longer uses the
Port of Boston but instead imports glass through New York.
However, this experience has not worked satisfactorily. He points
to higher transportation costs, slower service and larger inventories
as weakening his competitive position in New York and Phila-
delphia and lowering his profits.

Mr. David Gallagher, President of the Amesbury Chair Com-
pany, Amesbury, Mass., imports furniture through the Port of
Boston and is severely critical of the careless handling of cargo by
longshoremen. He has personally witnessed abusive handling of his
merchandise, with grappling hooks used indiscriminately, and no
supervision or control of the longshoremen. A combination of his
own trucks on the piers and containers has stopped both damages
and shortages.

Mr. Gallagher predicts a great future for the Port of Boston as an
import and also an export port if it will containerize and modernize
facilities. He maintained that the high cost of labor in this country
made the import future particularly bright. Moreover, he asserts
that the Port Authority must become an action force and act as the
middle man between customers and pier people.

Mr. J. Douglas Dawson is General Traffic Manager of the
Norton Company in Worcester and is regarded by many as an
authority on foreign trade matters. A former Commissioner of the
erstwhile Port of Boston Commission, he stated that his company
had saved some $40,000 in 1967 by using the Port of Boston to the
maximum possible extent.

On the other hand, Mr. Dawson is highly critical of the perfor-
mance of port labor. In his opinion, Boston needs a strong mediator
to bring waterfront labor and port management into a more
productive working relationship. He faults maritime interests and
even the Governor’s Transportation Advisory Council for their
failure to recommend to the Governor a person capable of this
undertaking. Progressive union leadership, as typefied by Harry
Bridges, West Coast waterfront labor leader, which recognizes that
port efficiency can promote benefits for union membership, he
indicates is sorely needed.

Mr. Dawson is a strong advocate of containerization and consoli-
dations for containers. By those techniques, New England industry
can generate a volume of freight which will attract Sea-Land or
other entities to Boston.
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The Joseph P. Sullivan Company, a major apple grower of Ayer,
Mass., exports in the neighborhood of 400,000 cartons of premium
apples to customers in Ireland, Scotland and England. Because of
their perishable nature, apples require the fastest possible steam-
ship transportation to European markets. Infrequent sailings from
Boston forced the firm to ship over 35% of its 1967 volume via New
York. Company officials foresee a worsened situation because of
U.S. Lines departure from Boston.

John Manning of the Sullivan Company decries the lack of
leadership in our Port. Other industries have not yet experienced
the serious situations which have beset his firm. When that occurs,
he expects that the long-awaited leadership will develop.

Mr. Theodore Bush of James Higgins and Sons, Inc., Malden,
Mass., large exporters of disinfectants to Central and South
America and to other countries in tropic zones, praises the fine
service he formerly enjoyed out of Boston from Grand Columbiana
Lines. That service no longer exists and he has been unsuccessful in
his efforts to bring about an every six weeks scheduling. Service via
New York costs his firm an extra seventeen cents per gallon.

Mr. Paul Durkin, Export Manager of the Gillette Safety Razor
Company, states that his company uses the Port of Boston when-
ever the service which Gillette needs is available. About 80% of
their present traffic volume is through Boston. He indicates that
New England exporters and importers should channel more traffic
through Boston and suggests that a New England Port Authority
may prove to be a better vehicle than the presently constituted
Massachusetts Port Authority for the effective administration of
port affairs. Moreover, with such a structuring, he feels Boston may
well compete with New York.

Mr. Durkin sees Boston strategically located as a land bridge
port. Thus, containers could move from Europe to Boston by ship,
to San Francisco or other West Coast ports by rail and then to
Japan and other Far East ports by ship again. Savings in overall
time would be two weeks or better.

According to Durkin, longshore labor has been a thorn in the
Port’s progress. He cites pilferage as a depressing factor and
particularly the collective action of union members in the form of
walkouts and other delaying tactics when their colleagues are
apprehended. Because of the Boston Shipping Association’s close
ties to New York, he feels that the Port Authority is the proper
agency to negotiate contracts on local work practices.
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Mr. Roland Koelsch of Koelsch Grain Company, Boston and Mr.
George Boyajian, formerly of Edward R. Bacon Grain Company,
maintained that large grain movements, which Boston formerly
had, served to generate other cargoes. Since grain needs very rapid
movement, the port which can provide such service acquires a
favorable reputation which helps to attract other commodities.
They point to the grain elevator closings in 1965 as a prime
catalyst in the Port of Boston’s present downward spiral. Despite a
83 million expenditure made previously to modernize them,
Boyajian contends they are still obsolete. For Boston to return to
its former preferred status as a grain exporter, three factors are
essential: (a) railroad service from the West based on the “rent-a-
train” concept, (6) the construction of modern silos and facilities
and (c) active interest by a large exporter. The Illinois Central
Railroad has pioneered “rent-a-train” from various mid-western
points to the Port of New Orleans. At an annual cost of $1 million,
Illinois Central makes available a train with up to 115 cars for
year-round specialized transportation of commodities, such as
grain, corn, oats, sorghum and the like. This arrangement has
permitted the railroad to compete with barge transport on the
Mississippi River.

The respondents expressed dismay with the Port’s experience
with containerization. Such is essential to Boston’s potential as a
land-bridge port. If the Sea-Land controversy cannot be resolved,
both Koelsch and Boyajian urge the Port Authority to enter into
arrangements with another contractor. Boyajian states that the
Port Authority and the Boston Shipping Association must develop
closer working relationships. Finally, he refers to the need of in-
creased protective services to reduce pilferage and for research to
determine the feasibility of an electronic distribution facility at the
waterfront.

Mr. Paul Laßoque, Vice President of the Custom House Brokers
and Freight Forwarders Association, reported that on May 24, 1968
the association had formed a container group in Boston to consoli-
date export shipments and thereby obtain better steamship export
rates for New England manufacturers and others. This container
group will function as a non-vessel operating common carrier and
will either lease containers or utilize containers owned by the steam-
ship companies. Initial operations will involve exports only, but will
be extended to include imports also. Since the container group in-
tends to route New England traffic through Boston and use the
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Port of New York only when absolutely necessary, it hopes to
improve ship scheduling by providing the necessary cargo.

On the negative side, Laßoque refers to the lack of leadership on
the part of Governor Volpe’s Committee on the Port and to the
controversy relative to demurrage charges. Goods remaining on a
pier after five days are assessed a penalty (demurrage) charge of
two and one-half cents per hundred weight, which the importer
pays. Terminal operators in the past have paid for extra watchmen
and clerk expense connected with demurraged goods but are now
shifting this expense to the importer, with no particular uniformity
thus far. These new charges should act as an incentive to move
cargo off the piers but could also act as a deterrent to use the Port.
While the Port Authority is willing to move such cargo off the piers
and into a warehouse, neither Port Terminals, Inc. nor the Clerks’
Union will agree to that step. Finally, Laßoque stressed the need
for greater use of pallets to expedite cargo handling and praised
Mr. King of the Port Authority for his efforts in that area.

As the final illustration of port users’ views, Mr. Ralph Dover,
Traffic Manager of Genesco, Inc., Nashville, Tennessee, remarked
that the Port of Boston is a volume importer for shoes. He desires
to continue to ship through Boston but has been hampered by
infrequent sailings, a high claim ratio, limited security at the piers
and extensive pilferage. His firm is now importing on a Genesco c/o
Mass. Port Authority basis so that his shipments will reach piers
where protection is stronger. For better results he is considering the
use of Hansa Lines containers. Unless the above mentioned prob-
lems are resolved, he will import via New York and truck to
Boston, notwithstanding the added cost of $2.38 per hundred-
weight. Dover deplores the absence of Sea-Land and U.S. Lines
from Boston and says these entities must locate here or Boston will
not survive as a major port.

The foregoing summarization reveals that operations and
activity at the Port of Boston spurs hostile and unfavorable reac-
tions from the large majority of local exporters and importers. As
indicated some completely dismiss Boston as a center of marine
commerce; many others are pessimistic relative to the Port’s
economic future, contingent as it is on the correction of many
inefficiencies and disabilities. However, it seems that these trade
specialists, because of their control of the selection of distribution
points, could add considerable strength to a movement to rehabili-
tate the economic plight of the Port of Boston.


