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The Committee appointed pursuant to an Order of the
last Legislature, of April sth, upon the Petition of
Philo Temple and others, praying that certain territory,
described in said Petition, may be taken from the town
of Deerfield and annexed to the town of Greenfield,
with instructions “ to view the premises, notify and
hear the parties, and report their opinion to the next

Legislature,” have attended to the duty assigned them,
and now submit the following

REPORT:

The Committee met the parties upon the business of
their appointment, at Greenfield, on the 28th day of June
last, having previously given due notice to all parties of
the time and place of meeting ; when the following par-
ties appeared before them, viz. The petitioners, Philo
Temple and others—the Inhabitants of the town of
Greenfield, petitioners in aid of said petition—and the
Inhabitants of the town of Deerfield. The Inhabitants
of the First Congregational Parish in Deerfield—Moses
Eddy and others—Hull. Nims and others, severally re-
monstrating against said petition.

After a statement of the respective claims of the sev-
eral parties, the Committee proceeded to make a personal
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examination of the premises ; and having taken as accurate
a view of the whole territory as they deemed necessary
to a correct understanding of the various matters before
them, all parties were then fully heard by their counsel
and witnesses.

Before proceeding to an expression of the opinion at

which the Committee have unanimously arrived, it may
not be improper to observe, that they considered the ap-
plication of the petitioners as one requiring strong and
satisfactory reasons to warrant the granting of it. The
most obvious considerations of policy and expediency,
naturally suggest that the boundaries of towns which have
long been established, should not be disturbed for slight
or trivial causes. The great advantages to be derived
from these municipal corporations, would be greatly di-
minished, if their jurisdiction or territory is subject to
continual changes. The due apportionment of the privi-
leges to be enjoyed, as well as an equitable distribution
of the burdens to be sustained by the citizens, are often
made with reference to the territory of the respective
towns. The location of public buildings, the direction
and courses of roads and other means of internal commu-
nication, and not unfrequently the boundary lines of es-
tates, as well as a community of interest and feeling,
produced by being long subject to the same municipal
authority, suggest strong objections against any alteration
of town lines, except upon the strongest claims of neces-
sity and convenience.

Impressed with these sentiments, the Committee en-
tered upon the discharge of their duties, and in coming
to the conclusion that this petition ought to be granted,
they yielded rather to the force of reasons which they be-
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lieved could not be resisted, than to any preconceived
opinions or feelings of their own.

But while the Committee are fully persuaded that a

wise policy would generally dictate that few alterations
should be made in the boundary lines of towns, which
have been long established, it is obvious that cases may
occur, requiring a departure from the general rule upon
this as well as every other subject. A portion of the ter-

ritory of a particular town may be so situated, as that
great convenience would result to the occupants, by its
being annexed to an adjoining town, while no essential
injury would be experienced by the town from which it
is taken.

One great object designed to be gained by the original
creation of these municipal corporations was, the con-
venience and accommodation of the citizens residing
within their respective limits; and whenever the same
result can be more effectually secured by an alteration of
existing limits, the Committee perceive no good reason
why it should not be done.

In presenting the facts and reasons which have brought
the Committee to the opinion which they have expressed,
the following arrangement may be conveniently adopted.

First. That a majority of the residents and owners of
land upon the territory in question, are desirous to be an-
nexed to the town of Greenfield.

Second. That such annexation would greatly promote
the interests of those who now do or may hereafter oc-
cupy this territory.

Third. That the annexation would not materially op-
erate to the injury of the town of Deerfield.

Upon the question whether a majority of the residents
upon the territory in question were desirous to be annexed
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to the town of Greenfield, the Committee found a great
diversity between the statements of the petitioners and
remonstrants. But upon a minute examination of the
facts, there appeared to be no difficulty in arriving at a
conclusion which is believed to be substantially correct.
The diversity in the statements upon this subject, origi-
nated in consequence of the different periods of time
to which the parties respectively referred ; the remon-
strants referring to the period of the original commence-
ment of the petition, and the petitioners referring to the
time of the hearing. It appeared that between the com-
mencement of the petition and the time of the hearing,
several changes in the ownership of lands and residents
upon the territory had been made. In determining the
question, whether a majority of the residents were in
favor of the petition, it was claimed by the remonstrants,
that only those who resided upon the territory at the
commencement of the petition, were to be taken into the
account. But the Committee were of opinion, that if the
wishes of residents upon the territory in question are to
be consulted, it should be of those who now do and ex-
pect hereafter to reside upon it. The interests to be
affected beneficially or injuriously by the proposed altera-
tion, so far as occupants of the territory in question are
concerned, must necessarily relate to a residence upon it
after the decision shall have been made.

The Committee, therefore, in giving the number of
resident petitioners and resident remonstrants, refer to
the facts as they existed at the time of the hearing.

The territory sought to be annexed to the town of
Greenfield, embraces an area of about 1,350 acres. The
whole number of inhabitants upon this territory, including
men, women and children, is 114. Of these, 71 are pe-
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titioners, or belong to the families of petitioners, and 43
are remonstrants, or belong to the families of remonstrants.
The whole number of legal voters upon the territory is
22. Of these, 14 are petitioners, and 8 are remonstrants.
The whole number of persons owning land upon the ter-
ritory, exclusive of resident owners, is 27. Of these, 21
are petitioners, and six are remonstrants. The whole
value of the real estate upon the territory, as estimated
by witnesses, and sworn to before the Committee, is
about $BO,OOO. Of this the petitioners, resident and
non-resident, own $60,000. And the remonstrants, res-
ident and non-resident, own $20,000. Of the $60,000
owned by petitioners, $33,000 belong to resident peti-
tioners, and $27,000 to non-resident petitioners. These
statements as to the value of the territory are given from
the opinion of witnesses who had made a particular ap-
praisal, and, so far as the Committee could judge, they
think the estimate to be substantially correct. Extracts
from the assessors’ books of the town of Deerfield, showing
the valuation of this territory, were exhibited to the Com-
mittee. And although the valuation, as taken from the
assessors’ books, is less than the foregoing estimates, yet
the relative proportions owned by petitioners and remon-
strants is nearly the same.

; The Committee are aware, that, in a question like the
present, the wishes of those whose interests are chiefly
to be affected by a decision, are not alone decisive of the
propriety of granting their request. Other questions and
other interests are to be considered in arriving at a cor-
rect result. The opinions of those interested in a partic-
ular question, are always to be weighed with reference to
the matter to be decided. And, while this rule is adopt-
ed in regard to petitioners, the views and opinions of the



JanREPORT OF VIEWING COMMITTEE.

remonstrants should be subjected to the same standard.
Perfect uniformity of sentiment among all the residents
of a particular territory, upon a question like the present,
is perhaps not to be expected ; and, while the Committee
would not recommend the annexation of this territory to
the town of Greenfield merely because a majority of the
residents and owners of land upon it desire it, neither
would they recommend a rejection of this petition because
a minority of such residents and owners of land are op-
posed to it. It is only by a full and careful examination
of all the facts and reasons bearing upon the question,
that a correct result can be obtained. The Committee,
therefore, pass to a consideration of the effects to be pro-
duced upon the interests of the occupants and owners of
this territory, by its annexation to the town of Greenfield.
That these interests would be beneficially affected by
the proposed alteration was manifest to the Committee,
from a view of the local situation of the territory in ques-
tion, as it regards the two towns of Deerfield and Green-
field. The present territory of the town of Deerfield in-
cludes an area of about seven miles in length, from north
to south, and three and a half or four miles in width from
east to west. The territory which it is the object of the
petition to annex to Greenfield, is that part of the town
of Deerfield, lying between the south line of Greenfield
on the north, and the Deerfield river and Sheldon’s brook
on the south. The proposed line is traced, by commen-
cing at the Connecticut river, which bounds the town of
Deerfield on the east, at the point where it receives the
waters of the Deerfield river, thence up the Deerfield
river in a westerly direction, to the point where it receives
the waters of Sheldon’s brook, thence up said brook in a
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north westerly direction, to the town of Shelburne, which
bounds the town of Deerfield on the west.

The fact, that the Deerfield river is the natural boun-
dary between the towns of Greenfield and Deerfield,
could not escape the attention of the Committee. The
part of the town of Deerfield lying north of the river,
which is the territory in question, is cut off from all inter-
course with the town of Deerfield, except by a toll bridge
across the river. This circumstance operates as a practi-
cal annexation of this territory to the town of Greenfield,
for all purposes except the exercise of the elective fran-
chise. It was proved to the Committee, that the inhabi-
tants of this territory have little intercourse with the town
of Deerfield. Their place of business is Greenfield.
The mechanics whom they employ, and the merchants
with whom they transact business, reside in Greenfield,
and this too is their principal place of religious worship.

But, in addition to the effect of the river in uniting the
occupants of this territory with the town of Greenfield,
the difference in distance is also altogether in favor of
Greenfield. The present north line of the town of Deer-
field is but about one hundred rods distant from Green-
field court-house. The bridge over Deerfield river is one
mile and 117 rods distant from Greenfield court-house,
and one mile and 293 rods distant from the Deerfield
meeting-house, making every resident upon this territory
at least 176 rods nearer to Greenfield than to Deerfield,
and to a great majority of them the difference in distance
is much greater in favor of Greenfield.

Such being the situation of this territory, with reference
to the towns of Greenfield and Deerfield, it it manifest
to all, that the interests of the occupants will be greatly
promoted by its annexation to the town of Greenfield.

2
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But it is proper that the effect to be produced upon
the interests of the town of Deerfield by the proposed al-
teration, should be well considered. The present area
of the town of Deerfield contains 19,801 acres. That of
Greenfield, 12,770. And if the proposed alteration be
made, Deerfield will still embrace an area of 18,451 acres,
and Greenfield, 14,120, leaving to Deerfield a territory
larger than Greenfield by 4,331 acres. The Committee
are fully aware, that great reluctance is usually felt by
towns, to surrendering any part of the territory over
which they have long exercised a municipal jurisdiction.
They often feel a degree of pride in the extent and fertil-
ity of their territory, as well as in the wealth and pros-
perity of their inhabitants. But it should be remembered,
that real and substantial interests ought not to be sacri-
ficed to the mere gratification of feelings, however com-
mendable such feelings may be in themselves considered.
It was from considerations of policy and convenience to
the citizens, that town organizations were originally es-
tablished ; and if the same result can be more effectually
secured by an alteration of existing boundaries, or by an
annexation of portions of territory now belonging to one
town, to another, we can discover no good reasons why
it should not be done.

It is true, that the annexation of the territory in ques-
tion to the town of Greenfield, will diminish the taxable
property of the town of Deerfield, and increase that of
Greenfield. But it should be recollected, that it will also
diminish the burdens of Deerfield. The expense of con-
structing roads upon this territory, and of maintaining a
bridge over the Deerfield river, which, should this peti-
tion be rejected, must hereafter be sustained by the town
of Deerfield alone, will be thrown, in part at least, upon
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the town of Greenfield. Although the present bridge
across the Deerfield river is not sustained at the public
expense, jet the indications are too strong to be over-
looked, that the time is not distant, when, instead of sus-
taining our public roads and bridges bj a tax upon the
traveller in the form of toll, the burden of sustaining
them will be thrown upon the public. If the Deerfield
river should be made the boundary line between these
towns, the expense of sustaining a bridge across this river,
which has hitherto been considered as too great to be
borne by the town of Deerfield alone, and has therefore
been maintained by a toil collected of the traveller, would
be shared between the two towns.

It was also strongly urged upon the attention of the
Committee, that the granting of this petition would inju-
riously affect the interests of the First Congregational
Parish in Deerfield. The objections arising from this
source wT ere two. First: that this Parish is a territorial
one, whose limits are co-extensive with the town of
Deerfield, and that the annexation of the territory in
question to the town of Greenfield, might have the effect
to diminish the number of families and estates which are
now liable to contribute to the support of religious wor-
ship in this Parish. But this objection did not appear to
the Committee to be entitled to much weight. Theo

laws of the Commonwealth, as they now exist, have abol-
ished all compulsion in the support of religious worship;
and, while no man is compelled to belong to any religious
society, or to contribute to its support, it is difficult to
conceive what benefit can result to such society by terri-
torial limits. These societies will find their surest sup-
port in the voluntary contributions of those who become
members of them—under the influence of a conscientious
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regard to the interests of religion, and from a desire to
enjoy their own peculiarities of religious faith. Under
the appropriate influence of these principles, religious
institutions can be sustained without reference to territo-
rial limits or town lines.

The other objection urged in behalf of the Congrega-
tional Parish in Deerfield, arises from the fact, that a
tract of land, situated upon the territory in question, is
owned by the Parish, and has ever been appropriated to
the support of its ministry. This tract of land consists
of about thirty-two acres, appraised to be worth not far
from five thousand dollars. But the Committee do not

perceive that this Parish stands upon any different ground,
with reference to the questions involved in this petition,
than any other owner of land upon this territory. The
only effect to be produced upon the Parish by granting
this petition, so far as regards their ministerial lands, will
be, that they will be subject to taxation in the town of
Greenfield instead of Deerfield. But the inconvenience
arising from this source, if indeed there be any, can be
no greater than is now experienced by citizens of Green-
field, who own lands upon this territory, by their being
subject to taxation in the town of Deerfield.

It was also objected against the petition, that there is
a project in contemplation to constitute the South Parish,
in Deerfield, a separate town ; and that, should that be
done, it would be highly impolitic to separate from the
remaining part of Deerfield the territory in question,
which, it will be recollected, is situated at the extreme
north of the town. What may be the result of a petition
to make a separate town of the South Parish in Deer-
field, it is impossible now to predict. But it should be
remembered, that a far different state of facts ought to
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exist, to justify the creation of new towns, than would
warrant the alteration of the boundary lines between
existing towns. The Committee do not feel themselves
called upon to express an opinion as to the expediency of
making a separate towm of the South Parish in Deerfield.
Although, at the request of the remonstrants, they exam-
ined that part of the town, they yet believed that the
questions involved in the application of the present peti-
tioners should be decided upon their own merits. These
are questions referring particularly to the local situation
of the territory sought to be annexed to the town of
Greenfield, and the convenience of the inhabitants resid-
ing upon it. But whatever may be the result of a peti-
tion to make a separate town of the South Parish in
Deerfield, the Committee believe there would be still the
same reasons for uniting the territory in question to the
town of Greenfield.

The remonstrants also referred the Committee to the
early settlement of the town of Deerfield, and to the
respective portions which had, from time to time, been
taken from their original territory. The first original
grant was of 8000 acres, w'hich was made to the Dedham
proprietors, as an equivalent for 2000 acres taken from
that town for an Indian village at Natick. This 8000
acre tract embraces what is called the Deerfield Meadows,
a territory scarcely to be equalled in the richness and
productiveness of its soil. By subsequent grants, the
territory of Deerfield was increased to several times the
amount of the original tract, until it embraced, in addition
to the present town of Deerfield, the towns of Greenfield,
Gill, Shelburne, Conway, and a part of Whately. The
Committee were referred to the fact, that, in all the
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divisions of the original town of Deerfield, no infringe-
ment had ever been made upon the 8000 acre grant, and
that the present petition proposes to annex a part of this
original grant to the town of Greenfield. This original
8000 acre grant appears to be cherished bj the citizens
of Deerfield, with no ordinary feelings of attachment.
It is to them associated with the most thrilling incidents
in the early history of the Commonwealth. The Com-
mittee were referred to the fact, that the proprietors of
this tract led the van of improvement in what was then
deemed the western wilderness; that they first planted
the principles of Christianity and civilization upon the
banks of the Connecticut; and that these principles they
maintained with a vigilance that never tired, a fortitude
that never shrunk from its purpose, and a patient endu-
rance of toil and labor and fatigue, which never yielded
to the most adverse circumstances. It is not strange that
the inhabitants of Deerfield should feel a most endurins
attachment to the soil which was defended by the forti-
tude and moistened by the blood of their fathers.

But it should not be forgotten, that the town of Green-
field was once a part of the town of Deerfield, and that
the citizens of Greenfield also refer to the fact that their
fatiiers shared in the labors, and toils, and dangers attend-
ant upon the settlement of this ancient town. The soil
is as dear to them as to the citizens of Deerfield. But
while the Committee most cordially respect the feelings
of attachment, manifested by the citizens of both towns,
to the memory of their ancestors, they candidly confess
themselves unable to discern the bearing of these consid-
erations upon the question to be decided. The whole
matter is at once resolved into a question of expediency,
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whether, for the purposes of municipal organization, the
territory in question should be embraced within the limits
of Deerfield or Greenfield. That the occupants of this
territory would be best accommodated for all municipal
purposes, the Committee entertain no doubt. lhat the
Deerfield river, from the Connecticut to the point where
it receives the waters of Sheldon’s brook, is the natural
boundary between these towns, is manifest from the
slightest inspection of the territory.

The river operates as a natural obstacle to intercourse
between the residents upon the one side and the other.
Those upon the south are directed to Deerfield as their
place of business. Their associations, and feelings, and
interests are there. Those residing upon the north side
of the river are as naturally directed to Greenfield as their
place of business. Their feelings and interests are asso-
ciated with those of the citizens of Greenfield. The
difference, in distance, to the occupants of this territory,
from the respective villages of Deerfield and Greenfield,
is so great in favor of Greenfield, that this circumstance
of itself, whatever may be the result of this petition, will
continue to unite their feelings, and interests, and busi-
ness with that town. More than three fourths of the ter-

ritory in question is now owned by petitioners, a part of
whom reside upon it, and the rest are citizens of Green-
field. And while these manifest advantages will result
to the occupants of this territory, by its annexation to the
town of Greenfield, the Committee cannot perceive that
any injurious effects will be produced upon any of the
substantial interests of Deerfield, which will still remain
larger than Greenfield, in territory, wealth and popula-
tion. The Committee, therefore, under all the circum-



stances of the case, unanimously report it as their opin-
ion, that the petition ought to be granted.

LINUS CHILD,
ORRIN SAGE,
WILLIAM HANCOCK,
WILLIAM CHILD,
AVERY WILLIAMS.

Boston , Jan. Ith, 1837.
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We, the undersigned, inhabitants of that part of the
town of Deerfield which lies north of a line, running from
the mouth, and up the stream of Deerfield river, to Shel-
don’s brook, and thence in a westerly course, by said
brook, to the line of the town of Shelburne, and we, the
undersigned, owners of land in the premises before de-
scribed, beg leave most respectfully to represent to your
honorable body, that such is our territorial situation, that
its annexation to the town of Greenfield, would be a mat-
ter, not. only of personal convenience to each of your pe-
titioners, but would in its tendency, greatly advance our
agricultural, manufacturing and other interests; and this
result will be obvious for the following, among many
other reasons which exist, and W'hich can be easily shown
whenever it shall be proper to enter into an examination
of this subject, before a committee of the Legislature.

First—Because we are separated from the southern
and main portion of the town of Deerfield, by the river
before mentioned; and the only avenue to the places of
our public meetings, and of our public records, is a bridge,
for the crossing of which, its proprietors are authorized
by law to demand and receive toll of all persons. This
tax is felt by that portion of your petitioners who are res-
idents of this part of Deerfield, as an unnecessary and an
unequal one—unnecessary, because the substitution of
the proposed boundary in lieu of the one that now exists,
would remove the burden—and unequal, because it is

3
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in General Court assembled:
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borne by a portion only of the inhabitants of the same
town.

Secondly—Because so many of us reside so near to the
village of Greenfield, that all our ordinary business affairs
are transacted with its inhabitants; and from these daily
transactions, a community of interests has arisen, which
must of necessity, for a long time, continue both to exist
and to increase. And Thirdly—Because our families
would have greater facilities of access to the means of
education.

A slight glance at the map will show the truth of some
of the facts above assumed ; and the residue, your peti-
tioners believe, can be easily proved from other sources.
If then the severing of this part of Deerfield from that
town, and the annexation of the same to the town of
Greenfield, would confer lasting benefits upon your peti-
tioners, and that too, without any material injury to the
remaining inhabitants of Deerfield, the undersigned can-
not but think, that after due proceedings shall have been
had in the premises, and the matters and things herein
set forth, made out to the satisfaction of the Legislature,
that you will grant the prayer of the undersigned, and
cause the territory before described to be annexed to, and
to become a part of the town of Greenfield.

Philo Temple,
Henry Colman,
Ruel Burnham,
Horace Ripley,
Joel Keet, Jr ,

Henry Loveland,
Joseph Ripley,
Rufus Howland,

Thomas Wait,
William Wait, Jr.,
Calvin Ross,
David Wait, 2d.,
Sylvester Allen,
Cephas Root,
Franklin Ripley,
James C. Alvord, per F. R.
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Francis Russell,
John Russell, Jr.,
George P. Field,
Henry W. Clapp,
N. E. Russell,
Samuel Lyncoln,
Robert Tomb,
Solomon Newton,
Ezra Allen,
W. W. Draper,
Samuel Pierce,
John J. Pierce,

Spencer Root,
Isaac Newton,
Betsey Bird,
George T. Davis,
Moses Bardwell, Jr.,
Orra Ripley,
David Wait, Jr.,
Julia Smead,
Luther Wells,
Robert Wheeler,
Mary Arms,
Thaddeus Coleman.



To the Honorable Senate ,
and House of Representatives

of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts , in General
Court assembled:

The inhabitants of the town of Deerfield, in legal town

meeting assembled, beg leave respectfully to remonstrate
against the petition of Fhilo Temple and others, praying
for a division of said town, and the annexation of a con-
siderable portion of it to the town of Greenfield.

The ancient limits of Deerfield comprehended the
present towns of Greenfield, the greater part of Gill,
Shelburne, Conway, and a part of Whately. By succes-
sive divisions it has been reduced to the area it now oc-
cupies, of about seven miles in length, and three and a
half in breadth. In 1753, the town of Greenfield, then
including Gill, was set off from Deerfield, and embraced
a territory larger, by several thousand acres, than the
present limits of the latter town. In 1767, the town of
Conway, and in 1768, the town of Shelburne, W’ere set
off from Deerfield, each of which comprehended a greater
extent of territory than remained to the original town.
In 1809, another portion of our territory was taken off,
and annexed to Whately. We do not think that the
reasons presented by the petitioners, nor any considera-
tions of a public nature require, or would justify any fur-
ther norrowing of its boundaries. We submit to the
examination of the General Court the reasons for this
opinion, and the grounds of our remonstrance.

First. The petition is not the act of a majority in in-
terest, or numbers of the inhabitants of the territory de-

REMONSTRANCE.
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fined in the petition. It is not the act of a majority of
the rateable polls, nor of the legal voters, nor ot the free-
holders and tax-payers. Of the thirty-nine petitioners,
only fifteen are, or ever have been, residents of the district
in question. Of these fifteen, four only are freeholders,
or holders of real estate in their own right. The valua-
tion of their freeholds, by the last general valuation, was
$3,809 ; and the amount of taxes assessed upon the same,
the present year, is $l3, 68. The whole amount of taxes
of every description assessed upon the property of these
four freeholders, including a poll-tax of $1,05 each, is
$20,49.

Of the fifteen resident petitioners, eight only are taxed
for property of any description, and are not assessed even
for a poll-tax. One of the resident petitioners is an aged
female, who does not own, nor occupy any real estate,
nor any other property subject to taxation.

Another of the resident petitioners is an alien, a native
of Ireland, who has been but very recently imported into
the United States, and has resided in Deerfield about six
months, as a day laborer. He has made arrangements
for changing his place of abode, and will not, probably, be
an inhabitant of the district when this remonstrance
shall be laid before your honorable bodies. Another of
the petitioners has recently been a subject of public charity
in a neighboring town. These two, as well as the greater
number of the resident petitioners, are only transient and
accidental inhabitants of Deerfield; who have no fixed
place of abode ; whose habitancy is changed from year to
year,according to the convenience of obtaining wages; and
who pay —even if they remain long enough in one place
to be taxed—but an inconsiderable fraction of the public
taxes. They are, generally, of that class of citizens, who
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contribute as little to the moral wealth, as to the finances
of the communities in which they have their temporary
shelter.

One of the resident petitioners, whose distinguished
and far-extended reputation will, perhaps, give his name
great weight in this matter, can hardly now be considered
a land-owner nor free-holder in Deerfield ; and, we have
good reason to believe, contemplates a speedy and final
removal from this part of the country. We make no
comments upon these facts. We may have occasion to
show, that this individual has expressed opinions upon
this subject, entirely at variance with those to which he
has given his sanction in this petition.

The whole amount of taxes, assessed upon the eight
resident petitioners, referred to before, is $25,38, one
third of which is a poll-tax. Seven pay nothing, and are
taxed nothing, and are not legal voters.

On the other hand, there are seventeen residents in the
district in question, who have their permanent abode and
business there, who have not signed the petition, but all
whose names are affixed to a Remonstrance, which will
be laid before your honorable bodies. Eleven of them
are legal voters, the aggregate amount of taxes assessed
upon whom is $79,98. Nine of them are freeholders,
the aggregate valuation of whose real estate is $6,560.
From this, it appears that the non-petitioning residents
constitute a majority, both in interest and number, of the
inhabitants of the territory proposed to be annexed to
Greenfield. They suffer no inconveniences in their loca-
tion, which require the intervention of the Legislature to
remove. They are contented with their connexion with
Deerfield. They desire not, and they have solemnly
remonstrated against, a change.
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Besides these, other inhabitants of Deerfield own real
estate in the premises, of the assessed value of $1,909.

Second. A great majority of the petitioners are in-
habitants of Greenfield, natives and permanent residents
there. Some of them are believed not to be land-owners
in, nor to have any connexion in interest with Deerfield.
Others hold real estate in the premises to a very incon-
siderable amount. Several of them have but very recent-

ly, if at all, become land-holders in the premises ; and then
only by the purchase of a large tract of land on specula-
tion, with the avowed intention of dividing it into small
lots, to be sold to the higest bidder. Its annexation to

Greenfield was a part of the speculation. The nature of
the purchasers’ occupations forbids the belief, that they
have any intention of removing to Deerfield. The in-
habitants of Greenfield, certainly, have no right to com-
plain of the inconvenience of the situation of Cheapside—-
so the district in question is designated—with respect to
the rest of Deerfield.

Two of the petitioners in Greenfield are women, one
of them of an advanced age. Neither of them hold lands
in Deerfield, except in dower, or guardianship. Their
children are located in distant parts of the country, and
are not likely to be affected by the alteration of the boun-
daries of Deerfield. We are at a loss to perceive with
what propriety they have been brought in to complain of
inconveniences, to which they never have been, and never
will be subjected.

Two others of the petitioners are inhabitants of Mon-
tague, and cannot be even remotely affected by the result
of the petition.

We have noticed these things, because we are under a
strong conviction, that the petition has not dealt fairly
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with the Legislature ; as it certainly has not with the
facts. The annexation of Cheapside to Greenfield is
prayed for as “a matter of personal convenience to each
of the petitioners.” But the only definite reasons given
for the annexation, are the inconveniences of location with
respect to Deerfield. The complaints in the petition
could come with propriety only from inhabitants of that
part of Deerfield. From inhabitants of Greenfield, or
Montague, they are not only idle, but false. The neces-
sary inference is, that most of the petitioners are inhabi-
tants of the district in question, and suffer all the disad-
vantages complained of, as personal evils. We have
shewn that this is not the fact, and we cannot but express
our wonder at the disingenuousness, or inadvertence,
which permitted the chance of an inference so widely at
variance with the truth. The petition did not originate
with any portion of the people of Deerfield. It is not
founded upon their wants, or wishes. None of them, it
is believed, have sanctioned it, but under the pressure of
extreme solicitation. Its results are not expected nor in-
tended to benefit our fellow townsmen at Cheapside. In
its origin and objects, it is purely a measure devised and
prosecuted by a few speculators in Greenfield, for their
own benefit and convenience, and having no purpose but
their aggrandizement at the expense of Deerfield. It is
a private speculation exclusively, which we trust in the
justice of the Legislature to disappoint.

Third. The loss of so large a portion of territory
would materially increase the public burdens upon the
remaining inhabitants of Deerfield. Our population is
almost exclusively agricultural. We have no facilities for
manufactures. Our local situation will always forbid our
becoming a centre of the domestic trade of the surround-
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ing country. Our only resources are in the soil. Our
public and municipal taxes are paid by the toil of our
hands, and the sweat of our brows.

Greenfield, on the other hand, possesses the advantages
of a central situation, manufacturing facilities almost un-
limited, and a large and steadily increasing domestic
commerce. In all these respects, it is surpassed by but
few towns in the Commonwealth. We do not envy our
fellow citizens of Greenfield for their superior advantages.
We rejoice in their prosperity, and in the development of
their abundant resources. We only ask them to be con-
tent with their more favorable condition, nor seek to en-
croach upon the humbler resources of their neighbors.

It is obvious, that the public burdens lie with greater
weight upon a community of farmers, than upon one of
merchants, manufacturers and bankers, to whom those
burdens are more nearly compensated by the greater op-
portunities of accumulation which they enjoy. Even a
little abstracted from our means might be more severely
felt, than much larger masses taken from others, who
possess greater means of supply and compensation. The
territory in question would be but a trifling addition to
the resources of Greenfield ; while the loss of it would
essentially impair our own. The only reduction of our
municipal expenses would be in the support of a part of
two school districts, and of tour or five miles of highway.
The amount of taxes received from lands and persons in
that territory is considerably greater than the amount of
those expenses. The separation of that district would,
therefore, increase the burden of taxation, already suffi-
ciently onerous, upon the remaining inhabitants of Deer-
field.

4
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Fourth. We deem it proper to invite the attention
of the Legislature to a prospective objection against the
petition, which seems to us of no little importance.
Bloody Brook —as the south part of Deerfield is called—-
has much stronger claims to be separated from this town,
than the territory in question. It contains a village, sec-
ond, though nearly equal, in population to the principal
village. It is increasing in business and population more
rapidly than any other part of the town. It forms a dis-
tinct parish. It is more remote from the place of public
business than Cheapside—Bloody Brook being, by the
public highways, from three and a half to six miles dis-
tant ; while the remotest corner of Cheapside is less than
three miles, and the great majority of the population is
not more than two miles distant. The village of Cheap-
side is nearly equidistant between Deerfield and Green-
field. Bloody Brook, too, is less connected by social and
religious intercourse with the rest of the town, than
Cheapside. In the natural course of things, its inhabi-
tants will, sooner or later, apply for the charter of a dis-
tinct municipality, with reasons which the Legislature
may find it difficult to refuse. Should both these large
portions of territory be dismembered, the ancient town of
Deerfield, which once embraced the fairest portion of
Franklin county, whose very name is associated with a
thousand thrilling historical recollections, would be re-
duced to a mere fragment, in which the forms of munici-
pality would be hardly worth maintaining. The division
of which we are speaking has long been the subject of
conversation It may soon be presented as a subject of
legislative action. If the prayer of the present petitioners
be granted, the people of Bloody Brook may not, with
any appearance of consistency, be denied. It is not be-
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lieved that the present Legislature will thus embarrass
the action of its successors—that it will, for any reasons
less than imperative, force upon a future Legislature the
alternative of acting with inconsistency and apparent in-
justice, or of annihilating one of the oldest and most im-
portant towns in the valley of the Connecticut.

Fifth. The original proprietors of Deerfield, almost
cotemporary with the earliest settlement of the town, set

apart a portion of their lands, and devoted them forever
to the support of the ministry. All those lands are situ-
ated within the territory in question, and now belong to
the First Parish in Deerfield. The town of Deerfield,
also, claims to be the proprietor of other lands within the
same limits. We do not apprehend that it is consistent
with right or justice that those lands should be separated
from this town, and thus placed beyond the direct super-
intendence and control of the inhabitants of Deerfield.

Sixth. The territory in question is situated between
the Deerfield river on the south, and the town of Green-
field on the north. The boundary line between Deerfield
and Greenfield, is the same which was run and estab-
lished in the original grant of this town to the Dedham
proprietors. That grant conveyed 8000 acres of land,
and was made to the proprietors of Dedham as an equiv-
alent for 2000 acres taken from that town, and appropri-
ated for an Indian village at Natick. But our fathers
held these lands by a more valid title than the grant of a
colonial legislature,—by a fair and equitable purchase
from the aboriginal occupants. They paid ninety-four
pounds ten shillings to the Indian owners ; and four deeds
are yet in existence, from the chiefs of the tribes who
owned this territory, conveying the land to our fore-
fathers. Few transactions of the whites with the native
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proprietors have been so honorable to the integrity and
justice of the early sons of the pilgrims.

Additional grants were subsequently made to the pro-
prietors of Deerfield, in consideration of the dangers and
sufferings to which they were exposed on this perilous
frontier. Out of these additions were successively
formed the towns of Greenfield, Conway and Shelburne.
But in all these divisions, the primitive boundaries of the
original 8000 acres were preserved inviolate, with the
sacredness of a birthright. They were considered pe-
culiarly the town of Deerfield—bought with the money
and sealed with the blood of our fathers. When Green-
field was separated, the inhabitants of that district en-
deavored to extend their limits to Deerfield river. The
matter was finally submitted to three gentlemen of judg-
ment and influence in the colony, who, after mature in-
quiry, decided that the ancient landmarks should not be
removed.

We protest against their removal now. We may be
permitted to refer, on this occasion, to the earlier periods
of the history of our town. Our fathers, the proprietors
of the 8000 acres, led the van of improvement in this
wilderness. They were the pioneers of civilization and
Christianity in the unbroken forests of the Connecticut.
The story of their toils, their dangers, and their suffer-
ings,—of their heroic constancy in peril, and of the ulti-
mate triumph of their faith and hope, is written in the
annals of New England. It is familiar in men’s minds
as household words. Every foot of the soil they bought
is moistened by their blood ; it bears, too, a record of their
unshrinking fortitude. Their descendants now occupy
the lines which they fixed as the limits of their earliest
abode. Those boundaries, hitherto so reverently main-
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tained, are identified in our minds with the history of our
town; with all our municipal policy ; with our veneration
for our fathers; with our memory of their virtues, suf-
ferings, and sacrifices. We protest against the overthrow
of these time-honored monuments, for any reasons of
private cupidity, or merely commercial expediency.

We now beg leave to consider briefly the reasons pre-
sented by the petitioners in favor of the proposed dis-
memberment. Those reasons seem to be gravely urged,
and we are bound to suppose that they w; ere intended to
be gravely weighed by the Legislature. As such we will
consider them.

First. The first reason is, that the petitioners are
liable to pay a toll at the bridge over Deerfield river,
whenever they have occasion to attend the public meet-
ings, or examine the records of the town. We have
already remarked upon the want of candor in the peti-
tion, by wr hich it is made to appear that all, or a consid-
erable part of the petitioners, are subjected to this incon-
venience. And we have shewn that it is felt by but
eight of them at the most, and have rendered it probable,
that the number affected by it is even less than that.
But admitting that the whole of the petitioning residents
of the districts are concerned ; to what does this incon-
venience amount ?

The toll demanded at the bridge for a one horse w'agon
—the ordinary mode of conveyance in this region—is six
cents. By an arrangement with the proprietors, residents
in this vicinity are allowed to pass for one half of this
sum. The ordinary meetings of the town arc three in
each year. So that, on the supposition that two persons
are drawn to the meetings by one horse—as is usual
among us—each of the petitioners is subjected, by the in-
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convenience of his territorial situation, to the payment of
nine cents a year. Doubtless a grave burden for the
purses of some of your petitioners; but one, which
we could hardly expect to hear advanced in the front of
oppressions too grievous to be borne—“as an unnecessary
and unequal burden”—by the “ owners of land in the
premises described.”

But this is not the whole of our answer to this part of
the petition. The Deerfield river is easily fordable, at
short intervals, in the whole of its course through the
town of Deerfield. In the winter it is passable on the
ice. There is a very practicable and much used fording
place within a furlong of the bridge complained of. There
are not, probably, four months in any year, in which the
river may not be crossed without the aid of the bridge.
When the petitioners, then, say that “ the only avenue to

the places of our public meetings is over a toll bridge,”
they assert what is notoriously at variance with the fact.
It is also to be observed, that toll is not demanded of
those attending public religious worship, funerals, militia
trainings, or town meetings.

Besides, the bridge is not the usual avenue of commu-
nication with the centre of the town, for all the inhabit-
ants of the territory proposed to be annexed to Green-
field. A large portion of the district, and its inhabitants,
are better accommodated by fords at different places upon
the river, far distant from the bridge ; and the bridge it-
self is seldom used byr them, except during the time of
freshets in the river.

Again, admitting the existence of this inconvenience
in the full extent alleged ; does it furnish a sufficient rea-
son for breaking up the long settled boundaries of the
town of Deerfield ? This town is one of the smallest in
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extent of territory in Franklin county, and is but little,
if at all, larger in surface, than Greenfield. The practi-
cal consequences of the principle, involved in the reason
we are now considering, may be illustrated by a strong
analogous case within the immediate view of the peti-
tioners. At least three fourths of the county of Frank-
lin are separated from Greenfield, the shire town, by riv-
ers which cannot be crossed without the payment of toll.
The courts cannot be attended, nor the public records
consulted, without a fee to the ferryman or gate keeper,
which might be saved, if the towns thus subjected were
attached to the adjoining counties. Yet this would hard-
ly be held as a sufficient reason for setting off the eastern
half of Franklin to Worcester, and the southern quarter
to Ha mpshire, even if the inhabitants of those sections
should desire the transfer. Similar illustrations might be
furnished from almost every county and town in the State.
It is needless to dwell longer upon this point; for it is
obvious, that the adoption of such a principle would
break up or remove a great part of the territorial land-
marks throughout the Commonwealth.

Second. The same remarks may be applied to the
second reason. It is undoubtedly true, that the inhabit-
ants of some portion of every town in the State are
more nearly connected by social intercourse, business, and
proximity of interest, with other towns, than with their
fellow townsmen. But the Legislature must hold a per-
petual session, if the hopeless and endless task is under-
taken of accommodating the boundaries of towns to pri-
vate convenience. The “ community of interests,” which
is now urged as a reason for the dismemberment of Deer-
field, is such a community only as is always created be-
tween a commercial centre, and the various districts with
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which it maintains a mercantile intercourse. It is no other
in kind than that which exists between Boston and other
parts of New England, which derive their commercial
supplies from that emporium of trade. It is such a com-
munity of interests as exists between Greenfield and
many other towns in the country; and the argument
might be urged with equal plausibility and force, for the
absorption of nearly the whole county, into that single
town. Beyond a merely mercantile connection, greatly
less, in fact, than it is represented in the petition, there
is much less congeniality of feelings and habits, less com-
munity of interests in the proper meaning of the term,
between Cheapside and Greenfield, than between that
district and the rest of Deerfield. There is not, nor is
there likely to be created, any such peculiar and intimate
interweaving of interests between Greenfield and the
district in question, as to require them to be united under
the same municipal corporation. And if there were, the
Legislature will be enabled, by the statements we have
made respecting the character and condition of some of
the petitioners, to form an estimate of the value of their
portion of the common stock of interests.

But in any view of this reason we are yet to learn,
that the establishment of towns was intended to effect a
perfect, or even proximate uniformity of private interests
among the inhabitants of towns. Such an opinion might
have been asserted with some plausibility when the lib-
erty of worship was confined to territorial boundaries.
But this pretence has vanished, since the constitution has
ceased to consider towns as parishes, or to require the
citizen to contribute to the support of any form of faith
or worship. Towns are merely municipal corporations ;

their action is confined to public affairs—to interests
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common, in a great degree, to the people of the whole
Commonwealth. If they were, or could be, founded
upon a supposed union of private interests, and their lim-
its were to be changed to conform to every fluctuation of
trade, the State would be but an aggregate of petty and
perpetually varying territories, divided by hostile interests,
and without any common bond of union. That munici-
pal system, which is the peculiar attachment and pride of
New England, would be at an end.

Third. The third reason assigned by the petitioners
for the proposed alteration is, that “ their families w7 ould
have greater facilities of access to the means of educa-
tion.”

This is, doubtless, a grievous cause of complaint to the
families of those petitioners, who are “ here to-day. and
gone to-morrow.”

But we are somewhat at a loss to understand precisely
what is meant by this assertion. If it be intended that
the annexation of the described territory to Greenfield
would bring it nearer to Greenfield, and actually lessen
the distance to those seminaries of instruction which were
established by private subscription, and are supported by
the fees of tuition, we have nothing to say, except that
it would have been more honest in the petitioners to say
so directly, and leave the Legislature in no doubt as to
the meaning of so sounding a flourish.

But if, according to the most natural and obvious con-
struction, the petitioners mean to have it inferred that
Deerfield has been deficient in its provisions for the sup-
port of public schools, from the general wealth, for the
benefit of the whole population, we take the liberty to
reply, that they have misrepresented the spirit of our cit-

-5
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izens. We wish not to challenge a disparaging or invid-
ious comparison ; but we may be permitted to say, in our
own defence, that the people of Deerfield have not fallen
so far behind their neighbors as to be a subject of just
reproach, in their care and regard for the education of
their youth. The appropriations for the maintenance of
public schools are far beyond the requirements of the
law, and large sums beside these are annually expended
from private contributions. And for those, who desire a
higher range of instruction than the common schools af-
ford, an academy in the town is accessible on moderate
terms, which proffers advantages not inferior, it is be-
lieved, to those in any similar institution in this part of
the country. We are not aware of any facilities of access
to the means of education, either in its lower or higher
departments, w’hich the families of the petitioners would
derive from their annexation to Greenfield, and which are
denied to them here.

In both these suppositions we may, perhaps, have mis-
taken the intentions of the petitioners. We are unable
to discover the more recondite meaning, which may be
hidden under so apparently simple an annunciation. We
must, therefore, leave the development of the mystery to
the future explanations of the petitioners.

We hold ourselves ready for the proof of all the state-
ments we have made, the truth of which is not obvious.
We cannot but entertain the belief that they will be suf-
ficient to satisfy the Legislature, that no considerations,
founded upon public expediency, or private interest, or
the wishes of the inhabitants of Deerfield most directly
interested in the premises, require this dismemberment of
our ancient town. And we beg leave to repeat our re-
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spectful but earnest remonstrance against the prayer of
the petition.

SOLOMON WILLIAMS,
ASA STEBBINS,
PLINY ARMS,
J. A. SAXTON,
CHARLES WILLIAMS,

Committee of the Town of Deerfield.




