
HOUSE.. ..No. 137.

To the Honorable, the Senate and the House of Representatives
in General Court assembled:

Your petitioners, inhabitants of the town of Billerica,
respectfully represent:

That an Act was passed in the year 1860, authorizing the
removal of a portion of the dam across Concord River at North
Billerica, the damage done to parties by said removal to be paid
from the treasury of the Commonwealth, and that we believe it
is against a sound public policy and a dangerous precedent for
the future.

That the water-power created by said dam has been in use
for mill purposes since 1708, that it is the principal water-
power of the town, and that large and prosperous manufactur-
ing establishments are connected therewith.

That the execution of said Act would nearly destroy said
water-power, and would be disastrous to the growth and pros-
perity of the town.

That the agricultural interests of the town would be greatly
injured by the depreciation in value of the farms and lands in
the vicinity of said dam, and in the village dependent upon it,
and by the loss of a market for the products of the farmers.
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That the taxable property of the town would be very much
reduced, and its citizens in many ways greatly injured.

Your petitioners believe it has been fully established that the
dam is not the cause of the present wet condition of the
meadows on said river, but that the trouble is owing to natural
causes, combined with the artificial storing up of water for
manufacturing purposes and letting it down iii the dry seasons,
the many bridges over the river, and the neglect of the present
owners to keep the weeds cut out of the stream and the chan-
nel clean, as was the practice of their forefathers.

That nature made these meadows wet is shown by the testi-
mony of the early settlers of the country in their petitions, now
among the records of the State, commencing in the year (1686)
sixteen hundred and thirty-six, and kept up more than two
centuries; in (1742) seventeen hundred and forty-two Joshua
Haynes and others repi’esented that the water overflowed and
stood a long time upon them; in (1789) seventeen hundred
and eighty-nine Richard Heard and others represent that “A
large tract of land, heretofore valuable, is now, by being flowed
in summer, rendered of very little value to the owners.”

Your petitioners believe, if the same care was taken to
remove the obstructions and weeds from the river, these
meadows would be substantially in the same condition as
formerly.

Your petitioners, therefore, ask that the Act in question
may be repealed.

JOSEPH DAVIS, and 411 others.


