
HOUSE No. 408.

[Views of minority of the committee on Roads and Bridges on the
Bill relative to the laying out and construction of a footway on the rail-
road bridge between the city of Haverhill and the town of Bradford.]

The undersigned, being a minority of the committee on
Roads and Bridges, dissent from the committee in reporting
“ An Act to amend chapter 285 of the acts of the year 1885.”

We believe that the act which became a law not quite a
year ago, by which the county commissioners of Essex are
“authorized, if in their judgment public convenience war-
rants the necessary cost of construction and maintenance,”
to lay out and construct a footway, from a point in upper
Bradford to a point in Haverhill, said footway to be attached
to the Boston and Maine Railroad Bridge over the Merrimack
River, is ample for all purposes. The commissioners are au-
thorized to do this if in their judgment public convenience
warrants the cost of construction and maintenance, and two
years were given them in which to act under the provisions
of said act. A year has not as yet expired since the pas-
sage of the act, yet this legislature is now asked to annul the
work of the legislature of last year, which left it to the wis-
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dom and intelligence of the county commissioners to deter-
mine as regards the necesssity for the construction of such a
walk. The county commissioners have held hearings upon
this question, at which appeared all the parties in interest.
Estimates of cost of construction and liabilities for approaches
have been given them, and as yet the commissioners have
made no decision in regard to the matter. The expense in-
volved is so much greater than at first anticipated that they
have “ made haste slowly.” The cost, including damages, is
estimated at from $15,000 to $25,000. This is a large expense
to undergo for the accommodation of but two hundred per-
sons, who, living in that portion of Bradford near the railroad
bridge, use that as a means of getting across the river into
Haverhill, where they are employed, rather than walk down
to the regular road bridge which connects Haverhill and
Bradford. It is this question which must enter largely into
the decision of the county commissioners. Does the public
convenience warrant the expense?

Now, who can decide that better than the county commis-
sioners themselves, who know the ground thoroughly, un-
derstand the case intelligently, and are in every manner the
most competent tribunal to decide the point. This legisla-
ture cannot decide on the question with any degree of in-
telligence ; the merits and demerits of the case will not
appear here as they have appeared and will again appear to
the commissioners. It is a bad precedent to establish, and
one which if established will return to be a plague unto us in
the future.

Again, the benefit arising from the construction and main-
tenance of this foot bridge accrues solely and entirely to
Bradford. Under this proposed mandatory act, Haverhill,
which can in no conceivable manner be benefited thereby,
will probably have apportioned upon her three-fourths of the
cost of construction, making her share, it is asserted, over
$12,000, for which she can never receive any adequate re-
turn. It is not Haverhill people who ask for this. Not a
person came from Haverhill, at the hearing before your com-
mittee, to favor this project; but Haverhill did enter a pro-
test against having any portion of the cost assessed upon
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her. We would say, finally, that it is Bradford people, and
Bradford alone, who are to be benefited and who desire that it
be constructed. That being the fact, justice and right would
demand that Bradford alone should pay for it, if she wants
it.

Frank W. Jones,
Of the Senate.

Daniel M. Felch,
Of the House.
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