
HOUSE....No. 79.

To the Honorable, the Senate and House of Representatives of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in General Court assem-
bled.

The subscribers, selectmen of the town of Rutland, in the
county of Worcester, and the agent of said town, for themselves
and in behalf of the inhabitants thereof, respectfully remon-
strate against the prayer of the petition of William Comins and
others, now pending before your honorable body, requesting
that a part of their territory may be set off, and annexed to the
town of Paxton, —and they respectfully submit the following
facts, as they appeared in evidence before the Joint Committee
on towns.

The petitioners, consist of four persons, representing three
families, residing upon the territory of Rutland, adjoining Pax-
ton. They ask to have seven hundred and thirty-six acres set
off, of which they are the owners of less than one half. The re-
mainder is owned in part by non-residents, and in part by two
persons who reside in Rutland, and who have remonstrated,
and still remonstrate against the prayer of the petition.

The petitioners ask for this, on the ground of personal conven-
ience to themselves. They live about five miles from the
centre of Rutland, and about three miles from the centre of
Paxton. Their average distance from school in Rutland is one
mile, two hundred and thirteen rods; from school in Paxton,
one mile, one hundred and four rods.
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Neither of the petitioners belong to any religions society in
Paxton, or attend meeting there. One attends meeting in Spen-
cer, and another belongs to the religious society in the centre of
Rutland, and purposes to continue his connection there.

The petitioners are now accommodated with a post office,
about one mile distant, in North Spencer, while the post office
in Paxton is three miles distant.

The line between Rutland and Paxton, as first established,
was for most of its length very crooked and irregular. A joint
committee of both towns straitened and established the line in
1828, and their report was accepted by both towns, and con-
firmed by an act of the Legislature, passed February 20th,
1829,—but the line, so far as the territory the petitioners ask
to have set otf extends, was always a straight line, and has re-
mained unaltered since its first establishment in 1765.

It appeared in evidence, that the school district to which this
territory belongs, contains about twenty-one hundred acres,—
that the scholars attending school average in number about
twenty-eight,—that the proposed change will take off about
one-third of the territory, and about the same proportion of the
valued property and number of scholars,—that the portion re-
maining could not well be enlarged by adding thereto other
territory, or other families in town, but must always remain in
an enfeebled condition, and that great injury must necessarily
result from such a change.

It further appeared, that the whole valuation of Rutland, is
about $500,000, and that the portion proposed to be set off is
valued at about $14,000,—that the town during the last twenty
years has paid about $20,000, for new roads, and is now in
debt to the amount of s3,7oo,—that the town taxes for the last
year were fifty-two hundred dollars, or about ninety-two cents
for every one hundred dollars in the valuation.

And your remonstrants further represent, that upon being no-
tified of the pending of said petition, a meeting of the inhabi-
tants ofRutland was duly called, and it was voted unanimous-
ly, (with the exception of the petitioners) to remonstrate against
said petition, and they respectfully submit to your honorable
body, that their territory should not be taken from them against
their unanimous wish, except for some stronger and more ur-
gent reason for such an act than exists in this case, or is claimed
to exist on the part of the petitioners.
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The petitioners do not ask the interference of the Legislature
on account of any supposed public benefit; but solely on the
ground of their personal convenience and advantage in the fol-
lowing particulars, to wit:

1. That they can more conveniently attend town meetings in
Paxton than in Rutland.

2. That they can be better accommodated in their schools,
religious meetings, and by the post office.

If these positions are true, and the granting the prayer of the
petition would do no injury to those with whom the inhabitants
of this territory have been associated for nearly a century, they
ought certainly to receive the careful considereration of the
Legislature,—but even then, we hold that something more
should be shown than mere private individual convenience, to
induce the Legislature to change a boundary line that has been
so long established. In this case it is not pretended that any
particular change has occurred in the relation of the occupants
of this territory to the town of Rutland, that did not exist in
1765. The wish for any change in their relation to the town
of Rutland, has never been expressed by any occupants of this
territory until last year, when the Legislature, after a full hear-
ing of the case, refused to grant the prayer of their petition.
Since then nothing has occurred to alter the position of things
in the slightest degree.

Your remonstrants admit that the petitioners can more con-
veniently attend town meetings in Paxton than in Rutland, but
as these meetings do not usually occur more than three or four
times in a year, it is hardly reason enough to induce the Leg-
islature to change an old boundary line between towns, and for
an individual convenience, do a positive injury to a whole com-
munity. We submit that it is a bad precedent to establish that
town lines may be changed at any time to suit the caprice, per-
sonal convenience, or wishes of any person who happens to be
discontented with the town in which he lives.

A change of population or of business,—the growth of new
villages; and the opening of new roads, may and do frequently
require a change of boundary lines between towns,—but where
these causes do not exist, as surely they do not in this case, we
submit that the Legislature should not interfere to disturb old
relations, and injure a community by depreciating property,
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and depriving them of rights and privileges long enjoyed, and
upon the faith of a continuance of which, property has been
purchased and held.

The territory occupied by the petitioners was purchased by
them but recently, and was purchased with a full knowledge
of all the circumstances connected with it, and they cannot in
equity, ask to have the relation changed. Whereas a portion of
this territory proposed to be set off is owned by two of your re-
monstrants, and has been owned and occupied by them and
their ancestors ever since it was first won from the wilderness,
previous to the incorporation of the town. One of them has a
farm of 246 acres,—the proposed alteration will set off about
halfof it to Paxton, —the line passing near his farm buildings,—
the value of his farm will be much impaired, and he will be
compelled to pay a large share of his taxes in another town,
from whose institutions he can derive no benefit.

The laws of this Commonwealth afford the greatest facility
for changing connections with religious societies. Town lines
do not affect these, nor business relations, nor distance from
market. The only reasons that can be offered for the proposed
change, viz.:—that the petitioners can more conveniently attend
town meetings in Paxton, and will be about one hundred rods
nearer school; appear to us very slight and trivial, and may be
applied with much greater force to several other portions of our
territory; and if the principle is to obtain, that individual dis-
affection may, by perseverance from time to time, procure the
setting off of portions of our territory, we have great reason to
fear that our ancient town may be entirely broken up and de-
stroyed.

For these reasons, we respectfully remonstrate against the
passage ofany act by your honorable body, which shall set off
any portion of our territory, and annex the same, as an ex-
crescence, to the town of Paxton.

ALONZO DAVIS, )
„ . .

ASA BAKER. Selectmen.

J. E. MARSHALL, Agent.

In behalf of the town of Rutland,


