File Wo, 3513 Continued, OPINION,

ite ttihmlol, in contravention of Paragraph 8 of the Sewerage Act,
which containe the following provisc:

"And provided further that said Commission shall
Rave no suthority to construct and establish any
BOWEIAES Aystem inveolving the discharge of sewage . as

distinguished from storm water or ground drainage,
Anto the Chesapeaks Bay, or any of its tributaries®™,

This provisc was forced upon the City by the obdurate beliJsf of
the mnuu fionting on, or intersected by, the Chesapeakes Bay and
ite ttlhmloo that the discharge from the proposed sewerage ye tom
tﬂt thess waters might be injurious to the oyster and fish indust: led
of tb Btate.  That it was this which inspired the opposition of the
uuuu in mouoq is elearly shown by the terms of Chapter 19 of the
Acts tf &t Iltl‘l Iunon of the General Assembly of Maryland of the
m m. ‘ltlh mvibd that the resultants of the sewerage systen

Bltx OL Nttuu contemplated by that Act might be discharged

\ n’iﬂh

i ho m Bay, or its tridbutaries, if proncunced under “""’

ﬂ ﬂlh industries of the State of Maryland®,

pﬂl.ﬂ» ”l’.‘. Act was not passed, if wy uﬂuuuoj ac-
J“m me, until the last day of the Bession of the G’nm
‘mnd not then until after a despeiate .onturt between

‘.l uwnu gorporate and othe: private iuto;,»oou.fm,
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