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the derbies as far as I have been
able to find out.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Waterville, Mr. Muskie.

Mr. MUSKIE: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Still stand-
ing on my principles, I bow to the
inevitable and withdraw my motion
so that we may proceed with other
business. (Applause).

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
gentleman from Waterville, Mr.
Muskie, withdraws his motion for
the indefinite postponement of Bill
“An Act Relating to Fishing Con-
tests on Inland Waters”.

Mr. CAMPBELL (of Guilford):
Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair will inform the gentleman
that the motion to indefinitely post-
pone has been withdrawn and the
procedure now will be the engross-
ment of the Bill.

Thereupon, the Bill was passed to
be engrossed as amended by House
Amendments “A”, “B”, “C”, and
“D” and sent to the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair now lays before the House the
33rd matter of unfinished business,
House Divided Reports of the Com-
mittee on Judiciary on Resolve Pro-
posing an Amendment to the Con-
stitution to Apportion the Number
of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to the Several Towns,
H.P. 1567, L.D. 882, Ma.jority Report
“Ought to pass”, Minority Report
“A”, “Ought to pass” in New Draft,
H.P. 2086, L.D. 1556, Minority Re-
port “B”, “Ought not to pass” ta-
bled on April 22nd by the gentleman
from Rockland, Mr. Burgess, pend-
ing acceptance of any report.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Union, Mr. Payson.

Mr. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: Unfor-
tunately the committee which con-
sidered this bill consisted of ten
lawyers. That’s probably why you
have three different reports.

I happen to be the signer of
Minority report “A” “Ought to pass
in New Draft.” In order that I
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might roughly explain the work-
ings of this bill, I will call your
attention to the fact that it was
originally introduced as Legislative
Document 882, which was reported
from the Committee on Constiut-
ional Revision and referred to
the Committee on Judiciary. The
Resolve changing the Constitution
relating to the apportionment of
the members of the House of
Representatives. Generally speak-
ing, the resolves simply changes the
number of representatives of the
House on the basis of population.
Each county is entitled to the
number of representatives that
its population bears to the to-
tal population of the State. This,
in itself, I am not opposed to, al-
though I believe as the resolve is
written it means that in the smaller
counties the representatives from
class towns will be representing a
larger number of people than the
representatives from the smaller
towns in counties in which there is
a large city. I do not object to that
particularly. My contention is mere-
ly one that if you are going to have
one branch of the Legislature repre-
sented truly and strictly by repre-
sentatives on the basis of popula-
tion, the other branch should be
represented equally from each coun-
ty on the basis of one or two sena-
tors. In this case, my redraft calls
for two senators from each county.
I know that, on the merits, such a
proposal will meet with general sup-
port in counties such as Cumber-
land, Androscoggin and Penobscot.
However, I do feel that the area ba-
sis of apportionment for representa-
tion in the Senate has met with ap-
proval in our Federal Congress and
it also could serve well as a basis
of representation in our State Liegis-
lature with the county as a unit. I
believe it is proper in this case to
put the county in that relationship
as the State is in the Federal sys-
tem. You may argue that the county
should not be considered in that re-
spect. I say to you that each one of
us who is here knows that we are
jealous of our prerogatives in each
county and anxious to protect our



2466

particular inferests. If we had two
senators from each county, I believe
that the Senate would reflect not
only popular opinion of all of the
State but it would also serve to give
the minority a voice in at least one
branch of the Legislature. If you
are going to keep members of the
House in their numbers determined
strictly by population then you are
going to have some of the smaller
counties which are not going to
have an equal voice in either branch
of the Legislature and they are go-
ing to be the minority which is go-
ing to be subjugated by the larger
counties.

Originally our Constitution di-
vided each county into districts and
said that each district would be
entitled to representation and speci-
fied that the districts as near as
may be follow county lines. That
has been done away with. Now
our Senate and the representation
in it is based upon population only.
Any county with under 30,000 popu-
lation is entitled to one senator;
any county with 30,000 to 60,000
population, to two senators; from
60,000 to 120,000, to three senators;
from 120,000 to 240,000, they are
entitled to four senators. You can
easily see that that is not repre-
sentation truly and strictly on the
basis of population; for instance,
take the county of Hancock. In
the 1940 census it had a population
of 32,291 people and was entitled to
two senators. Take my own county,
the county of Knox. In the 1940
census we had a population of
27,078 people and were only entitled
to one senator. In other words, the
two senators from Hancock County,
theoretically speaking, were repre-
senting each one 16,000 people, while
the senator from Knox County was
representing 27,000 people. So I do
not believe that we can say truth-
fully that the Senate, today, is
apportioned on the basis of popula-
tion.

If this bill as originally drafted,
relating to the apportionment of
the House of Representatives, were
enacted, its sponsors have said that
it would not change the representa-
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tion in this House only, as near as
could be estimated in fairness to
them, only in respect to four coun-
ties: Cumberland and Xennebec
would each gain one representative,
Knox and Washington counties
would each lose one representative.
That, I would submit, is only an
estimate and it might well be that
not only Knox and Washington
would lose representatives but also
perhaps Sagadahoc, ILincoln and
Piscataquis, and perhaps Andros-
coggin or Aroostook might gain one.
It is impossible to say now just
what the end result would be.

I do believe that the federal
system has worked well, as we
know, and that the smaller states
have been protected against the
larger in the Senate where they
have an equal representation. It is
only fair and just that the smaller
counties in this State should be
represented on the same basis. I
am perfectly willing and agreeable
that the apportionment of the
House of Representatives be made
on the basis of population in so far
as that can be done equitably but
I do not say that this bill does it
but I am willing to go along with
it provided we can be protected in
the upper branch of this Legis-
lature.

Mr. Speaker, with that in mind,
I move that the House accept the
Minority report “Ought to pass in
New Draft.”

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Portland, Mr. McGlauflin,

Mr. McGLAUFLIN: Mr. Speaker,
I only want to take a moment to
point out the utter absurdity of
the proposition that the gentleman
who just spoke has made. Notice
this: At the present time, Lincoln
County has three representatives;
Franklin, four; mPiscataquis, four;
Sagadahoc, four; Waldo, four;
Knox, five, a total of twenty-four.
Cumberland has twenty-four. The
population of those is more than
the population of those six. That
would give that bunch of counties
with a population smaller than
Portland, twelve senators to Port-
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land’s two and I want to point out
further that apparently the only
argument that the gentleman has
for the position he takes is because
the United States Senate happens
to have two from each State.

Now, Cumberland <County isn’t
represented according to population
as the rest of the State is because
Portland under the constitution is
only entitled to seven. While if you
take it according to population,
Portland would be entitled to twelve.
So, going by the population, Port-
land would have about the same
representation according to popula-
tion, I mean Portland has the popu-
lation of seven counties. They would
have two, while they would have
fourteen. To me that looks utterly
ridiculous. I am not arguing for
the other people here but I want
to point out that I don’t think there
is a thing in here. I want to point
out the utter absurdity of the argu-
ment just put up.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase.

Mr. CHASE: Mr. Speaker, I want
to say first of all that the purpose
of this proposed amendment is not
to increase the representation of
Cumberland County. Now, this re-
solve was presented by the Com-
mittee on Constitutional Revision
and recomended to the Legislature
that the matter of apportionment
was urgent and that this amend-
ment should be considered at this
time. The bill was drawn by that
committee, the language was care-
fully checked with the Attorney
General’s Department and the bill
was referred in the customary man-
ner to the Judiciary Committee.
The members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee which signed the “Ought to
pass” report on the bill which re-
lated only to the House of Repre-
sentatives were Senator Barnes,
Senator Ward, Senator Ela, Repre-
sentatives Williams, MeGlauflin,
Silsby and Muskie.

Now, since the discussion on a
bill which originally related only
to the House of Representatives
has turned on the question of rep-
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resentation in the Senate, I want
to point out two things.

Around 1933, in recognition of the
very points which the gentleman
from Union has made, the Consti-
tution was amended to provide for
county representation in the Sen-
ate. At that time, it was deemed
necessary, in order to give the
smaller counties larger representa-
tion in the Senate in proportion to
their population to increase the
size of the Senate and that was
approved by the people of the State
and it is my recollection that, even
in Cumberland County where they
were placed at a disadvantage, in
recognition of the fairness and the
need for giving the smaller coun-
ties adequate representation, they
voted for it.

Now, the other objection and it
is a very practical one to minority
report “A” which brings in the
question of representation in the
Senate is this. The section which
is added in regard to the Senate
would reduce the size of the Sen-
ate from 33 to 32. This resolve, in
order to pass this Legislature, has
to command a two-thirds vote in
both bodies. Now, it is reasonable
to suppose that the gentleman’s
proposition that each county should
have only two senators would win
a two-thirds vote in a Senate which
now has in its membership four
from Cumberland County; three
from Penobscot; three from York;
three from Androscoggin; three
Kennebec; and three from Aroos-
took. You would be, in effect, ex-
pecting those gentlemen there to
legislate themselves out of office
and I suggest that it will be neces-
sary when and if the point is raised
as to the basis of senatorial appor-
tionment, it will be necessary to
treat that as a unit and it will be
impractical as a matter of practi-
cal legislation to pass an amend-
ment which will, in effect, legislate
them out of office and expect them
to vote for it by a two-thirds vote.

Now, let us come back to the
question of representation in the
House of Representatives, which
was the original purpose of this
resolve. The Constitution now con-
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tains two sections in regard to ap-
portionment in the House of Rep-
resentatives and they are inconsis-
tent. Section 2 fixes the number
of the House of Representatives at
151. Section 3, which was later
adopted without amending section
2, contemplates that it is possible to
increase the size of the House of
Representatives to 200. It has nev-
er been done. It could only be done,
as you can readily see, by enlarging
the size of the chamber and, per-
sonally, I think and I think many
here will agree quite regardless of
the question of county representa-
tion that the House of Represent-
atives is large enough so that in
spite of the fact that the House
could have been enlarged under
section 3, it has never heen done.

Section 2 provides that counties
shall have their share in the House
of Representatives in proportion to
their population. And that con-
dition will continue regardless of
any action which you may take on
this proposal.

This new resolve which replaces
the present section 3 takes care of
the question of apportionment
within the county and the prin-
ciple adopted throughout the
amendment is to throw every ad-
vantage to the small towns and to
the small counties. It starts with
the proposition that in the compu-
tation of the number of represent-
atives to which a county will be
entitled, which runs into a figure
of percentage and will come out
with a decimal, all the decimal
rights of the larger counties shall
be carried down to the advantage
of the smaller counties which is a
definite advantage to them. If a
county should be entitled, for ex-
ample, to 15.9 representatives, un-
der this amendment they would get
15 and no more and the .9 decimal
would be carried down to build up
a county which might be entitled
to only 4.1. So that all the ad-
vantages that are possible are
thrown in the direction of the
smaller counties.

Now, within the county, itself, in
order to give you an illustration,
let us assume, to make the figures
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easy, that the population of the
State would be 900,000, it is esti-
mated to be a little more, and that
to make up for that take 150 as a
base of representation. You get
approximately no basis of appor-
tionment in the State.

If you take a county which has
a population of 90,000 and which
contains within it three large towns
having a population respectively of
14,000, 9,000 and 7,000, those towns
receive their representatives on the
basis of the population divided by
the number of representatives and
all of the excess, if it figures out
that 6,000 people in a large town
are entitled to one representative,
then one representative is all that
town gets until its population ex-
ceeds 12,000 whereupon, at that
time, it would get two.

If you add up the population in
those large towns which are entitled
to one or more representatives and
subtract that total from the popula-
tion of the county, you get a bal-
ance in the county which is entitled
to the remaining representative. In
this particular county, whereas in
the large towns 6,000 would be the
base for one, it would bring the
number down in the smaller town
to 5454, and on that basis you would
proceed to make up your class dis-
tricts as nearly as you could do it,
presumably by the approval of that
county’s delegation in the Legisla-
ture as nearly as you could do it,
using whole towns and Kkeeping
them adjacent or contiguous if pos-
sible.

Now, to go to the other extreme
to show you how this works to the
advantage of the smaller county,
we assume a county of 18,000 popu-
lation as the smallest. This would
be entitled to two per cent of 151
representatives which would be
three representatives but by the
credit of the fractions, the decimals,
which are carried down to the
smaller counties from the larger, it
would get four representatives. And
we assume a county of 18,000 popu-
lation of 18,000 divided by four rep-
resentatives would give you 4500 as
a base number for apportionment.
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So that you see that not only in
the State but within the county all
of these balances or excesses or
fractions are carried down to the
advantage of the small town.

Now, this amendment has been
very carefully drawn, checked over
by many of the ablest lawyers in
the Legislature, and has been ap-
proved by the Attorney General. It
is a little complicated to read. If it
could be written in the form of a
formula, it would be easy but you
can’t write a mathematical formula
into the Constitution. The language
has been checked thoroughly with
two committees and with the At-
torney General’s office and that is
the real proposition which is be-
fore you relating only to appor-
tionment in the House of Repre-
sentatives. It does not change in
any way the Constitution in its
present form as to the number to
which a county is entitled except
this: It is made sure that the
smaller counties will be treated in
the most favorable manner possi-
ble in computing the fractions in
proportion.

Now, I hope, since it seems to me
that Mr. Payson’s proposal with re-
spect to the Senate is an entirely
hopeless task in the present Sen-
ate and that, if it has merit, it
should be considered as a separate
proposition presumably at another
time, that the work which has been
done in laying out the method of
the apportionment of the House of
Representatives will be adopted at
this time.

In 1950 an apportionment has to
be made of the House of Repre-
sentatives. It will then be made on
the basis of the population as de-
termined by the Legislature, itself.
In other words, the House takes the
Senate. As a practical matter, they
have used the census figures here-
tofore because the census will be
taken in 1950 as it was in 1940.

I realize the lateness of the hour
and the lateness in the session. If
this original draft should be adopted
and you would later accept the ma-
jority report of the committee, I
call to your attention that you would
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later vote on it as a constitutional
amendment, which would require a
two-thirds vote. If you have ques-
tions in your mind regarding the
exact method in which this would
work in your particular county, I
would be very glad to go over those
figures with you tonight or to-
moOTrrow.

I hope that the motion of the
gentleman (Mr. Payson) will not
prevail because it is bound to re-
sult in the defeat of the amend-
ment on which so much work has
been done because it is obvious that
the Senate is not going to legislate
a great number of senators out of
office. If the motion does not pre-
vail, T shall move the acceptance
of the majority report and endeavor
later to clear in the minds of any-
one by actual figures the effect
which this might have upon his own
local situation.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Fairfield, Mr. Woodworth.

Mr. WOODWORTH: Mr. Speak-
er, I rise as a member of your
Judiciary Committee to express my
individual views. I signed the
“Ought not to pass” report. There
are two drafts of this bill. They
differ in that the new draft re-
lates to Senate apportionment. I
have nothing to say about that.
The two bills are alike in that they
provide a mathematical method of
apportioning the membership of
the House of Representatives. They
are also alike in that they provide
a right of appeal to the Supreme
Judicial Court in case the Legis-
lature should not know enough
mathematics to apply the formula.
It is this second provision to which
I object. The method of apportion-
ing is something to which I have
no particular objection. In the
matter of an appeal to the Supreme
Judicial Court, it seems to me that
that is almost unprecedented and
wholly unwarranted. Article 4 of
the Constitution deals purely with
legislative powers. Our government
is divided into three branches: ex-
ecutive, legislative and judieial.
Among the three, the legislative
power is supreme except in so far



2470

as it is limited by the Constitu-
tion. The only power that has ever
existed to apportion membership
in the Legislature is vested in the
Legislature. Under this proposed
bill that final right of saying who
shall have the right to apportion is
the Supreme Court.

In making this change, the spon-
sors of the bill have rendered this
provision incompatible with other
sections. For example, Section 3 of
Part 3 of Article IV provides that
the Legislature shall be the sole
judge of the election and qualifica-
tion of its members. Last fall on
the occasion of the contest in Wat-
erville, the Governor and Council
inquired of the Supreme Judicial
Court what were its rights in de-
termining an election. The Supreme
Court replied and said: “You have
none because the Legislature de-
cides those things.”

I think the Legislature should
continue to decide those matters.
If the Legislature cannot handle
the matter then we are going back
very far indeed. I think the Legis-
Jature has always done it, that the
Legislature should continue to do
it and while this is no objection to
the bill as a whole, it does seem to
me that that second paragraph
which gives the Supreme Judicial
Court the right to decide such mat-
ters should be struck from the
bill.

The gentleman from Cape Eliza-
beth (Mr. Chase) has already told
you that there are two sections.
Section 2 provides that there shall
be 151 men and that they shall be
apportioned according to the popu-
lation of the counties. He has also
told you in effect, when you add it
all up, that section 3 is entirely su-
perfluous. This amendment would
change nothing. Your Legislature
will be apportioned as it always
has been. If you want to write this
in, this amendment, with the sec-
ond paragraph to which I object,
you will have changed the word-
ing; you will not have changed
anything else. The actual facts
will be accomplished as they have
been done in the past.
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I hope that if you do accept ei-
ther draft of this bill that before it
is finally enacted that second para-
graph may be struck out because it
truly has no place in a section of
our Constitution, which deals sole-
ly and exclusively with legislative
powers. The Legislature has been
granted those powers and has exer-
cised them from the foundation of
the State and it should not now
surrender them.

The SPEAKER pro tem. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr, Chase.

Mr. CHASE: Mr. Speaker, as to
the remarks of the gentleman from
Fairfield (Mr. Woodworth), and his
objections to the provision that any
city or town which has cause for
complaint can go to court and ask
the court if the apportionment has
been made in a constitutional man-
ner, I would suggest to the mem-
bers who think that the first part
which Mr. Woodworth seems unob-
jectionable, I would suggest that
the appropriate manner of proced-
ure would be when we come to it to
adopt the majority report and to
permit the gentleman to submit his
proposition to the House in the
form of an amendment so if the
majority should approve, the ma-
jority could eliminate that section
which does give the court the right
to tell the Legislature that it should
correct an error which the Legis-
lature has made.

The SPEAKER pro
Chair recognizes the
from Union, Mr. Payson.

Mr. PAYSON: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I know it is
getting late and I don’t intend to
take much time. I wish to say this.
The gentleman from Cape Elizabeth,
Mr. Chase, has said that it is ridicu-
lous to expect the Senate to legis-
late themselves out of office. I can
see no reason why that is any more
ridiculous than it is to expect mem-
bers of the House to legislate them-
selves out of office. Mr. McGlauflin
has said that there was no other
basis for such a proposition as I
have suggested in my new draft
other than the federal one. I will
say it finds support at least in nine
other states. Further than that, I

tem: The
gentleman
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can see no reason why if it is in
order to change the Constitution in
regard to apportionment in the
House of Representatives, it is not
also in order to change the Senate
at the same time.

If the Senate were to be truly
representative as the House is now.
it would have to be a body at least
as large as this one. 1 believe my
proposition has merit and I hope
when the vote is taken you will
support me.

The SPEAKER, pro tem: The
question before the House is on the
motion of the gentleman from
Union, Mr. Payson, that the House
accept minority report “A” “Ought
to pass in New Draft.”

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Auburn, Mr. Williams.

Mr. WILLIAMS: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House: I rise mere-
ly to state that I am one of those
who favors the majority “Ought to
pass” report. Section 3 as it now
exists in our Constitution provides
that every town having 1500 in-
habitants may elect one representa-
tive. I submit to you that that is
impossible and a ridiculous pro-
position but the amendment as pro-
posed could be applied fairly
whether the population of this
State were 500,000 of 5,000,000. You
would merely divide your 151 into
the population and proceed in the
manner outlined by the gentleman
from Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase.
Therefore, I believe we would do
well to vote “no” on this present
proposal and to accept the majority
“Ought to pass” report.

The SPEAKER, pro
Chair recognizes the
from Aurora, Mr. Silsby.

Mr. SILSBY: Mr. Speaker and
Members of the House : I am not
unmindful of the hour and 1 will
not take time to try to enlarge upon
what has been said here tonight.
I just simply want to state that I
have considered this matter very
carefully and I shall go along with
the gentleman from Cape Eliza-
beth, Mr. Chase.

The SPEAKER, pro tem: The
question before the House is on the
motion of the gentleman from

tem: The
gentleman
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Union, Mr. Payson, that the House
accept minority report “A”, “Ought
to pass in New Draft” on Resolve
Proposing an Amendment to the
Constitution to Apportion the Num-
ber of Members of the House of
Representatives to the Several
Towns, HP. 1567, L. D. 882. The
gentleman from Cape Elizabeth, Mr.
Chase, has requested a division. All
those in favor of the motion will
kindly rise and remain standing
until the monitors have made and
returned the count.

Five having voted in the affirma-
tive and sixty-nine having voted in
the negative, the motion did not
prevail.

On motion by the gentleman from
Cape Elizabeth, Mr. Chase, the
majority “Ought to pass” report was
accepted and the Resolve was given
its first reading under suspension
of the rules.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
gentleman from Cape Elizabeth, Mr.
Chase, now moves that the rules
be suspended and the Resolve
given its second reading as this
time.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Fairfield, Mr. Woodworth.

Mr. WOODWORTH: Mr. Speaker,
I request that the resolve lie upon
the table while I can prepare an
amendment.

The SPEAKER, pro tem: The
gentleman from  Fairfield, Mr.
Woodworth, moves ithat Resolve
Proposing an Amendment to the
Constitution to Apportion the Num-
ber of Members of the House of
Representatives to the Small towns,
H. P. 1567, L. D. 882, lie upon the
table until later in this evening’s
session.

The Chair will inquire if the
gentleman from  Fairfield, Mr.
Woodworth, would be satisfied with
an assignment for second reading
tomorrow morning?

Mr. WOODWORTH: Yes, Mr.
Speaker, it is only a motion to strike
out.

The SPEAKER, pro tem. The
Chair understands that the gentle-
man from Fairfield, Mr. Wood-
worth, withdraws his motion to
table and moves that this Resolve
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be assigned for second reading at
the hour of convening of the next
legislative day. Is this the pleasure
of the House?

The motion prevailed and the Re-
solve was assigned for second read-
ing, tomorrow, May Tth.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair now lays before the House
the 34th matter of unfinished busi-
ness, An Act to Create the Water-
ville Sewerage District, S.P. 584,
I.D. 1258, tabled on April 26th by
the gentleman from Waterville, Mr.
Castonguay, pending passage to be
enacted; and the Chair recognizes
that gentleman.

Mr. CASTONGUAY: Mr, Speak-
er, I move that the House recon-
sider its action whereby it passed
to be engrossed An Act to Create
the Waterville Sewerage District
for the purpose of offering two
amendments.

The reason for the delay in offer-
ing these amendments is because we
were waiting for an opinion from
the Attorney General’s office, which
I was mnotified this afternoon, this
morning rather, by Senator Hopkins,
who presented the bill, that the
amendments are ready to be pre-
sented.

Now, I would like to offer House
Amendment “A” and House Amend-
ment “A” to House Amendment “A”
and move their adoption.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair understands that the gentle-
man from Waterville, Mr. Caston-
guay, moves that under suspension
of the rules, the House reconsider
its action whereby An Act to Create
the Waterville Sewerage District, be-
ing S.P. 584, L.D. 1258, was passed to
be engrossed on April 19, 1949, Is
this the pleasure of the House?

Thereupon, the motion prevailed.

The SPEAKER pro tem: The
Chair understands that the gentle-
man from Waterville, Mr. Caston-
guay, now offers House Amendment
“A” and moves its adoption. The
Clerk will read the amendment.

The CLERK (reading):

HOUSE AMENDMENT “A” to S.
P. 584, .D. 1258, Bill “An Act to
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Create the Waterville Sewerage Dis~
trict.”

Amend said Bill by striking out
all of the 1st sentence of section 2
thereof and inserting in place
thereof the following:

‘Upon acceptance of this act as
hereinafter provided, title to all
public drains and sewers in the city
of Waterville shall pass to and vest
in said district, and said district
shall maintain and operate same.
For the purpose of providing a sys-
tem of sewers and drainage for the
comfort, convenience and health of
the inhabitants of said district, the
said district is hereby authorized
and empowered to acquire and hold
real estate and personal estate
necessary and convenient for the
purposes aforesaid.

Purther amend said Bill by in-
serting before the last sentence of
the 1st paragraph of section 4
thereof the following sentence:

‘The commissioners of said dis-
trict may purchase all maps, plans
and files relating to sewers and
drainage which are in the possession
of the city of Waterville.’

Further amend said Bill by strik-
ing out all of the last sentence of
section 5.

Further amend said Bill by add-
ing after section 5 thereof, the fol-
lowing new sections:

‘Sec. 5-A. Excavations and repair
work, property to be left in good
condition; liability for damages;
closing of streets. Whenever said
district shall enter, dig up or exca-
vate any street, way or highway, or
other land, within sald district, for
the purpose of laying pipes or con-
duits, constructing manholes or
catch-basins, or for the purpose of
taking up, repairing, extending or
maintaining any sewer, drain, man-
hole, catch-basin or other structure,
or for any other purpose, said street,
highway, way or other land shall,
at the completion of the work of
said district, be returned to the
condition said street, way, highway
or other land was in prior to the
work of said district, or to a condi-
tion equally as good, and said dis-
trict shall be liable to any person,



