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OPINIONS OF THE SUPREME JUDICIAL OOURT. 

The following opinion of the Supreme Judicial COlll't was 
received by the Secretary of State, December 3, Hl/)3, ad­
dressed to the Speaker of the House of Representntives, and 
beat'iug the date of August 21, 1883 : 

An order of the House of Rept'esentativeR was pllt!sed 
requiring the justices of the Supreme Judicial Court to give 
to the House their opinioll whcther the apportionment bill 
then before that hody "if passed by the Legi:;lntl1l'e as pro· 
posed will be in accordance with the Consti tution of the 
State." 

Before the order was forwHrded to the undersigned, the 
apportionment bill," as proposed" became by the action of 
the Legislature, the law of the land and presumably constitu­
tional. The inquiry proposed by the order had relation to 
the future action of the House. It applied to a law which 
might or might not be passed, not to Olle in force. The future 
action, to which alone it related, was had before the ordet' 
was transmitted to the undersigned, so that when received, 
the occasion on which Hnd the purpose for which it was passed, 
had ceased to exist. 

Inasmuch as the action of the HOllse was had befOl'e the order 
was received or a reply could have been given, as the appor­
tionment bill is one resting on the sound judgment and 
discretion of the Legislature, we have regarded the action of 
the House as clearly indicuting that a reply was neither 
required 01' desired, and that if in the futllre a question should 
by any possibility arise as to the validity of the bill in ques­
tion, it could best be heard and detel'luined upon agreement 
and ill the usual course of judiciul procedure. 

JOHN ApPLETON, 

C. V{. VVALTON, 

vYi'I. G. BARROWS, 

ClIAS. D ANFO RTH, 

vYi){. VVlRT VIRGIN, 

JOHN A. PETERS, 

ARTEiHUS LIBBEY, 

JOSEPH W. t)nIONDS. 


