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IN THE 

Supreme Court of the United States 
Octoser Term, A. D. 1925. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN, 

    
  

Complainant, 
VS. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS AND THE SANITARY 
DISTRICT OF CHICAGO, 

Defendants. 

  

  

Notice and Motion for Consolidation with No. 16 
in Equity, Wisconsin, et al., vs. Illinois, et 

al., to Take Proofs and for Hearing. 

  

OSCAR E. CARLSTROM, 
Attorney General of Illinois, 

CYRUS E. DIETZ, 
HUGH S. JOHNSON, 

Solicitors for Defendant, State of 
Illinois. 

HECTOR A. BROUILLET, Attorney, 

MORTON S. CRESSY, 
Solicitors for Defendant, The Sani- 

tary District of Chicago. 
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IN THE 

Sunrene Court of the United States 
OctosperR TERM, A. D. 19265. 

Original in Equity Number 27. 

  

  

STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
Complainant, 

VS. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS AND THE SANITARY 

DISTRICT OF CHICAGO, 
Defendants. 

  

  

NOTICE. 

To Honorable 

Anprew B. DovuGHeErty, 

Attorney General, State of Michigan, Complain- 

ant, Solicitor for Complainant; 

To Honorable 

Herman L. Exern, 

Attorney General of Wisconsin; 

Raymonp T. Jackson, 

Special Assistant Attorney General of Wiscon- 

sin; 

Raupu M. Hoyt, 

Special Assistant Attorney General of Wiscon- 

sin; 

Cuirrorp L. Hiton, 

Attorney General of Minnesota;



ho
 

C. C. CRraBBe, 

Attorney General of Ohio; 

Newton D. Baker, 

Special Assistant Attorney General of Ohio; 

Grorcrk W. Wooprurr, 

Attorney General of Pennsylvania; 

Puituip WELLS, 

Deputy Attorney General of Pennsylvania; 

Solicitors for Complainants in No 16, Original 

in Equity, October Term, 1925, entitled ‘‘ States 

of Wisconsin, et al. v. State of Illinois, et al.’’ 

To Honorable 

NortH T. Gentry, 

Attorney General of Missouri; 

Frank M. THompson, 

Attorney General of Tennessee; 

Frank EK. DauGHERTy, 

Attorney General of Kentucky; 

Percy SaInt, 

Attorney General of Lowsiana; 

DanteL N. Kirsy, 

CornELius LYNDE, 

Solicitors for Intervening Defendants in No. 16. 

Original in Equity, October Term, 1925 en- 

titled ‘‘States of Wisconsin, et al. v. State of 

Illinois, et al.’’ 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on Monday, May 24, 1926, at 

the opening of court, we shall present the motion of the 

defendants in the above entitled cause for leave to file 

their respective answers and for consolidation of said 

cause for the purpose of taking proofs and hearing with 

cause No. 16, original in equity, October Term, 1925, en-
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titled ‘‘States of Wisconsin, et al. v. State of Illinots, et 

al.’’ in accordance with copy of motion hereto attached; 

at which time and place you may be present, if you see fit. 

Stave or ILLiNots, 

By Oscar KE. Carustrom, 

Attorney General of Illinois. 

Cyrus EK. Dietz, 

Hucu 8. JoHnson, 

Its Solicitors. 

SANITARY District oF CHICAGO, 

By Hector A. BRrovurLuet, 

Morton S. Cressy, 

Its Solicitors. 

Defendants.





IN THE 

Supreme Court of the United States, 
OcroBER TrerM, A. D. 1925. 

Original in Equity Number 27. 

  

  

STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
Complainant, 

VS. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS AND THE SANITARY 

DISTRICT OF CHICAGO, 
Defendants. 

  

  

MOTION. 

The defendants, The State of Illinois, by Osear E. 

Carlstrom, Attorney General of Illinois, Cyrus EK. Dietz 

and Hugh S. Johnson, its solicitors, and The Sanitary 

District of Chicago, by Hector A. Brouillet, Attorney, 

and Morton S. Cressy, its solicitors, move the court for 

leave to file their answers herein on or before June 1, 

1926, and the consolidation of this cause with cause No. 

16, original in equity, October term, 1925, entitled 

“States of Wisconsin, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Muinne- 

sota, Complainants v. State of Illinois and The Santary 

District of Chicago, Defendants, States of Missouri, Ten- 

nessee, Kentucky and Lowsiana, Intervening Defen- 

dants,’’ for the purpose of taking proofs and hearing. 

In support of said motion defendants respectfully 

show that an inspection of the bill of complaint in this
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cause and the amended bill of complaint in No. 16, Wis- 

consin, et al. v. Illinois et al., discloses that there are in- 

volved in the two cases substantially similar subject 

matter and substantially similar questions, so that the 

two cases may be properly presented to the court upon 

one record and may be heard by the court together; that 

counsel for all parties to the said cause No. 16, Wiscon- 

sin, et al. v. State of Iltinois, et al., have agreed to such 

consolidation for the purpose of taking proofs and hear- 

ing; that this motion is pursuant to the agreement of 

counsel representing all parties in said case of Wiscon- 

sin, et al. vy. Illinois, et al., and notice to all counsel has 

been given. 

A draft of the order pursuant to this motion is here- 

with presented. 

Respectfully submitted, 

State oF ILLINots, 

By Oscar Ki. Caristrom, 

Attorney General of Illinors. 

Cyrus E. Dietz, 

Hueu S. Jounson, 

Its Scleitors. 

Tue Sanitary District or Curcaco, 

By Hecror A. BrovurLuet, 

Morton S. Cressy, 

Its Solicitors, 

Defendants.


