File No. 26050 Centinued.

in questicn,
: ~ -

It has ,been sug r031n” that t“éﬂe Ordinences are not valid
because the franchise granted tc the United ?aﬁlwnﬁ;-ferrﬁts it to
lay tracics on. certa’n strects in Baltlmore CIty contrary to t}ze'ﬂpvo-
vislons of certaln local laws passed by the leglslature p}ohihitiug

b

this. I have herctofore advised ou that a lcocal law, nct a part

-
4 1. l

of the Charter, ! be aﬂendéd by opdinance of the Mayor and City
Council pursuant to Article 11-ﬂ of the Constitution. I, therefore,
advise that there is no legal reason why you should not sign the

Ordinance after the receipt of the letter from the United Railways,

. a8 supggestoed above.

. . — —

Very truly yours,

&

(31gﬁsa) Roland R. MNerchant,

City Solicitor

' File. No. 26014

Baltimore, February 14, 1920.

Roland R. Hafchﬁnt, Esq.,
City Solicitov

—

Dear Sir:

£
!.

. - I have before me a coranunioation of MNr, George A. Solter
addfeaaed to Hon. Peter E. Tone, Comptrollev, reolating to tho qQuUe s~
"tion reparding,the right of Mr. Bernhard Paiatonhambr, whose businoss
,gddross is 437 Fovrest Stréot, to use that partion of Forvest street.
'inoludedbwlthlnithe 1imits of Bolnir Harket, during'marxot*hourn
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