="

T e L SV

(i LT

§wrmas

—
—

L G lﬂ"' " oW
W ’ ’“1 .'.a'-,'_.*.#"liq ¥ ﬁf "‘
il L [ L £ 'I:l' ) ST
L —_— ‘l'.‘_.l‘ . "I‘:"‘ Vo

X

rI-'lful_r"'.l"'l,.r_.ll'lll. P

L
P — e R Y et DY -'-l.-l-—_"— g ey
L

-—

®iCourts should be ;womd by the phi.n lu;m;o of

the statute and not by a strained acgnstruotion making the
Legislature say something whioh it did not say, even if

the court was inolined to differ as to the wisdom of the
legislation. That is not for thea curt to determine;

its duty is to ascertain what the Lagislature said, and

if it had the right to say what it did say, to be governed
by 1t.' It follows, therefore, that in determining the
questioa before us we should be oconfined %o deternining the tr\u
meaning of the language employed by the Legislature, and
not .allow the construotion to be influsnced by what, in our
opinion, the Legislatire should have said."
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i . 1% may be argued. that' there was no lntntion on the ptrt of the

e —

dnfto-n of the Ordinance to impose any 1iability on the Railroad exoept in those

| onses where the projected highway would aotually intersest and oross the iine of the

Railroad &t grade. However, luoh 2 oonltruotion vioclates tlu upnu luguqo of
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lntion 16 and cmh an argument alseo unoru the fut that mdor the provisions of

Ordinuoo 748 the Railroad Company obtained valuable rights for whieh no expreas
: =~

¢ monetary compensation was provided. 'It is our eontention that in the plnh of

speoifiec monetary compensation ‘oortain obngntlma wore hpoud upobn tho Rulrud. mn*

'hioh -was the obllntim %o bur part of the up-um of unh hrldgn as the 29¢h nmt!
Bridge.

In this oomitlon “  {s respectfully suggested that your committee
should hﬁ in€o iﬁiil,lbnﬂm tl!o topo;rt_ph_y of tho'_ land on either eside of the line

S

- of the Reilroad from North Avenue $o_the northern bomdary of the City. This portion

, of the Reilroad follows toﬁ olosely the Jones Falle ?il"loy m,-. llﬂmgh thnnﬂ“-uy
1 1
it nlght be pﬂllblo for the city to project a hut-\y whioh 'ould u“rmt uld eroee -

tho 1ine or tho Railroed tt (rtd,o in the area m question, rn- & motlnl point of

vin sucsh & llmtiu would I-rcllrurin. 2If Sestion 16 has any practioal- ming 4%
muet nppty %o & #trusture such as_the 29th Btreet lruio.
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!‘Iui the lﬂl ltmt ﬂruhn I.l & projected Mgw whieh inter-
uﬂo nd orosees th line ct the MM between North Avenue and the northern
| bumry or Baltimore olty m ahlttod ty the lortlnrl contnl Ral lway conm ud
.thn hnuqlmh Reilroad m in lm \v an qru-t dated Ootober 81. llll. |
‘betwoen. the ouy and said e-mm. -lnm w o utu'u& by Ordinance No, 60,

w Mr ﬂ. "ll. o u’y ot nu wt es utu'hl b gu mu-«
bei * tbr nmo. this qn-l ntlm-t TR u’k'
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