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Hon. Henry R. lroodor cuu-n Judici Committee,
| y Cox - (continuec . -

provldcd that a quorm mld couut ot tvo-thtrdn ot the membérs
(instead of a majority) nd the quoltlon pfoobnt.d to the Do t was
wvhether or not luch rq}o'wan proper in the absence of=lpiotfic.nu-
thofiti to adopt .such rule. .The Court held thnt the rulo Vas-

improperly adopted and stated:

——

: "The Ci.ty Council is the creature of the Legis-
lature, and if it can exercise no powers not ex-
prollly granted to it, neither can it deprive
~-itself by its own action of the powers that are
granted to it. Ve have shown before, that a
majority of the Council constituted tho 10;.1
body, and competent to do every act that the
Council could do. It would be an anomaly indeed,
1f the Council itself, could deprive itself of
the right that it uhittodlyAud No municipal
corporation cun either enlarge or diminish its
own powers. That is more than the Legislature -

. 0f the State can do for itself. The latter de- °
rives all its powers from the Comstitution, and
the former all its powers from the .Legislature.
By consent of the legal body, which is the major-
ity, either may refrain from exercising any power
it rightfully has, but that is all. ¢ ». ¢ "
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"We are therefore of opinion that the rule adopted
by the FPirst Branch of the City Council, was not
a rule of procedure, but a rile affecting the
legal rights and powers of the Branch, and which

wvas entirely unauthorized by the ohnrtor, and
therefore null and void; * # ¢ . *
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—___In the case of Liberto v. City of Baltimore, 180 Md.
105, the Court of Appenls stated that:

"loithor . Logilluturo nor a City Council can by
~legislation divest itself of the power to pro-
tect the lives, health, morals, comfort, and
general ‘voltm of the oitiuu of the co-nnity.
That right and that duty always remains, and no

individual a.(ro-ont, orﬂght. or contract ou
stand in the “,. . i

See also: Lake Roland v, Itlthoro.
_ 77 Nd, 353, 368, 373-376
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'l'hom of the city'- po'or to adopt a lontng or-
dinuco is the State Zoming Enabling Act and the Mayor and City

Council oumot attoct tho mtu orduucc by a chu-tor prounon,

or u ordtnmo. 1: ) mur not mthorlud by tho Muu Lot.
s _loo lcumr v, l ltimore, =
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