


R O L A N D R. MARCHANT. 
CITY SOLICITOR. 

E D W A R D J . C O L G A N JR. 

Department nf Eatu, 
GENERAL ASSISTANT 

ALEXANDER PRESTON, 
DEPUTY CITY SOLICITOR G E O R G E A R N O L D FRICK. 

R. C O N T E E ROSE. F R A N K DRISCOLL , 
ROBERT F. LEACH, JR., 
BENJAMIN H . M C K I N D L E S S . 

ASSISTANT CITY SOLICITORS. 

(Uiutrt fijiuifir 

Salttmor?, Mb. 

SPECIAL ASSISTANTS 

I N R E P L Y R E F E R T O F I L E N O . October 9th, 1919. 

Hon. A • Hunter Boyd, 
Chief Judge, 

Court of Appeals, 

Annapolis, JHCI. 

Dear Judge tfoyi:-

rwo suits in behalf sf taxpayers of Baltimore City have 

been f i led in the Circuit Court, asking for an injunction restraining 

the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, and the Board of Supervisors 

of Election from placing upon the ballots to be used in the ensuing 

election, certain amendments to the City Charter* 

The f i rs t of these amendments proposes to exempt from 

taxation merchandise held for sale and to partial ly reduce tax on 

improvements to real estate* 

The second amendment proposes in effect to give to the 

Appeal Tax court the right to tax at fu l l City rates a l l of the property 

in the old annex, that i s , the property that became part of the c i ty by 

virtue of the Act of ltftftf. 
xhe request for injunctions in these cases has been 

denied by Judge sorter and under Article J*» Section 31 of the code, 

counsel proposes to present the questions involved to the court of Appeals 

for determination* It i s highly important to the interest of the taxpayers 

of the City and the City Government that these questions should be 

determined at the earliest possible date* This is true because of their 

importance to the parties to the suits, and because of the faet that the 



settlement of the controversy might have some bearing upon the budget 

for 1920 now in course of preparation. .the controversy deals only 

with the construction of the recent Home fttle amendment ts the Constitu-

tion cedified as Article 

i f convenient to the Court we respectfully suggest Tuesday* 

uctober 21st as an appropriate date for the hearing. An appreciably 

later date would not give tins for a decision before the printing of 

the ballots, and a much earlier date would scarcely give adequate time 

for the preparation of the br ie fs . 


