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Sion under the Mayor amd City Council of Bal timore, In the case of
Lyman ve, the Mayor and City Counmeil of Baltimore, you will recollect,
4% was held that even Mr, Van Sickle, the Superintendent of Publie
Behools, was not a municipal official, ard a sharp distinetion was
arawn by the Court Of Appeals between officers and employees of the
City Govermment, :

Nor @0 T think that Seection 52 of Article 1 of t¥e ity Code
Ras any application to the case. That ordinance was intended to re=
strict merely thckgrmung of extra compensation to officers and em~
ployees of the City for real or supposed extraordinary services rondor-;
ed by them in the ordinary discharge of.the duties of their fixed
offices and qlomﬁ. The copying domne by Mr, Veeks was dono en-

ttr.ly apart from the dtnhurco of his duties as an employee of this
Department, The City, of course, is onntld to the full time of

wm City mua- Or employee in connection with thc parformance of

ﬂu duties sppurtenant to his office or qloymcnt and T do not
“un. therefore, the poliey of his being prohibited from receiving |

|
|
|
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Any extra compensation in that connection, or of the provision that the!
_uhrr or compéensation attui“d t0 the office or empleyment shall not
‘i Illr“ or diminished guring the term for which he was elected,
wum or c.hnd, but the copying work nrfor-u by Mr, Veeks was
tl no M mm with his employment by this Department, nor ean i
ﬁo ”Illt Of his un for it in any sense be considered an increase |
ﬂ ﬁ- M paié him for his qlomt by this Office. The work ’
‘l Cll‘ and ﬁo bill became paysdble entirely outside of the seope, |
“’ lh mn a8 an employee of this Department, and mOreover, as I I
m um, the work was done at times when it could not possidly con- I

M with the faithful oischarge of his duties as ‘sn employes oF
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uﬁ m‘hy 0. t. u an evidence of the legality of the employment.




