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Cont 1:1‘131(1_

for a minor privilege tax, Furthor, if an application i‘or permits in 1929 in-

volved a cellar door of this nature in a building in whioh there was not already a

cellar door, I believe the quution could be reopomd at thia timo and the owner of

tho property required either to seal the door or pay e minor privilogo tax on tho am..

In tl’l’ instant case, however, the owner of the property filed 'plam' which called for
the rahcntfonlof an existing cellar d;or to a point 9 feet north of tiw location of
an exempt privilege,. Thor§ is no question in my mind that if demd hu been made
upon him I‘or uinor privilogo tu for the relqottod oellar door, he could very euily
have 'n_endod.hin plans so as to utiliu the door as it oxisted at that time and thus
rotgin thq_ exemption. Due to these circmtnmu, as the Bureau of Buildinéo,'umbr
f misoonooption of the law, treated the privllego npplied for as retaining tho
umption already oxhting, issued permits and pemitted tho owner to make the nlton-

tions, having them lullod into security by the issuance of the permits, I believe

that the City is utoppod from .r_ti‘ling the question at t:ho present time,

=

1 uouordingly oonolude that the proporty 2000-2002 East Federal

Street is not 1iable for the payment of a minor privilege tax for the cellar door in
Quution.

Very truly yours,

4
(signed) R, E. LEE MARSHALL

City Solioitor
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