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“that ‘water réﬁtl ‘nro' not Eaxen,' and if Section 843 of the City Charter were intondod‘

._to cover ntor ohargu, tha fruer's of tho City Charter would have 80 proddcd. 2

Horoovor, the Court of Appeals of- Huvlumj, in tho case of Gould

L L

v8, Bnltmorc, 659 Ild. 374, 1n doaling with the oollootlon of puing unumnﬂ, cone-

ltrued tho Aot of 1874, Chuptor 218, vhioh authoriud the oity authorltiu to proﬂdt

by O_rdimnoe Br the collection of such usumnta "as ‘other oity taxes are collected"

.|I"

to mm thnt such paving ascessments vrbro not 'tuu within tho general meaning of

the word taxes, The phrueology construed in this case- il sinihr to that used in

Sootion 14, Artio].o 48, which nys that wator rantc "shall be colleoted in the same

nannér: and cubjoot to _thn same costs that the City Collector is or may be :uthorhed$
to demand in colleoting taxes ove Iﬁuo." Judge Rdbinion, in g-andoring the opiwion

in this case, stated thnt the Act er conntm'ofioh -—.my uutﬁornu the City to
provide by Ordinance for ooilc'oting such assessment 'as other oity taxes are

iolleotod'., ¥o drdininoe*, huievor, has bun puud providing that tho;c;ilection

of such nuumnts shall be nade tithln a prescribed time. He are of‘ the opinion,

thorofore, that the clnim of‘ the nppollu is not 'btrred by the Btatutc.

-~ Judge Urner,' in the cac; of St. Paul Building Cmbnny ve. Ealtimore,

149 Md, 885, in quotlng with appronl the ddoision in Gould ve. Bulti.mcre, supra, uses

tho follwing languages

"It was further decided that an Aot
authorizing the City to colleot paving assessments
'as other ocity tames are colleoted' would
not subject the assessments ¢o the defense
of limitations allowed by the tax statute ..
and the paving claim in dispute was not darred
after the lapse of four years, sinoe no- .
Ordinance had been passed which provided that
such cleims should be enforced within that
period, Similar rules have since been made

4n Moale vs. Baltimore, 61 Md, 224, and Fair-
mount Corporation vs. Baltimore, 145 Md, 301."
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1f paving u'uultm are not to bo conltruod ng "tuu" wjthm th

-

;pmiu of . ltctutc or ordim proﬁdin; that such uuuuntn shall bo-.oonodhd

_ vol'nd, boomu Beotion 14, Artlolr 48 of tho Bnltinorc City Code roqulrod then 'to b.
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eollootod in tha :-t mr ¥ Lk i a8 tuu onrdﬁ" lhould tn phud

i
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n othor ﬁity tmu" i urttiﬁly oo,nnot be eontonhd thlt tho n‘tor rents were 1n- t

'--_iin tho cm ntogor.r u rul utcto tml. umc motlu fm &t. Ml Bunding CW
ﬂn. !dtim "m oriinmo Iul bun puud -h;lo’ prhidd t!ut uoh dlhchouu bo
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