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Pile No. 13027 Continued.
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The right to recover demages depends "upon the ability of the
claimant to establish that he is specially and peculiarly damaged' by
the closing; that he "guffers an injury diffofent in nature, and not

merely in degree, from that suffared bv the public at laprge™. i

"Many decisions declare that, as & general rule, oﬁly property abut-
ting on the portion of the street closed is specially damaged by the
vacation, and that only such abutter can rgcover damages Or compensa-

tion for the taking of his property. Hence, if the property of the
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abutter is loceted on another street, or on & different part of the
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same street, he 1s not entitled to compensation or demsges. 1n other
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gtates this limitation is not observed and decisions are to be found
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to the effect that the owner of the property-ﬁhich does not abut on

the part of the street closed is entitled to compensation, provided nhe

i{s able to .prove special end peculisr damage.
3 Dillon, Municipal Corporations, sec. 1160, p. 1842
| _ and note.
To same effect are,

2 L. R. A. (Nl 3-) 269’ note.

30 L. R. A. (N. 8.) 637, note.

Myer vs. Richmond, 172 U. 8. 83.

Crook vs. Pitcher, 61 Md. 510. o

As Maryland is not committed to any definite rule 1n refer-
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ence to the subject matter of the inquiry, and as the weight of au-
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thority aoem: to be ageinst allowing damages for injury to property
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situated beyond the next {ntersecting street, 1 am of the opinion that

{t would be unwise to allow demages for injury to property on Henri-

etta street west or*fho west side of Eutaw street or east of the east

side of Howard street.
' Trusting this will give you the desired information,l beg

to be,
| Yours respectfully,

(S8igned) Benjamin H. MoKindless,

Assiastant City Solicitor.
—

T EEEREEEREEER B R

3
: ST e 3~ i 2 ’ >
FECIEPES SISy TR P S L e Y T Sl S e i e - T R Jugre O e . : . - :
= L ¥ T SRR T SRR SRR - C o S i*ﬁ;""-:é”ﬂ{i--*,;'-ﬂu LT & = ki I G ' TR o
A Lletis £31 7 <l R R e B P SR e




