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it may also provide for appeals to the Baltimore City Court from the
decisions of the Commissioners for Opening Streets or any Commis-
sioner or Commissioners, or other person or persons appointed to deter-
mine the amount of assessment to be made upon any property under any
such ordinance; and in the trial of such appeal the practice shall con-
form as near as may be to the practice in the trials of street appeals,
including the right of appeal to the Court of Appeals.
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For further decisions relating to grading, paving and curbing, see,
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The ten days’ notlce of the passage of an ordinance nuthorizing paving prescribed
by Act of 1892, ch. 219 (now sec. 6 of Charter) must be given or a Court of Equity
will intervene,

Bond v. Malster, Daily Record, July 6, 1899.
As to degree of care city must exercise in keeping the streets in repair, sce,
Baltimore City v. Lobe, 90 Md. 314.

Liability of municipal corporations for defects in streets— Negligence—Notice—
Defects not apparent on surface.

Sweeten v. Baltimore, 123 Md. S8.

A plaintiff cannot recover otherwise than according to the allegations of his Dec-
laration, and a prayer based on other facts is improper—Negligence—Recovery can-
not be had upon testimony as to conditions appearing sixteen months later, in the
absence of all testimony as to how the work had been done.
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(d) Grapive, Pavine, CorBivg, Erc., STREETS.

(General Ordinance, Application of Owners.)
1874, ch. 218, P. L. L. (1888), Art. 4, sec. 811.

To provide by general ordinance, subject to provisions and require-
ments of Section 85 of this Article, for the grading, graveling, shelling,
paving or curbing, or for the regrading, regraveling, reshelling, repaving
or recurbing of any street, lane or alley, or part thereof, in said city, with-
cut the passage of a special ordinance in the particular case, whenever
the owners of a majority of the front feet of property binding on such
street, lane or alley, or part thereof, shall apply for the same, upon terms
and under conditions to be prescribed m the same general ordinance, and
for the assessment in any such case of the cost of such work, in whole or



