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the ; N
: life of his debtor in an amount to cover the debt, with interest, and the cost
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i:uc}l insurance, with interest thereon, during the period of the expectancy of

ruliOf the assured, according to the Carlisle tables. We find no error in the
N8 of the court below.”—New York Law Fournal.

STREETS AND STREET RarLwavs.—We notice in one of our American ex-
ol?rs‘;esfthe case of f?aﬁerty v. Central T”ﬂCﬁO{t Company, decided by‘thc Supreme
ecisioo Pennsylvania, as to the user of public streets for street railways. The
D of the court was that the use of a street by a cable railway company 15
canrfl:t additional servitude entitling abutters to compensatign, t]\oggh v.ehicles
Carg stand between the curbing and the tracks without mtcr.fermg with the
a ’eand though the pipes under the surface of the street by being lowered to
is p?om for the cable conduit may be slightly more difficult of access. Upon
Lot the court says
publiitSFaS been many times held, aqd by many differe.nt cogr.ts, that the use ofa
vty teet for purposes Of street rallror".tds is not the imposition of an additional
Densatioe’ and does not entitle the abutting larlcio\vper.s along the street t‘o com-
21 Aq) Il; for such use. In the case of L()Ck/.mrtv. leway Co., 139 Pfl. St. f}lg,
e dOl;b ep. 26, foe affirm the lower.court in the followmg ruling: ‘It cannot
Rthg; ted at this day_that the le;:'ls.latur‘e of Pennsylvania has the power tlo
ayg W-Ztehthe incorporation of companies Wlt.h power to bl.llld and operate ra;l-
0ri;' horses over the streets of f:ltleS, with the authorit/ and consent ofF e
tiog. €S of the said cities, as provided by section 9, art. 17, of the constitu-
suéh’ and it.is. toa late to say that such use and occupation of the streets iln})<?se
for 1 additional burden of servitude thereon as renders it necessary to provide
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as Mpensation therefor to the owners of abatting property. So far
there is no substantial difference between
And

g property are

chy

e treazl:eet use proper is Co.nccrued, ¢
it ay 1, s of such a street railway and one operated by electiicity.

foot te now taken as settled that the ow"ners’ rnghts-as to abuttur :
limite o the paramount right of the public, and the rights of thc public are not
s to a mere right of way, but extend to all beneficial legitimate uses, such
th :Public may from time to time require. . . . Recognizing the right of
Stre Sislature and city anthorities to authorize the building of railways upon the
because it is a means
for m 1€ transportation and accommodation, the necessary and proper apparatus
thi OVing them must be allowed to follow as an incident, unless there is some-
B5g . o cgal in its construction or use.” In Halsey v. Railroad Co., 20 Atl. Rep.

39 :
(Court of Chancery, N.J., 18qo), it was held that land taken for a street 15

tak
lic o ¢ 2ll time, and compensation is made once for all, and by taking thc? pub-
h means as were 1n use

1 qen s
Whé:(iulre the right to use it for travel, not only by suc _
.Drovem €land was acquired, but by such other means as new want's and the 1m-
hey, €nts of the age may render necessary g and that the qu.estlon' v'vhether a
adg; i Sthog of using the street for public travel results in the imposition of -aE
°nal burden on the land or not must be determined by the use whic




