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the life of his debtor in an amount to cover the debt, withi interest, and the cost

of Sucb inssurance, with interest there .on, during the period of the expectancy of
1 fe Of the assured, according to the Carlisle 'tables. We tind no error in the

lulbn oIf the court below."--Ncwe York Law Yournal.

STREIFETS AND STREET RAILWAYS.-We notice in one of our American ex-
cagsthe case of Rafferty v. Central Traction Coiinpaiiy, decedbthSure

Ort Of Pennsylvania, as to the user of public streets for street railways. The

deeision Of the court was that the use of a street by a cable railxvay cornpauly 15

ntan additional servitude entitling abutters to compensation, though vehicles

atIllOt stand betwveen the curbing and1 the tracks xithout in)turfeýriug,ý vvth the

Cars, and thoughi the pipes under the surface of the street by beiug lo\veredl to
'ilake roon> for the cable conduit mnay bc slightly mIore diffleuit of access. Upon

th5 Point the court says:

It has beeu many tirnes lield, and by rnany different courts, that the use of a

Pubj~Stretfor purposes of street railroacîs is not the imposition of an addîtioflal
serv'itude, and does not entitle the abutting lando\vners along the street tocon

Perisation1 for such uFse. In the case of Lockha't v. Reailwlay Co., 139 Pa. St. 419,

beke, 26, we affirm the lowver court in the folloxving ruiliug,1: ' It caiiuot
doubted at this day that the legisiature of Pennsylvania lias the po\ver to

a\ttoiethe incorporation of companies with power to build and operate rail-

With horses over the streets of cities, with the authoriti, and consent Of the

4u"Orities of thesal d cîties, as provided by section 9, art. 17, of the colistitu-

tiç)h; I-d i stclaeto say that such liSe and ocptnofthe streets impose

%han additional burden of servi1tude thereou as rendors it necessary to provide

ScoulPesation therefor to the owners of abutting property. - - - So far

the traLck se proper is coucerueci, there is no sul>stanta difr1 elewx

it n Ofsfc arc railway andcrile operated by electi icity.An

subje't b' IIOW taken as settîccl that the owners' rîghts as to abuttingy propertv are

litnJct o heparamnotnt righit of the public, and the rights of the public are not
ÇI ited to'1 anere right of xVay, but extend to ail benieficial legitimate uses, sucb

th ul c nay from time to tinrie require. . . . Recognii,, the righit of

telegitur andi city atithorities to anthorize the building of railvays uipon the

of auli cltv \vithotlt compensation to property owniers, because it is a means
fOrbic transp-> rtation and accommodation, the necessary and proper apparatus

th. 'in;z theu, must be allowedj to follow as an incident, unless there is son-e-

Illga in its construction or use.' In Halsey v. Railroad Co., 2o Ati. Rep.

taken, fo Of Chancery, N.J., i890), it was held that land taken for a street is

tjc r o ail tiine, and compensation is mnade once for alI, and by taking- the pub-

Vv acre the right to, use it for travel, not only by such means as xvere in use

en *ladwas acquired, btby such other means as riew wantsc and the in-

ý'"'et of the age nay render necessary ; and that the qulestion .whether a

ýaledit'lo Of using the street for public travel results in the impositionl of an
'tOnal burden on the land or not must bc deternflned by the use which


