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steam railroad imposes a new but-den, 1and that a hor-se railroad
does flot; 2 and the distinction, which is one of degree, turns on
the different effects produced on the streets occupied by the
railroads, and on the beneficial use of abutting property. In
allying the legal position of' the electric î'ailroad to that of the
borse rai 'lroad, the Michigan court éeems to have made asoump-
tions and statements of fact which. will flot bear close examina.
tion. Grant, J., tells us that electric cars are not more noisy, do
flot cause greater obstruction or bindrance, impose no greater
burden, except by their poles, than horse-cars; and that they do
not occupy more space than horse-cars with the horses that draw
thern. From these propositions we must, with ail deference,
dissent. The noise and jar of the ordinai'y electric cars, often
joined in trains, the speed with which they run, the danger of
driving along aiîd upon the tracks, or even across them, the risk
of injury or death from contact with broken wires, the unsight-
liness of the poles and cars and cross-wires and guard-wii'es and
trolley-wires, are ail matters of common knowlcdge.

That telegrapli and telephone poles are an additional servitude
is fairly well settled, 1 the cases to, the contrary, such as Pierce
v. Drew,,' in Massachusetts, being ba8ed on highly artificial
analogies between the ancien t and modemn use of highways for
purposes of communication. To avoid this class of decisions. the
Michigan court would say, with the Supreme Court of iRhode
Island,' that telegraph and .telephone wires are only very
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