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nor intcrest in havirig the reasons for the decisions read aloud
and at length. But if they must be soi reaci, let themi be read in
an ante-room by the crier, sotto voce." The writer, ini our opinion,
is partly right and part]>, wrong. It is a wvaste of time for
solicitors or counsel to îdtten1 in court, to hear a lot of
judgmients read in which thev have no interest whilst they \v'ait
for those in .vhich they are interested. It is also a \vaste of
tinie to listen to leiigthy reasons for a decision :but it is flot
a wvaste of timie-on the contrarv, verv necessar-that the judg-
muent should be proncmuuced in Open court, so that anv- nuauifest
ruistake max' bc corrected, omission supplied, or uusettled inattér
detcrinined, etc.

ELIiTRICSTREET RAIrtWAvSý.--Thie case of Detroit CityR.
v. Mfil/s, 48 N-\\' Reýp. ioo7, decided by the Supreine Court of
.Michigan, and verv rccently affirmed by the case of Deait v. Ann
Airbor St. Ry. Co., 53j N.WN. Rep. .396, almost convin ces one of the
perfect elasticity (if the conimon law~. But in spite of the court'-.
appeal to the progressive tenderrcy of the times, comînon ex-
perieuce and obseýrvation arouse a feeling of dissent from the
proposition that "the use of a street by an electric railroad, Nvith
poles and overhead wvires, is flot an additional servitude for which
abutting owners may demand compensation."

It seemns well established that at the present time au ordinary
steani railroad imposes a new burden, and that a horse railroad
does not; and the distinction, Nvhich is one of degree, turns on the
different effects produced on the streets occupied by therailroads.
and ou the beneficial use of abutting propertv. In allying the
le-al position of the electric railroad to that of the horse railroad,
the Michigan court seei to have made assomptions and state-
ments of fact which wvill uot bear close examination. Grant, J
tells us that electric cars are not more uoisy, do not cause greater
obstruction of hindrance, impose no greater burden, except by their
poles, than horse-cars; anid that they do not occupy more space
t han horse-cars with the hoýses that draw them. Prom these pro-
positions w~e must, wvith ail deference, dissent. The noise and
jar of the ordinary electric cars, often joiued in trains, the speed
with which they run, the danger of driviug aloug and upon the
tracks, or even across them, the risk of injury or death from con-
tact with broken wires, the unsightliness of the poles and cars


