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Io. injuries to bicyles left standing ln stretu.-It is flot negli-
genice for the owner of a bicycle to, leave it standing in a driveway
alongside a curbstone, placed in a proper manner so as flot to
interfere unduly with the rights of others, and the driver of a
wvagon who negligently runs it -against a bicycle so placed must
respond in damnages for the injury. (a)

\Vhiether a bicyclist who leaves his wheel standing against the
ciirbstone in front of a wagon is negligent in failing to ascertain
wtvibelir the horse was unattenJed and unfastened is a question of
fact for the jury. (b)

il. Payment of tolls, liability of cycles to 'Whether tolls can be
ex,;ictcd from wheelmen is, of course, a question which must be
det rinined, as a matter of construction, from the provisions of the
st.Atute wYhich in the -given case creates 'the right. to collect the
tolis. Upon the whole the inclination of the Courts is against
cxtending the operation of such statutes to cycles, and ver>'
pr(J)erly so, for [t is obvious that the cost of mnaintaining a roadway
is nut increased in any a~ 'ýpreciable degree by their passage. Thus
a 'Itirnpike Act, whic'h contains one provision allowing the collec-
t ion of a toll of a certain arnount for horses or other beasts drawing
various kinds of carrnages, cycles riot being included, and the
spccific enuineration being follo,--id by the words " or other such
cardiage," and aiso another prc ision allowing the collection of a
toli of different amount for u'every cardiage of whatever description,
..... .... ... drawn or impelled, or set, or kept in motion by steam, or
otlicr power or agency than being drawn by any~ horbe, etc.," does
not authorize the collection of a toil on a bicycle, as [t is presumed
that thc carniages referred to in the second provision must be car-

thaît lit- was not paying preper heed ta his sailéty, and that this k.iowl-edge was
olfline(diooni enough ta have enabled himn ta slacken speed sufficiently ta have
prvvented a collision. The najority or the Court alsa held that cantributory
titgligetnce was conclusively establiished by the evidence, the duty ý,f a wheelmian
tnder such circttnv-tances being to keep his faculties of sight and bearing on the

ietfor the purpose of ascertaining whether he is in danger of a collision.
(a) Lindsay v. Wînet (Penna. C. P.), 3 Pa. Distr. Rep. 811 Lacy v. Winn

j Vonna. C. P.), 4 Pa. Distr. Rop. toq, In the latter case the trial judge said in bis
cha rge : "The defendant had no more right to drive into the bicycle there than
fit- w-uld have a right ta drive aver another man's wagon standing there.'

(b) 111agwer v. AYew York, &*c-, Co. (NY. Supr. Ct., 1897) 46 N.Y. Stipp. i,
a firiding of the jury that the driver of the wagon was beund ta indemniy

of, a'era the bicycle wvas hield ta be sufficient~y supported hy evidence, that
his horse', being thus left unattended and unfastened, started forward oi its owrà
at-vord and drew the wagon against the bicycle.
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