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On the other hand a municipal ordinance requiring every owner of a
bicycle résident ini the city to pay an atinual smn of one dollar, and hýe
furni.ghed with a tag placed upon the upright underneath the hatidlebar, is
not a proper excrèise of the police power, and is illegal as a reveitîne
îxeasure, where there are about 7,om resident bicycle owneris ini the citv,
and the streets are used .«y niany non-resident bîcyclists, and the cost of
lie tags is less than four cents apiece. (d)

An Illiniois Court has granted ant injunction ta restrain the enforcernent
of an ordiîîance requiring the payment of a lîcense fee, aîid the procuritm.L
of a license for ail vehicles and bicycles in public and private use. (e)

13. Cycles as a subaeiit of contraieta of sale or lease-One who sel1,i
a bicyclc on the itîstaînient plan, retaining the title to it uiitil the,
purchase price is patid, and takes it back for repairs while soînu
instaltients remtain unpaid, loses bis lien for such repairs whenl i
is retuirted, and if he subsequently obtains possession of the whecl
against the will oif the purchasr, he has rio right to hold it until
he is paid the price of the repairs in addition to the balance of the
purchase price. (ea) The spécial rights which the vendor acquircs
under such a contract of sale, as a resuit of a default in oneC of the
p.îyments, are flot waived by an offer of the vendor's agent to
return a portion of the bicycle which has been placed in his hancl,
foi- repairs, if the vendece wvilI pay the defaultfed instalment and the'
otie next due. Such an offer is merely the tender of a newv agrce-

(d) Depisrnor'veri (Penna. L. 1P.) , l'a. Dist. Rep. 15j.

(e) Col/iis v.(Àq. Chicago Leîéçgl NeWs, 1 897, P. 436- Ille groutnds tiputi
which file yerv lengiclhv and elaborate judgilnent of îht Court wa.4 lased werv ili
brief as t'ollo;s :1 lTh'llat, as file City (Ir Chicago was only etipowered h%- il.ý
charter to licensme certain spevified occupiationls, tht' princifflte expressio unius est
exclusio atlterjus, giiatived fihe existence (i'thiis power as regards anvunev who
was flot pursuing 011e of theese occupationts ;(2) that the' validity, or the' ;irinant
could not be sustained under thie liower conft'rred in the' charter tu regulatt' thot
use of' the streets, for thle question lu ho decided was loit one of' the powter urt hi
city- to exact a license t'ee t'ron persons using fihe streets for business purposes
(3> that file exercise of the power claitried could tiot he sustained under the article
of the generi Act relating, tu the incorporation t fc iis, whieli allowed the lavitug
of special R.4ssi5,lent,, for stre iniProveu1eflts (4) lthai the Ordinlance, on1 i14
face, was clearlv tti attetnlit lu raise a speial t'und for tht' improveinent o* lthe
btreet s, atd a li;etîse fee exacted flora geuieral orspecial revetnue purpose %vas void
as anl exerc ise uft'he Iienrsing power ,t that fit file license tee %vas essentiallv. a
tax on1 specitie articles uf persotial prolierty, whieh were ctsnceded to have heîî
alread%, as.4essed for genieral tRxatioti nt th;cir- value, anid that a second taxation of
S'ICI] properl v by declaring tit t ift should nul l>e tsed uniil il paid anuothIer t ax
levied , as in thie *ordiniance, without regard tu values, waii open to the twi-fetLI
cotistitu tional ohJection of being double taxation and utf viulatitîg the priticiplt, ot

equt.lit~an titornîity'.

le) Plock v. floi (à 89) 1 20 N. 402,


