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the price and value of mental agony; no balances by wbich we may,
fix the solace for human suffering, wantonly inflicted; no standard
by which we can measure the just compensation for wounded feel­
ings, personal indignity, and public humiliation. The jury has passed
upon this whole question, and with their verdict it must rest. Un­
der the circuillst'l11ces of this case, I have no legal .right to set that
verdict aside, an":-t cannot do so.

lt is probable that the jury allowed the sum of $400.87, the amount
expended by plaintiff for physicians, nurses, and medicines during his
recovery, and the further sum of $750 claimed by plaintiff fOl~)OSS of
time and expenses in hiring persons to atterid to his pUil\neSS during
his illness, and gave the further sum of $7,000 as general damages.

lt was further urged that the court erred in not withdrawing from
the .i ury all evidence relative to defendant's wealth; .piaintiff having,
during the trial, waived all claim for exemplary damages. Had de­
fendant's ,counsel, at the time of the trial, asked :that this be done;,
the co'urt would undoubtedly have withdrawn such evidence from the
jury, and instructed, them to disregard It.. But no such request was.
rnade, and it is too late now to.urge it as error. If it was technically
error, it was waived, and was wholly cured by the charge of the comt
to the jury.

The charge or the court was full, clear, and distinct. The jury
was expressly instructed that all chtim, for exemplary damages was
waived by plaintiff, and that they should only find;. if they found for
plaintiff, such sum as would compensate him for the expenses in-'
curred by him during his illness, loss of time, and Jor the injunes
sustained, including his physicaL suffering, mental anguish, and the
indignity inflicted.

The charge, I. believe, was in allrespects correct.
The motion for a new trial is denied.

Sux Mm. hs. Co. and others v. :MISSISSIPPI VALLEY TRANSP. CO.I

(Circuit Court, E. lJ. Jlissouri. September 24, 1883.)

1. C)~D!OX C.\umEu-LuBIUT¥ Fon AGEX'l"S XEGLlGEXCE.
'\yhl're A. employs D., a common carner, to transport good, to C., and B.

employs n. to transport them part of the wny, ancl they are lost in 11'111(8//",
wIllie m n.'s possess'on and thrnngh his negligence, n. is liaule for the lo,s to
~\.., or nny one who may become suurogated to his rights.

2. SA~[E-LIABILIT¥ TO IXSTJIIER ''1'110 HAS BECO~[E SUnnOGATED TO SHIPPER'S
HIGHTS.

""here a carrier become, liahle to a shipper for the loss ot goods, and an in­
surer pays the shipper the amount of the ]05,. bel'omes subrogated to his rights,
and ,ne, the carner for the damage3 sns'ained, the carr:er cannot avail hilllsel~

of deJenses which might ha,e ulen interpos~d by the in,;ul'cr in an action at
law against it .

... IReported by Benj. F. Rex, Esq'l of tIle St. Loui .. uar.
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3. INSURANCE" FRO)[ ST. LOUIS TO NEW ORI,EANS "-Loss IN HARBOR.
'Vhere goods insured "from St. Louis to New Orleans" are lost while he­

ing transported from East St. Louis to St. Louis, preparatory to a final start,
by the carrier which has nndertaken to transport them to New Orleans. the
loss is within the terms of the policy. for the purposes of such a case, the har­
bor of St. Louis alight to lJe regarded as extending to the opposite shore.

4. SAME-EVIDENCE.
In this suit the policics of insurance were not introrluced in evidence, and

secondary evidence in Iicu thereof was admitted without ohjection, except in
one instance, and the fact of insurauce was apparently taken for granted. At
the hearing in this court it was for the tirst time objected that the tihelants
were not entitled to recover because they had failed to show that the goods
lost were insured. Hela that, under the circumstances of the case, the olljcction
should he overrulcd

Admiralty Appeal from District Court.1

The libelants are insurance companies, and as such insured cer­
tain goods shipped from St. Louill to New Orleans upon the boats of
defendant, and the said goods having been lost in part, and in part
damaged by a collision, they paid the losses to the shippers, and sued
the defendant in admiralty. Decree below for libelants, and defend­
ant appeals. The other facts sufficiently appear in the opinion.

O. B. Sansum, for libelants.
Giren Campbell, for defendant.
MCCRARY, J. The defendant, as a common carrier, agreed to trans­

port certain goods described in the libel from St. Louis to New Or­
leans. The goods were laden on defendant's barge New Orleans.
The defendant employed a tug-boat to tow said barge from its moor­
ings at East St. Louis to the levee in St. Louis, there to be taken in
tow by a tow-boat belonging to the defendant, and carried on its way
to its destination. It was while the barge New Orleans was being
towed by the tug-boat, thus hired for the purpose by the defendant,
that a collision occurred, resulting in a loss of part, and in damage
to the remainder, of the goods in question. Libelants having insured
the goods, and paid the losses to the shippers, sued to recover their
damages by right of subrogation, and as to some of the goods by
right, also, of an assignment from the shippers. The evidence shows
that the collision and consequent loss were the result of negligence on
the part of the persons in charge of the tug-boat employed by de­
fendant to tow the barge containing the goods from East St. Louis
to St. Louis.

Anticipating this finding, the counsel for defendant has argned very
fully and ably the qnestion whether this fact fixes a liability upon the
defendant for damages. The contention of counsel is tbat the rela­
tion of master and servant did not exist between defendant and the
master and crew of said tng-boat, and that, therefore, defendant is not
liable. Conceding that defendant would have been liable as princi­
pal if the tt.:g-boat had been manned or oflicered and controlled by
it, or had been used by defendant in its regular business, the defend-

lSee 14 FED. HEP. 699, and 16 FED. HEP. sao.
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ant"s counsel argues that inasmuch as the tug was an independent
vessel, and operated by its owners for towing vessels about the h3,r.
bar, it is alone responsible to the shippers for the 10sEos in question.

It appears that the use of tugs for such purposes is customary in
the harbor of St. Louis, and it is insisted that the shippers must be
held to have employed the defendant with the knowledge that it
might, and the expectation that it would, employ that means of move
ing its barges to the St. Louis landing.

It is no doubt true that no one can, in the absence of contract, be
made liable for a breach of duty, unless it be traceable to himself, or
to some person who holds the relation to him of agent or servant.
And this doctrine has often been applied to cases of collision be.
tween vessels where one of the colliding vessels is being towed
by another vessel, and is wholly under the control of the officers
and crew of the latter. It is held that the owner of the tow, in
such case, cannot be held responsible for the negligence of the of·
eel'S and crew of the vessel by which it is being towed. Sproul
v. Hemmingway, 14 Pick. 1; Sturgis v. Boyer, 24 How. 110. But
these, and other like cases relied upon by defendant's counsel,
were actions of tort, brought by the owners of a vessel destroyed or
damaged by collision, and do not apply to such a case as the one now
before US, where a shipper, or another standing in his place, sues a
common carrier to recover damages for the breach of a contract of
affreightment. The two classes of cases are altogether different. In
the former, the suit is brought by a stranger against a master to re­
cover for the negligence of his servant, and the rule of law applica­
ble, as stated by SHAW, C. J., in Sproul v. Hemmillgway, is "that
where a stranger suffers by the negligence or unskillfulness of an·
other's agent or servant, the owner or employer shall stand charge.
able for the damage." In the latter, the suit is brought, not by a
stranger, but by a party to a contract, and is governed by the well.
known rules respecting the duties and liabilities of common carriers.

When a common carrier receives goods into his possession for
transportation he becomes a bailee for the shipper, and is responsible
for the safe transmission of the goods to their place of destination,
whether he keeps tbem in his own possession or intrusts them to an
intermediate carrier on the way. The carrier is employed to trans­
port the goods over the entire route, from the place of shipment to
the place of destination, and the measure of his responsibility does
not depend upon the question whether the persons who have charge
of the goods en route are servants or not. If the carrier permits the
goods to pass into the hands of another over whom he has no control,
and that other shall embezzle or lose them, or permit them to be
injured without lawful excuse, the carrier cannot defend upon the
ground that such person was au independent carrier, not subject to
his direction, having control of his own vehicles.

The character of the carrier as an insurer uf the goods carried is



t6tally in~onsistontwith th~ idea that his li'ahilify isto be measiued
by the law of master and servant. To fix the responsibility of a,
common carrier for goods lost in transitu, it is not necessary to prove
negligence either on the part of the carrier or his servants, except in
cases where the carrier's liability is limited by contract. In those
case~ the negligence may be shown, and the carrier held liable, not­
withstanding such a limitation, upon the ground that he will not ),e
permitted to contract for exemption from the consequences of his
own negligence or that of his servants. The duties which the com­
mon carrier undertakes to perform, and not the instrumentalities
employed, must be regarded as the criterion of his liability. It is
upon this principle that express companies are held to the responsi­
bilities of common carriers, although they have no interest in or con­
trol over the conveyances by which the goods are transported.

"It certainly never was supposed that a person who agreed to carry goods
from one place to another, by means of wagons or stages, could escape liability
for the safe carriage of the property over any part of the designated route by
shOWing that the loss had happened at a time when the goods were placed by
him in vehicles which he did not own, or which were under the charge of
agents whom he did not control. The truth is that the particular mode or
a'gency by which tlle service is to be performed does not enter into the con­
tract of carriage with the owner or conSignor." Bur:klanrl Y. Adams Exp.
Co. 97 :Mass. 12±; Lawson, Carr. § 233, and numerous cases cited.

My conclusion upon this subject is that, as between the carrier and
the shipper or insurer, the carrier is liable for the loss of the goods
while i/1 transitn, though at the time of the loss they were in the
possession of a third party, who was transporting them at the request
of the carrier; and that, in so far as it is necessary to apply the doc­
trine of agency, such third party is the agent of the carrier, for whose
defaults he is responsible. This case is stronger than those in which
the carrier agrees to transport goods beyond the terminus of his line,
and in those cases he is held liable for the acts of others to whom he
delivers the goods, unless he contracts specially against such liability.
Lawson, Carr. § 235, and cases cited.

As to a portion of the goods lost, the defense is interposed that
they were not within the contract of insurance, and that, therefore,
,JJthough the carrier may have been liable to the shipper, the in­
surer has no right to recover. This branch of the case arises upon
the following facts; The goods were insured "from St. Louis to Kew
Orleans." A part of the goods were in S1. Louis, and another part
in East St. Louis, on the opposite side of the river. The defendant
placed those that ~'ere in St. Louis upon the barge in which they
were to be transported, and then employell the tug above mentioned
to carry the ba,J.·ge, with those goods in it, over to East S1. Louis,
there to place on board the, portion of the cargo in store there, and
to return to, the S1. Louis levee for the final start ,10 Kew Orleans.
After taking on board tile -barge the' goods at East St. Louis, and
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starting back across the river,the collision complained of occurred as
above stated.

Upan these, facts it is insisted that as to so much of the cargo as
was taken on board at East St. Louis the insurance company was
not liable, because that property was not en route from St. Louis to
New Orleans at the time Of its loss, and it was said that, inasmuch
as the insurance company was not liable on its policy, it could not,
by paying the loss, acquire any right of subrogation. As to tbis par­
ticula~ pOl·tion of the cargo, there is no assignment from the shipper
to the insurance company.

The question whether the voyage from St. Louis to New Orleans
had been commenced, within the meaning of the poliey of insurance,
so as to make the insurer legally liable, may admit of some doubt,
though I am, as will presently appear, strongly inclined to the opinion
that it had. Waiving, however, this question for the present, I hold
that since the insurance company in this case saw fit to waive the
objection and treat the loss as within the policy by paying it, the
carrier cannot be heard to object, for the reason that its liability to
the shipper is clear, and it is in nowise injured by being called upon
to make payment to the insurer. Such was the conclusion reached
by WOODS, circuit judge, in Ins. Co. v. The C. D., Jr., 1 Wo~ds,

72, and the doctrine seems to be entirely consonant with justice and
equity. It would be contrary to the spirit of the admiralty law,
which proceeds upon principles of the broadest equity, to permit the
carrier, who is shown to be clearly liable to the shipper, to avail him.
self of all the defenses which might have heen interposed by the in­
surance company if sued in an action at law upon the policy.

It has been held, upon very analogous principles, that the owner of
a vessel upon which he is carrying a cargo for the shippers may, in
case his vessel is run into and sunk by another vessel, maintain a
suit lD admiralty against the offending vessel and her owners for the
loss, both of vessel and caJ:go, ere/! after an abwulonmcnt txJ the under­
writers.

"The respondent is not presumed to know or bound to inquire as
to the relative equities of parties claiming damages. He is bound to
make satisfaction for the injury he has done." Ne-Icell v. Norton, 3
'Vall. 257; Monticcllo v. Mollison, 17 How. 152.

If, therefore, it were conceded in the present case that the voyage
insured against had not commenced when the loss occurred, I should
hold that the carrier by whose negligence the loss occurred has no
interest in raising that question, and it is not one which in any way

.concerns him. The insurers here are clearly' not mere volunteers.
·It is, however, manifest, I think, that the voyage insured against had
commenced at the time of the loss. The harbor of St. Louis may
well be regarded, for the purposes of such a case, as extending to the
opposite shore of the ~Iississippi river, and an insurance against loss
upon a voyage "from St. Louis to Xew Orleans" maywell·be- held to
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cover a 10SB occurrmg, as this did, while the cargo was being brought
by the carrier from East St. Louis to St. Louis under the circum­
stances above stated. The carrier had assumed the control and
taken possession of the goods for the purposes of the voyage, and the
fact that some were on one side of the river and some on the other is
of no consequence.

It is also contended by defendant's counsel that the proof fails to
show that the property lost or injured was insured by the libelants.
The evidence touching this point is certainly secondary, the policies
of insurance not having been introduced in evidence; but, with the
exception of the statements made by a single witness, no objection
has been raised on this ground until the present hearing. The point
is purely technical, for the fact of the insurance seems to have been
taken fo. granted throughout the litigation. If the objection now
for the fil"t time made should be sustained, a proper regard for the
substantial rights and equities of the parties would require the court
to permit the policies to be now introduced, and that the court can
do this at any time before final decree is very clear. As there is no
room for doubt as to the fact, the defendant would gain nothing by
now insisting upon the best evidence, and I therefore, without a very
careful consideration of the merits of the objection, ovenule it. The
decree of the district court is affirmed.

TfI~ EXC~LSIOR.

(District Court, S. D. NetD Yorlc. July 5, 1883.)

1. COLLISION-DAMAGES-DEMURRAGE.
In colli~ion cases, damages in the nature of demurrage for detention of the

vessel while repairing, which are plainly out of all proportion to the value of
the vessel. should be disallowed. Only the market value for chartering, or fair
net earnings as ordinarily employed, over all expenses, should be awarded for
derr ·'rrage.

2. SAYE-DEPRECIATTON-REPAJRS.
Nothhg should be alIow"d for permanent depreciation of the vessel repaired,

when. after being repaired, the vessel is, on the whole, worth as much as before
the injury.

In Admiraltv.
Benedict, rdft & Benedict, for libelants.
James i\IcKeen, for claimant.
BROWN, J. The testimony on the part of the libelants, as to the

various items of damage, shows to my apprehension such palpahle
efforts at exaggeration as to disentitle it to such weight or confidence
ag it would otherwise receive. The claim that this small schooner
of only 70 tons, and six years old, was worth $7,500, and that her
daily use or demurrage, without crew or expenses, was worth $15
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per day, net, or upwards of $5,000 a year, must be deemed gross ex­
aggerations.

I am satisfied from the evidence that $5 per day is ample, and, in
fact, more than her net market value for chartering, or her ordinary
and fair net earnings, as ordinarily employed. The Potomac, 105 U.
S. 630; Stl/rgis v. Clough, 1 Wall. 268.

As to permanent depreciation, I am also satisfied that the addi­
tions of new masts and sails in place of the old ones fully compen­
sate for any other depreciation, which must have been slight. As in
the case of The Isaac Newton, 4 Blatchf. 21, I am satisfied that, after
all the repairs made on her, she was "in as good condition as before
the injury." Petty v. Merrill, 9 Blatch£. 447. I cannot sustain any
of the libelant's exceptions. Deducting, therefore, from $1,790.48,
the amount reported, one-half of the allowance for permanent depre­
ciation, viz., $125, and $77 on account of demurrage, making $202,
which, with interest to June 20, 1883, amounts to $256.54, there re­
mains $1,533.94, for which a decree may be entered.

THE VENUS.

(District Court, S. D. New York. September 10,1883.)

1. COLLT~rox-DAMAGES-ToTALLoss.
Damages allowed for injm'ies to a vessel bycolIis;on cannot ordinarily ex<;eed

her vallie at the time of collision, i. e., as for a total loss, with cost of raising, to
determine her condition, or to remove her as an obstruction, where that is nec­
essary. To recover more, where the vessel has been repaired instead of heing
abandoned, special circumstances must be shown proving that the excess ac­
crued notwithstanding the exercise of goad faith and ordinary prudence and
good judgment in repairing.

2. SAME-DEMURRAGE.
Compensation as for demurrage while the vessel is undergoing repairs can­

not exceed the clear net vallie of the use of the vessel, cxcluding all charges and
expenses; and, when charged for a long and continuous perIOd, it must bear
some reasonable proportion to the value of the vessel. For a canal-uoat worth
$1,350, an allowance was made of $3 per day for 59 days.

3. S.um-ExpExsE OF RUSIXG-REPATnS.
'Where the owner was adviserl to abandon as a total loss, but repaired the

vessel and claimed, besides expense of raising, $1,028 for repairs, $584 for de­
nlllrrage, and $300 difIerence uetween new and old, and got no estimates before
repairing, nor contracted for any limit of the time for repairing, and claimed
$8 per day for a detention of 73 days, held, that he had not shown ordinary
prudence or good judgment in repairing, and the excess of the above three
items, being $562 over the value of the boat, as a total loss, at the time of the
collision, was at his own risk and charge, and should not be allowed.

4. SAME-CIIARGES FOR BE~EFIT OF IssuREIt.
Charges made for the benefit of the insurer only cannot be allowed.

Exceptions to Commissioner's Report.
Edu'ard D. )l[cCarthy, for libelant.
Beebe, Wilcox tf Hobbs, for claimants.
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e$ 260 00
1,028 00

43 75
75 00

273 72
584 00
300 00

BROWN, j-. The Venus having been found s':llely in fault for the
sinking of the canal-boat Midland, (16 FED. REP. 7D2,) the commis­
sioner, to whom it was referred to ascertain and compute the dam­
ages to the libelant, has reported the following items:

1. Cost of raising the voat,
2. Hepairs of the Milllal1Ll, ;,
0. AnLdllt paid Preston vy the underwriters for traveling ex-

penses while caring for the suvmerged property,
4. Captain's furniture, etc., •
5. Gross freight, $420; less tolls and towing, $146.28; net, -
6. Demurrage, 73 days @ S~ per day,
7. Difference IJet\\'een old and new,

Amounting, with interest, to $2,895 85

Exceptions haye been filed to all of the above items except 1, 2,
and 4, and also for the allowance of interest on demurrage. The tes­
timony before the commissioner showed that the highest estimated
value of the Midland, at the time she was sunk, by the libelant's
witnesses, was $1,500. The claimants' witnesses, who testified from
a description of the boat, and not from personal acquaintance with
her, estimated her value at from $800 to $1,000, only. The amollnt
reported by the commissioner as damages under items 2, 6, and 7,­
that is, for the cost of repairs, demurrage, and difference between the
former and present value,-is $1,912; that is, $412 in excess of the
highest estimate of the value of the Midland just before she was
sunk, exclusive of $260, cost of raising.

The ordinary rule would not admit of a recovery beyond the
amount of a total loss, i. e., the full value of the vessel at the time
she was sunk. To this, however, may plainly be added the cost of
raising the boat when that is necessary in order to ascertain whether
she should be abandoned as a total loss or repaired; and, also,
"'heneyer the owner is required, as in this case, to remove her as
an obstruction to the canal. When, in addition to this, however,
the final claim of damage exceeds the full value of the vessel at the
time of the loss, the claim should be carefully scrutinized, and the
libelant held bound to show special circumstances to justify any such
excess, and that good faith and reasonable prudence and good judg­
ment haye been exercised in making the repairs.

In the present case, as in that of The Glallcus, 1 Low. 366, a con­
siderable part of the amount allowed is for demurrage during the
repair of the vessel. In that case, however, special circumstances,
"'hich could not be foreseen, were shown to haye occasioned the ex­
CeSSlye amount of damage.

Hestitution for the loss, and no more, is the rule in these cases.
The Baltimore. 8 'Vall. 386; The Bristol, 10 Blatchf. 538; Sn'ift v.
Bra/well, 1 Holmes, 470. Payment of the full ,alue of the ,essel,
with interest from the time of the loss, together with the. expenses of
removal, whero that is required or is necessary for the ,purpose of
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deter~iningwhether to abandon her or not, is full restituti"on; and ~
special and exceptional case must be made, showing that the excess
accrued notwithstanding the exercise of good faith,prudence~ and
good judgment, in order to justify any claims beyond these.

In the present case the libelant was advised by one of his own
witnesses, after raising the boat, to abandon her as a total loss. In
proceeding to repair her he took no precaution to obtain previous
estimates of the cost, or to limit the period of making the repairs by
any contract which might restrict the loss through demurrage. Any
prudent owner proposing to repair a boat at his own cost, with
charges for every day's detention, would not neglect such precautions
in a case of so doubtful exp8diency in repairing. I see nothing in
the circumstances to excuse the libelant for neglecting this duty; and
the exce[ should, therefore, be charged to his own risk and cost.

The general features of the case, moreover, do not give a favorable
impression of the amount of the claim. By sinking, the boat's seams
were 3wollen and bulged, and on this account, partly, a considerable
item-$300-is claimed as the difference between new and old.
Whatever foundation there is for this claim could have been foreseen
from the beginning. The long period of 73 days, also, for demurrage,
is not satisfactorily accounted for; and the extraordinary demand of
$8 per day for this long period, net and clear of all charges, risks,
and expenses, for a boat not claimed to have been worth more than
$1,500,-i. e., demurrage at the rate of nearly $3,000 per year, or
nearly $1,500 if during half the year she was laid up and could not
be used at all,-is so obvious.ly out of all proportion to the value of
the boat that it cannot be seriously entertained, and it necessarily
detracts from the credit to be given to other parts of the libelant's
claim. Upon all the evidence of the libelant and the claimants as
to the value of the Midland, I think $1,350 as much as ought to be
allowed for her value as a total loss.

Upon this view, the sum of $5G2, on account of the hull, should be
deducted from the report.

If the last two items reported, however, were regarded independ­
ently, ... _<lUt the same deduction should be made. Of the 73 days
for which demurrage is charged, 1-4: are entirely unaccounted for,
leaving 59 -days-a long period, certainly-for raising the boat
and doing repairs of the value of only $1,028. [am satisfied that
$3 per day is ample, if not more than ample, allowance by way of
demurrage for this long and continuous period. Grossly exaggerated
claims on this ground seem to be the rule in such cases. See opin­
ion in The ExcelSior on damages, July, 1883, ante, 924. Xothing
should be allowed as demurrage beyond the clear net mlue of tho
boat's use free of all charges and expenses. The claimant's evidence
states a fair rate to be $3 to $5 a day; the libelant's witnesses say
$8. If the canal-boat could get emplo:'ment only six months in the
year,-which is not the fact,-the demurrage would amount at the
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1,350 00

$260 00
75 00

201 98

latter rate to nearly $1,500 a year, i. e., to her whole value or over.
Such a claim appears to me to be inadmissible upon its face for a
long and continuous period. It was claimed that at this particular
time of the year boats were in demand and rates high. Such grounds
for excessive rates, if not required to be specially pleaded, as in the
nature of special damage, should at least be closely scrutinized. In
this case, however, the bill of lading, upon the very trip when the
Midland was sunk, shows that, deducting the expenses stated upon
its face, and $25 additional river tow3,ge, the boat would have cleared
on the most profitable part of her trip, viz., the down trip, only
about $3 a day; and it is not clear that even this does not include
the captain's ~ages.

At three dollars per day, for 59 days, the demurrage would amount
to $177, or $407 less than the amount reported; and for the differ­
ence between the new and old value I should not be satisfied, upon
the whole evidence, to allow more than $150. The result of these
is about the same as allowing the value of the vessel at $1,350 as a
total loss, excluding items 6 and 7. '1'he third item, of $43.75, was
an item for the benefit of the insurers, and, so far as I can perceive,
was in no way obligatory upon the claimant to pay.

In arriving at the net freight,-that is, the net amount which would
have been earned by the Midland had she finished her trip,-all the
expenses, tolls, and towing, which she must pay in order to finish her
trip, must be deducted from gross freight. These are mostly stated
in the bill of ladinG', and reduce the amount to $99.98, from which,
as I underst:lJ1rl hom the evidence, a further amount of $25 for river
towage is R~so to be deducted, which would leave $74.98. To this,
however, should be added such expenses and other charges as had
already accrued up to the time the Midland was sunk; and these,
apportioned as nearly as I can make them out, with the net freight
last stated, amount to $201.98, which should be allowed for this item,
instead of $273.72.

I allow, therefore, the following items:
Cost of raising the boat,
Captain's furniture, etc.,
Net freight, etc.,
Value of vessel when sunk; or repairs, with demurrage, and
$150 di1l'erence in value corr'C!l~ted as above,

Interest from August 13, 1880, to this date,

Twenty-two hundred and thirty-liv:.. 8·100 dollars. Total,

END OF VOLtruE 17.
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