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not think the circumstancesreasonablyrequiredit. Their signalswere
of onewhiEtle, which meantthat eachwasgoing to the right; i. e" con-
tinuing on her courseto theright. Nor would therehavebeenanydiffi-
culty hadtheCameliakeptin mid-channel,in which,or very nearwhich,
she must have beenwhensheexchangedsignalswith the Drew. The
Camelia'spilot so testifies. The placeof the collision closeto themid-
dle ground,andthefactthat the Cameliapassedthe Drew not over100
feet distant,show that the Cameliamust have hauled to the eastward
after her signal to the Drew; and althoughtherearestatementsof the
pilot difficult to reconcileon this point, I understandhis testimonyin
severalplacesto admit this fact; and there is no doubt that while the
Drew was passingthe tow he washaulingto theeastwardin accordance
with his signalof two whistlesto the Norwich below. The situationwas
really brought about by the pilot of the Cameliain shapinghis course
to passthe steamcanal-boatwhich wasaheadof him, beforegettingout
of thatnarrowchannel-way,insteadof graduallyslackeninghis speeda
little, as he safelymight and should havedone,without attemptingto
passher at that spot. It was imprudentand blamablefor threeboats.
two of them having tows, to attempt to go abreastat the entranceof
that comparativelynarrowchannel. This attemptis not imputableto
theDrew; norcould her pilotanticipatethat;afterasignalof onewhistle,
meaningthat the Cameliawould keepto the right, shewould haul to the
left, anddiminish the spaceavailableto the Drew, soasfinally to close
up her passage,aswasdone. For.this reasonI think the blamemust
restwith theCameliaalone. The libelantsareentitled to a decreeagainst
theCamelia,with costs;andthelibelagainsttheDrewmustbedismissed.
with costs.

STANDARD OIl, Co. '11. THE GARDEN Crry.

(Districl Court, S. D. New York. May 10,1889.)

1. CoLHSION'-OVERTAKING VESSELS-CROWDING.
A ferry-boat overtakinga tug going up East river near Corlear's Hook

crowdedher nearthe shoreinpl1ssing. The tug meetingat the sametime
the cross:currentsof the ebb-tide from Jacksonstreetwas swunginvolun-
tarily by the bowsunderthe guardof the ferry-poat's'port quarter, through
the effectof the cross-currentsor thesuctionof the ferry-boat, or both com-
bined, andwassunk. Held, that the ferry-boat wasliable (1) for failure. as
the overtakingve5sel,to keepout of the way, asrequired by rule 22; (2) for
rnnningtoo nearthe tug in violation of 4 Edm. St. N. Y. 60, requiringboats.
to navigateasnearmid-riveraspossible,and1 Rev.St. N. Y.*684, ¤ 7,requirá
ing a steamerpassinganotherto keepoff 20 yards.

8. SAME-FAILURE TO STOP-CROSS-CURRENTS-SUCTIQN. . .
The tug wasalsoin fault for failure to starboardin time to avoid the effect

of the cross-currentsor suction; or, if the spacewas too narrow,for noá
stopping,asrequiredby, rule 22, andthe damagesshould be:divided.

In Admiralty. Libel �f�Q�~ collision.
Owen,Gray & Sturges,for libelants.
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R. D. Benedict,for claimants.

BROWN, J. At about2 o'clock in the afternoonof October4, 1888,
as the ferry-boat GardenCity was making her trip from James'slipto
Hunter's point, sheovertook the steam-tugImperial in the vicinity of
Jacksonstreet,also bound up the East river, close to the New York
shore;and in passingthetug shecameinto collision with her, the tug's
starboardbow running under the guardsof the steamer'sport quarter
about10 feet aft of her paddle-wheel. The tug, being caught fast by
the iron bracesunderthe steamflr'sguards,wasdraggedaheadfor a con-
siderabledistance,when, careeningover to .port, shespeedilysank near
the dockatCorlear'sstreet. The evidenceshowsthat the GardenCity,
on leavingJames'slip, wentout about400 feet into the river; and then,
headingup againstthe lastof the ebb-tide,continuedto haul in grad-
ually more and more towards the New York shore,either to go in a
weakertide,or to avoid severalvesselscomingdown in the middle of
the river. She beganto lap the Imperial a short distancebelow the
Jackson-Streetpiers, which ate piers53 and 54. The weight of pooof
is that the ebb-tidecomingroundCodear'sHook strikesthe upperhalf
of pier54, andis thencedeflectedtowardstheBrooklynshore;sothatat
aboutthe middle of thatpier the slackwateror eddybegins,outsideof
which a considerablecurrent sets over diagonallyfrom the middle of
pier 54 towardsthe oppositeshore. The evidenceshowsthat the Im-
perial wentwithin 10 or 15 feet of theend of pier 53, so asto bewithin
the slack waterthere; that her propellercaniedaway the line of oneof
severalpersoIlsfishing with rods from the endof the wharf; and that
the GardenCity, already �l�a�p�p�i�n�~�, if.not fully abreastof her, was not
more thanfrom 30 to 75 feet outsideof her, in theedgeoLthe true tide;
that when the. pilot-houseof the Garden City passedahead of the Im-
perial-probablyabreastof pier 54-shewasnot morethan from 25 to
50 feet away from her, and washeadediq a little towards the hook.
Whenthe bow of the Imperial struck and caughtin the bracesunder
the guards.of the Garden City, the evidenceshowsthat this happened
by a somewhatsuddenapproachtowardsthe GardenCity, either above
the line of pier 54, or at least abreastof the upper part of that pier,
and when,the GardenCity was probablynot over 50 feet from the end
oithatpier. The placeof collision, therefore,must have beenwithin
the true tide, andsomewherefrom 50 to 150 feet abovethe point where
the Imperial struck the cross-currenton coming out of the slackwater
below. This cross-currentwould necessarilyswing her bows to star-
boardtowardstheGardenCity, unlessit werecounteractedby a previous
starboardhelm. In addition to this there wasa liability of the Im-
perial to be'drawntowardstheGardenCity from thesuctionof her pad-
dle-wheelsif shecamenearenoughto be affectedby them. The City of
Brockton,37 Fed. Rep. 897. The pilot of the Imperial put �h�i�~ helm
harda-starboardwhL'n he saw his bow begin to fall away towards the-
GardenCity, andat the sametime he signaledto reverse. Theengines
.werestopped.but could not begot to reverse,and the collision occurred



in a few secondsafterwards. By a practicenot tobecoHlIrlended"the
pleadingsmakeno referenceto the immediateandspecificcausesof the
collisionjviz.,thecross-currentof the tide from the upperhalf of pier
54, or the suctionof:the GardenOity. Exceptfor oneor both of these
causesno,collision would have happened. The �I�m�p�~�r�i�a�l 'did not port
her helm,or voluntarily changeher course;andthoughthe GardenCity
unjustifiably continuedhauling in too near the New York shore,that
",ould not'havecausedthecollision unlesseitherhersuctionor thecross-
currentswingingtheImperial'sbowshadcarriedher towardstheGarden
City. .

1. The GardenCitymust'beheld to blamefor unnecessarilygoing too
nearthe Imperial; for crowdingherinshbre;andfor forcing her,without
good'reason,into a situationwherethereWas manifestdangerif shekept
on,and wpich the Imperialcould onlyavoidwith certaintyby stopping.
This wasnot only imprudentand unjustifiablenavigationon the partof
the GardenCity, anda failure "to keepout of the way," as requiredby
rule22, butit was in violation of two expressstatutesof the state; one
of which requiresboatsto navigateH as near the middle of the river as
IDfty be," (4 Edm. St. 60,)and the other, to keepoff 20 yards in pass-
inganothersteamer,(1 Rev.St. *684, ¤ 7.) Thesestatutesarenot obsO-
lete, but havebeenfrequentlyappliedin this court,both asobligations,
and as guidesin determiningwhat is prudent navigation. TheJ. M.
Thompson,12 Fed. Rep. 192jTheUncleAbe, 18 Fed. Rep. 272; The
Warren, Id., 559; The Bay Queen,27 Fed. Rep. 813; The Maryland,
19 Fed.Rep.555; The SamRotan,20 Fed. Rep.335; The Columbia,29
Fed.Rep. 719; The Doris Eckhoff,32 Fed. Rep. 556; TheBritannia, 34
Fed. Rep. 557. 558. They must be observedwhere no necessityis
shownfor departingfrom them. I haveno doubtthat the GardenCity
did not keep 20 yardsaway from the Imperial in passing,nor as far
from the shoreas she might easily have done; and no valid excuseis
shownfor not doing so. The othervesselsthat were coming down did .
not requireher to go so nearthe shore. Her violation of theserequire-
ments was obviously most ernbarrassihg .to the Imperial, and plainly
<:ontributedto the collision.

2. Thoughtheprimarycauseofihe collision wasthe fault oftheGar-
�~�e�:�n City, as abovedescribed,I am not satisfied-thatthe Imperial is
without blame; or that thecollision might not havebeenavoidedbythe
Imperial, notwithstandingthe GardenCity's faults, had reasonableand
properattentionbeengiven to the dutiesevidentlyimposedby the situ-
ation. The immediatecauseof the Imperial's swinging to starboard
was not, I think, anysupposedsuctionof the GardehCity, but thecross-
current oltheebb-tide; which, striking the Imperial's port bow asshe
cnmeupfrom theslackwaterbelowcarriedherbowsto starboard. The
placeof collision abreastof the upper corner of pier 54; or perhapsa
álittle aboveit, is preciselywhere the effect, of such a currentwould be
felt. ' The pilot of the'Imperial was familiar with the tidal currentsat
this place; andwhen theGardenCity was�a�l�r�e�a�d�y�o�n�e�~�t�h�i�r�d of herlength
aheadof him, andevidentlypassinghim so near to pier 54, it was his
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evidentduty,in orderto avoid collision from beingswungroundby the
cross-current,whic,h he knew wasabeadof him, eitherto stop his boat
in theslackwaterbeforereachingthatcross-current,or elseto haveput
thehelmsufficientlyto starboardbeforereachingthecurrentto makesure
that his stemwould not beswungoff by it. He did starboardhis wheel
moreor less,andfinally, but toolate,put it hard a-starboard¥. There
arediscrepanciesin his �t�e�~�t�i�m�o�n�y as to the amountandtime of his star-
boarding;,andin oneplacehestatesdistinctly thathedid notstarboard
his wheeluntil he noticedhis stemswingingto starboard,whenabreast
of the Garde.\}City's paddle-box. As thecross-currentmusthavestruck
his stemnearthe lower cornerof pier 54, the strongstarboarding,if de-
layeduntil that time, wastoo late. Whetherthe delay was causedby
temporaryinattentionon accountof the incident on shore,or by some
othercause,is immaterial. It is sufficient to chargethe Imperial with
blamethat, afterthe purposeof the GardenOity to passber was plain,
andaft,yrshehad partly passedher, hauling still further towardsthe
shore,the �I�~�p�e�r�i�a�l continuedon in very narrowquarters,and in the
face .of manifestdanger,without either stoppingearlier; or.seasonably
starboarding.sufficiently �t�o�~�u�n�t�e�r�a�c�t the cross-current. Rule, 22. I
doubttheacf:uracyof someof the testjrpony.that shecameup within
two or threefeet of pierM. If shewent so nearas that, dOUbtlessno
starboarding.could,havewithstoodthe effectof the �c�r�o�s�s�-�c�u�r�r�~�"�t�; but if
shedid go sonear,her fault is the more �e�~�p�h�a�s�i�z�e�d in keepingonwith-
out necessityandrunninginto sodangerousa position. Thelibelant.18
entitled to II decreefor half its damages.

WIGTON et al. 11. TIm BOMBAY.

(Circuit (lourt, llJ.D. Louisiana. May 81,1889.)

.H.uttTnm 'Lnms-SUPPLIJllS-CBABTER-PARTY.
PersODsiDa foreign port who furnish the charterersof a vtjsselcoalnec-

essaryto'the completionof the voyage,relying on the credit of thevessel
for payment,in ignoranceof the termsof. thecharter-party,have'a lien on
the vesseLfor the amountof thesupplies,whether,underthe charter-party,
�t�h�e�c�h�~�r�t�l�l�r�e�r�s areownersprohac'Dice, or aremerelysailingit asagentsof the
owners.' " ,

In Admiralty. Libel for supplies. un appealfrom district court,
ante, 512.

Bayne,Denegre&: Bayne,for libelants.
J. McOcmnell, for claimants.

PARDEE, J., Upon the factsof this caseas presentedby theevidence
in the record,the decreeof the district court should beaffirmed. If,
under the terms of the charter-party,the charterersbecameand were


