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'.l'lm ‘H.'Lan!.
( District COourt, E, D New York. January 15, 1883, )
Corr1810K—CANAL-BoAT AT ERD 0F PIER—PROPELLER.

Where a canal-boat, sound and strong, was lying at the end of a pler, and a
propeller, in attempting to get into the adjoining slip, brought up against the
canal-boat and injured her, keld, that if it was necessary for the propeller to
come up along-side and against the canal-boat, it was her duty to do so in an

easy manner, and the propeller must be held liable for the damage resulting
from the blow. .

In Admiralty.
. W. W. Goodrich, tor hbelant.
"' Beebe, Wzlcd:tf ¢ Hobbs, for claimant :

Bexeoier, J. - This action is .to. recoven for - m]nnes to the oa-
nal-boat T. B. Gray, while lymg at the end of pier 46-in the North
river, occasioned by a collision between the canal-boat and the pro-
peller Harry. At the time of the collision the propeller Harry, hav-
ing a barge laden with gra.m in- tow a.long side, was endeavormg to
get into the slip between pier 46 and pier 45. The:libelant’s boat
lay moored at the end of the pler, ‘Her bow down stream and project-
ing beyond the side of the pier.  The tide was flood. The method
adopted by the propeller was. to come head, to the tide off the end of
pier /46, andythen move! into- the 'slip. ' In- accomplishing this
maneuver she brought up agaifist the canal-boat, that' was lymg at the
end of pier 46, causing the damage sued for,

. The proofs-show that the canal-boat was & sound. boa.t, able to
mthstand all ordinary contact with other vessels at the piers, and
that she was moored in a proper ma.nner at a place where she' had
the right to be. The proofs also show that the blow which ‘she re-
oeived from the: Harry was a severe.one. -If, as contended in behalf
of the propeller, it was necessary for the propeller, under the circum-
stances, to come up along- s1de and ‘against the canal-boat, it was,
nevertheless, the duty of the prope]ler to do 8o in an easy manner,
without dangerous force. ' This duty was ot discharged. The effect
of the blow shows that the blow was severe. I have no doubt that
the injury to the libelant’s boat resulted from s wanf of due care on
the part of the Harry. - .- :

The case differs from the case of The Chwrles R. Stone, 9 Ben. 182,
relied on by the claimant. In that case the tug sunply sagged in by

N *Reported by R. D. & Wyllys Benedlct
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the tide so easily that no danger resulted from the tontact. Here,a
blow was given with force suffieientto break in the side of a strong boat.

There mus} be a decree for libelant, with an order of reference to
ascertain the amotnt of the damage dore. " "
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(Dzsfrict Cowrt, S. D. New York. February 7 1883)

1. CorrIstoON—SEVERAL VESSELS—JOINDER IN ONE Borr.
‘Where several vessels are alleged to bg:in fault.ip causing s collisioh by
which the property of a third persgr: is, injured, in.a libel by the latier to
_ Tecaver his damages, ﬁl the vessels in fault shouid be ‘proceeded against as
 défendints” o' 'a¥bid” uR:p’ﬁbﬁ‘y of’ suits, and to endble the damages to be
- +jdstly’ apportioned ambng' those likble according 16 the law in admiralty, -

2. SAuE—»—VmssEns BrouesmT INTO: S0¥Y BY, FURTRER- P,;:ocnsn :
... Ifin emch a guit the h,belq.pt pro qy«ﬁ against one veasel only, it 18 competent
" 'for the dlgmcf court’ t{p ‘award its turtheér process in ‘the cause, upon the petl-
" tion'of the Vessel sued foP 4GS arl et 61 fthe Other véssel to answer for its shate
e bﬁthﬂdhm&é& Oh o '” SN A
\SAMEr-A»P?OR’I‘mN'M:ENT OF DAKAGE! o Loy

.. Under the recont declslgq& ?f the supreme court the nght to an epportion-
ment of the damages between ﬁle VessEIs ‘liable to third parties, in a case of
‘'cofliston, 18 a mibstdntial right Which cannot be stffered to: depend upon the

it 4capncé, the mistake, or the collusion of, the libelant in suing one vessel only.
4. Digrrior; Courr—PRACTIOE ANP. PROCEDURE. . .

In cases not provxded for by the supreme court, rules in admlralty, itis com-
petent for the district cotirt td tegula.te its own practice, and't6 allow remedies
accbrdingﬂto the analogiel of admiralty procedure, as new exigencies arise, as

* the.court may decm necessaryifor the due administration of justice,
5. Bayr—BriNemg IN-THIRp PARTIES, :
o Under the English judicature act of 1873 It is the constant practice, at the
Y1 {hetance &f the defendant, to“bring in third persons as parties to be bound by
‘the judgment, where theyihave: n ¢onimon interest in the subject-master of the
litigation, or‘in -the guestion.of liability. to be determined,
6. SAM:E—-APPLICATION TO- Gomusxon (asEs. .

Collision cases in admlralty present an aggregate of features which make
them sus generss, 'and the dué administration of justice renders it essential and
expedient in: this class .of ‘ofses that;the liability:of all persons or vessels

. involved should, be determined in a. single action, rather than in successive
independent suits,

Motior to Bring in Another Vessel as Defendant.
" Edwird D. McCarthy, for libslant, ‘ »
' Beneilict;: Taft & Benedictydor the Hudson::

Brown, J. The libel in this case was filed against the steam.
tug Hudson to recover damages for an injury by a- collision to the



