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be informed immediately whether it is. assented to or not, in order
that her own navigation may be guided accordingly. She cannot
rightly be kept in suspense, not knowing whether her proposal is
to be assented to or not, or which way to shape her course. The ob-
ject of mutual signals is the mutual understanding of each other’s
course. The rule requires a prompt reply to prevent suspense and
miscalculation. To act upon exceptional signals received by ma-
neuvering accordingly, without previous notice of acceptance, is a
double wrong, and misleads in two ways: First, by inducing in the
other vessel the belief of dissent through the delay; and, second, by a
change of course or rate of speed without notice. If therule requiring
the answer to be given “promptly”is not enforeed literally, so as to ex-
clude all other maneuvers before answering which are not shown to be
necessary by the circumstances, the regulation requiring an answer
to signals can be of little avail, and might rather prove a snare than
. & help to safe navigation. It is impossible to say that the result of
the delay in this case, however small it may have been, was not the
cause of the Orient’s changing her signal of two whistles to that of
one whistle, and thereby the cause of the collision which followed.

Ag the evidence and pleadings, therefore, are sufficient to show
that the rule of the fifth situation is applicable, and that the Saun-’
ders failed to respond promptly to the signal given, as required by the
inspectors’ regulations, and no reason for this failure to respond
promptly being alleged in connection with this admission in the an-
swer, or proved, I must hold that there is a prima facie fault shown
in the Saunders in this respect; and, as it is impossible to say that
this fault did not contribute to the collision, the libelant is entitled to
a decree, with costs. The Pennsylvania, 19 Wall. 125, 137.

Tae ‘QueriNt StampHALIA, ete.
Tee CreEprr Lyonxais.

(District Court, S. D, New Yor'. December 31, 1883.)

1. SurppiNg—BILL oF LapiING—BoNaA FIDE INDORSEE—FREIGHT PAYABLE—LUMP
SuM—QUANTITY UNENOWN.

Where a bill of lading, after reciting receipt of a given quantity, weight,
etc., contains a further express provision, * quantity, weight, and contents un-
known ** the vessel may show that less than the amount stated was received,
and will not be liable, as for short delivery, even to a bona fide indorsee of a bill
of lading, if she delivers all that she received.

2. SAME—RECEIPT FOR MORE THAN AcTUALLY PUT ON BOARD.
1f the master acknowledges receipt, knowingly, for a greater amount than
has been put on board, guere, whether the véssel is liable, in an acmon in rem.
for more than the amount actually laden on board.
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3. SAME—CHARTER-PARTY. :
The bona fide indorsee of a bill of lading is not affected by the provisions of
& charter-party, of which he has no knowledge or notice, so as to be put on in-
quiry. In such a case he is liable for freight only, according to the provisions
of the bill of lading. k

4. SAME—CASE STATED.

Where the bill of lading provided, *freight to be paid for 410 tons, £451,”
etc., and ¢ to pay in New York £300.13.4,”" held, this was notice of a specific
sum to be paid, though the cargo was short of 410 tons, it appeating that the
kilos actually receipted for amounted to only 400 tons.

In Admiralty.

Condert Bros., for libelant.

Butler, Stillman & Hubbard, for claimant.

Brown, J. The libelant is the bona fide indorsee of a bill of lad-
ing given by the master of the Querini Stamphalia for certain iron
shipped at Odessa on August 5, 1880, to be transported to New York.
This suit was brought to recover for an alleged short delivery of iron
to the amount of a little over 38 tons. The cross-libel was filed to
vecover £300 for unpaid freight. The evidence shows satisfactorily
that all the iron was delivered which was received on board the ves-
sel. No question is made but that this would be a good defense as
against the shipper. The libelant, the Credit Lyonnais, however,
sontends that as bona fide indorsee of the bill of lading for value, it
has a right to rely upon the representation as to the amount of iron
shipped contained in the bill of lading, and a right to hold the vessel
and her owners for the delivery of this amount. The bill of lading,
however, expressly states that the “quantity, weight, and contents are
unknown.” - In the body it recites the receipt of 406,000 kilos; and
this is equal to only 400 tons. Only about 362 tons were delivered,
In the margin of the bill of lading, however, is an entry “freight to
be paid for 410 tons,” etc. Numerous authorities establish the rule
that a clause in the bill of lading reciting that the weight or quantity
is unknown qualifies the effect of other statements as to the amount
or weight, and anthorizes proof to show that a less amount was in
fact received on board. Clark v. Barnewell, 12 How. 272; 630 Quar-
ter Casks of Sherry, T Ben. 506 ; 14 Blatchf. 517; Shepherd v. Naylor,
71 Mass. 591; Kelley v. Bowker, 11 Gray, 428; The Nora, 14 FEp.
REep. 429.

In the cases on this subjeet I find no distinction made in favor of an
indorsee of a bill of lading. Most of the cases above cited are those
of such an indorsee. Nor do I perceive any reason why any such
distinetion in his favor should be made; for upon the face of the bill
of lading itself he has notice of the qualification which authorizes the
master to show that a less amount was actually received. He can--
not be, therefore, in the legal sense, a bona fide holder relying upon
a representation by the master of a specific amount received on board.
There is no room, therefore, for any such estoppel as exists in favor
of a bona fide indorsee where no such qualification appears on the
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face of the bill of lading. Bradstreet v. Heran, 2 Blatchi. 116; Meyer
v. Peck, 28 N. Y. 598; 112 Sticks of T'imber, 8 Ben. 214,

The case of Jessel v. Bath, L. R. 2 Exch. 267, is almost identical
with the present. There the plaintiff was the assignee for full value
and bora fide holder of the bill of lading of goods shipped on the de-
fendant’s vessel, and brought his action to recover for a short deliv-
ery of manganese. The bill of lading was similar to the. present,
stating “weight, contents, and value unknown.” The court unani-
mously held that the action could not be maintained, either at com.,
mon law or on the statute of 18 & 19 Viet., it appearing that the de-
fendants delivered all that they had received, though less than the
number of kilogrammes stated in the bill of lading. KeLry, C. B., says
the bill of lading “may be reasonably and fairly read as meaning that
a quantity of manganese had been received on board, appearing to
amount to thirty.three tons, but that the person signing the bill
would not be liable for any deficiency, inasmuch as he had not in fact
ascertained, and therefore did not know, the true weight.”

MarTIN, B, says:

“The person, therefore, signing the bill of lading by signing for the
amount, with this qualification, ¢weight, contents, and value unknown,’
- merely means to say that the weight is represented to him to be so much,
but that he has himself no knowledge of the matter. The insertion of the
weight in the margin, and the calculation of freight upon it, does not carry
the matter any further; he calculates the freight, as it is his duty to do, upon
the weight as stated to him. The qualification is perfectly reasonable, and I
do not understand how a statement so qualified binds any one.”

Brauwerr, B., says:

“This document, though apparently contradictory, means this: A certain
quantity of manganese has been brought on board, which is said by the ship-
per, for the purpose of freight, to amount to so much, but I do not pretend
or undertake fo know whether or not that statement of weight is correct.
On a bill of lading so made out I think no one could be liable in such an ac-
tion as the present.”

These cases seem decisive on this branch of the present contro-

© versy.

Again, the indorsee of the bill of lading brings this action in rem
against the vessel for short delivery. The case of Pollard v. Vinton,
105 U. 8. 7, the case of Hubbersty v. Ward, 8 Exch. 330, and other
authorities cited in Pollard v. Vinton, seem to me to hold that the
vessel cannot be bound, whatever may be the liability of the master,
for goods not put on board. In Maude & P. Law Merch. Shipp.
343, it is said, generally, that “the master has, as against his owners,
no authority ‘to sign bills of lading for goods not received on board ;
nor has he power to, nor does he, charge his owners by signing bills
of lading for a greater quantity of goods than those on board; and
all persons taking bills of lading by indorsement, or otherwise, must
be taken to have notice of this.” Thé vessel cannof, in this case, be
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held liable for any short delivery, and the libel of the Credit Lyon-
nais must be dismissed, with costs.

In the libel for freight, there'is a question how much freight can
be claimed. The vessel was chartered by her owner to H. J. Mor-
rens, who agreed to load from 410 to 420 tons of old, heavy, wrought,
scrap-iron, at the rate of 22 shillings per 20 cwt., one-third payable on
signing bills of lading, and the rest on delivery of the cargo, “the
owner and master to have an absolute lien on the cargo for all freight,
dead freight, and demurrage.” The iron shipped at Odessa belonged
to the charterer. It was weighed in the city and thence brought sev-
eral miles to the dock. After it had arrived there, a considerable
amount was thrown out, before shipment, as unfit, by the charterer’s
agent, and other portions were stolen, so that considerably less than
the lowest amount, namely, 410 tons, stipulated for in the charter,
was furnished to the vessel. Under the stipulation for dead freight,
the vessel had a lien on the 368 tons shipped for the full freight, at
the rate of 22 shillings per 20 cwt., upon the 410 tons agreed to be
furnished. The bill of lading was made out for 406,000 kilos, equal
to 400 tons, or 10 tons onlyless than the stipulated amount; but the
master was confident that there was even less than this, and he hes-
itated about signing the bill of lading for fhat amount, but was as- -
sured by the shipper’s agent that any difference would be deducted.
In the body of the bill of lading, freight was specified “to be paid on
the said goods, 22 shillings per 1,015 kilos, as per margin,” and in
the margin were the following entries, “freight fo be paid for four
hundred ten tons, £451. Received 1-—£150.6.8. To pay in New
York, £300.18.4. Bigned for shipper. G. WertH.”

There is no reference in the bill of lading to the charter-party; the
indorsee of the bill of lading is not, therefore, affected by its provis-
iens, except in so far as he had notice of it, and so put on inquiry,
equivalent to notice. He has a right to rely upon the bill of lading,
and cannot be held liable for dead freight, which is the subject of the
present. controversy, beyond what is required by the bill of lading
itself. Conceding this to the fullest extent, it is impossible for me
to read this bill of lading all fogether, without holding that the Credit -
Lyonnais were not only put upon inquiry by the peculiar chardcter of
the several clauses which this bill of lading contained in regard to
payment of freight, and the amount, but also that they had express
notice that the sum of £451, less the one-third already paid, was to
be paid upon delivery of the cargo, as for 410 tons. The statement
in the body of the bill of lading that freight was to be paid, 22
shillings for 1,015 kilos, is qualified by reference to the margin, which
shows that 410 tons was to be paid for, while the amount stated to
be received on board, namely, 406,000 kilos, amounted to only 400
tons. Here was a very plain ambiguity, even in this part of the bill
of lading, which was of itself sufficient to put the indorsee on inquiry ;
and inquiry could not have failed to disclose the existence of the
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charter-party, and the right of the vessel to receive freight on 410
tons. But again, the indorsements in the margin of the bill of lading,
made and signed by the agent of the shipper, expressly direct “freight
to be paid for 410 tons,” namely, £451, which 410 tons amount to,
at the rate of 22 shillings per ton. Deducting £150, the margin then
reads “to pay in New York, £300.13.4.” Here, then, is a specific
adjustment of the amount of freight to be paid in New York, arrived
at by computation, with the shipper’s direction that that amount is
to be paid and collected in New York, although it disagrees with the
'prescribed rate and weight, as given in the body of the bill of lading.
The object of this indorsement by the shipper’s agent was, as seems
to me, plainly to give express notice, both to the captain thaf he
must co]]ect the full amount on delivery, not holding the charterer
upon his charter for any deficiency in freight, and also to notify the
indorsee of the amount which he must pay. That this amount was
irrespective of the actual weight of iron receipted for, and, therefore,
necessarily irrespective of the amount of weight delivered, appears
upon the very face of the bill of lading.

By force of the terms of the bill of lading itself, therefore, I must
hold that the Credit Lyonnais is liable for the full balance of the
stipulated freight, and a decree should be entered therefor, with costs.

Tar JExNIE B. GILEEY.
Baker and others v. Lorina.
(Cireuit Court, D. Massachusetts. January 22, 1884.)

1. ADMIRALTY LAW —ScHOONER’S LIABILITY FOR NECESsARY SUPPLIES — WHAT
ﬁonsmEnEn THE “ HoME PoRT” OF A VLSBEL-— REEIDENCE oF OWNER OR

ASTER

1t is well established that the port of registry is gréma facie the home port of
a vessel, and this presumption must be overcome hy clear proof, before any other
home is taken as the true one; but it has often been decided, too, that the place
of residence of the owners of a vessel is to be considered the home port, even
when the registration is in another state, if the facts of ownership and residencs
were known, or might have been known, to the material-man. But as to ma-
jority and minority ownership, or as between the managing or not managing
ownership, quwre.

2. SAME—NAME oF PoRT oN THE STERN.

The statute requiring the name of the port of registry to be painted on a ves-
sel’s stlun is intended to give to all persons interested notice of the home of the
vessse

3. BAME—MASTER—ACTING AND MANAGING OWNER ”~—SAILING ON SHARES.

Where a schooner was sailed by the master on shares, he to supply and man
her, and Dpay a certain part of the net earnings to the owners, héld, tgat he was
not the ** acting and managing owner,” in the sense of Rev. bt’. $ 4141 but the
charterer: and that his sailing on forelgn voyages from New York more or less
often would not make New York his *usual re51dence,” under that section, if
his family lived in Massachusetts.




