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Salvage serVIces are rewarded in proportion to the danger attend-
ing them, to the peril from which the property was rescued, and to the
energy, promptitude, skill, and success with which the salvage is af-
fected. When of the requisite grade in these respects, the amount
awarded is fixed with some reference to the values saved. In this case
I will give a decree for 3t per cent. of those values, or In
the second libel filed I will give a decree for the amount claimed, or
$4:70.70. .
The libelants claimed in argument 10 per cent. of the value of the

property recovered, or $16,000; but as a compromise, to avoid the
necessity of suing, reduced the amount of the bill presented to $10,-
000. I do not, in view of all the eircumstances of the case, feel jus-
tified in_awarding a larger amount than $6,000, as above stated.

BLOWERS v. ONE WIR£ RoPE CABLE.

(District Court, S. D. New York. January 18, 1884.)

1. SnIPPING-FREIGHT, LIEN FOR.
A barge has presumptively a lien for her freight upon the goods laden Olt

board, which is not waived by any provisions of the contract of hire not abso-
lutely incompatible with the enforcement of the lien at the time of delivery.

2. SAME-'CONTRACT TO TAKE ON BOARD WIRE CABLE.
A contract to take on board wire cable in New York to be laid in the Erie

canal, freight, the hire of the barge, at a per diem rate, to be paid as soon as the
cable is laid, is not incompatible with such a lien, and with proceedings to en-
force it at once in default of payment as agreed.

3. SAME-PRIVATE ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN MANUFACTURER AND OWNER.
Where wire cable was laden on board a barge by the manufacturer, pursuant

to an agreement between the shipper and the owner of the barge, of which
the manufacturer was chargeable with knowledge, held, that the barge had a
lien upon the cable for her freight pursuant to the contract, and that such lien
was not affected by the private arrangement between the manufacturer and
shipper, not known tothe libelant, that the cable should be paid for on delivery,
nor by the fact that the manufacturers, upon completing the of the cable,
kept the shore end fast upon their premises, so as not to permit the departure of
the barge with the cable abroad. Held, also, that the cable, as hetween the man-
ufacturers ,and the libelant, must be regarded as laden on account of the libel.
ant's contract, and as the goods of the shipper, and that the manufacturers
were estopped from denying this, as respects the libelant, although, as between
the manufacturers and the shipper, the title may not have passed.

4. SAME-LIEN ARISES, WHEN.
A maritime lien for freight arises from the time the goods are 'laden on

board.
6. SAME-LIEN AS AGAINST MANUFACTURER.

As the barge under her contract with the shipper would, as against him, be
entitled to a lien on the goods during the time the vessel was detained by reason
of his not fulfilling his contract with the libelant, held, that the lien existed to
the same extent as against the manufacturers, who, ftlr their own benefit, had
held the vessel fast by the shore of of the cable until they removed the ca·
ble under the stipulation given in this suit.
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The libel in this case was filed by the owner of the barge E. M.
Greenman, to recover freight under an agreement for the transporta-
tion of some 15 miles of wire rope cable from the city of New York,
to be laid in the Erie canal. The charter was executed on Septem-
ber 10, 1880, between the New York Steam Cable Company and the
libelant, whereby the latter agreed "to furnish the canal-boat E. M.
Greenman, of Buffalo, for the of on board and laying
in the Erie canal a quantity of cable of the parties of the second part,
the boat to be maintained in good condition and sufficiently manned,
at $5 per day from the time of commencing to load until reaching
the Erie canal at West Troy, after which $6.50 per day, until fully
unloaded;" and the cable comp.any thereby agreed "to pay the sum
above mentioned upon performance of the agreement." At the time
the charter was signed the cable company had agreed with the Wire
Rope Manufacturing Company, by verbal contract, for the manufac-
ture at its factory, near tbe wharf at One Hundred and Fiftieth street,
Harlem, of the cable in question, to be delivered along-side the wharf,
on board of a boat to be sent by the cable company, as the cable was
manufactured; and upon delivery to be paid for by the cable com-
pany, one-half in cash and the other half in stock of that company.
The manufacturing company also agreed, as part of the contract, to
pay to the cable company one-half of the expense of the boat during
the time it lay at the wharf taking the cable aboard.
The president of the cable company, after this agreement, procured

the libelant's boat to be sent to the wharf under the above charter,
where it arrived on the thirteenth of September, 1880. The cable
was manufactured and put on board by the manufacturing company,
at the rate of about a mile a day, and the lading completed on the third
of October, 1880. The <lable lay in a single coil extending the whole
length of the barge, fore and aft, but running ashore into the manu-
facturing company's factory and there,connected with the machinery,
but was not cut off or let loose so that the barge could depart. The
manufacturers thereupon demanded pay for the cable according to the
terms of the contract with the cable company, but not obtaining the
cash payment agreed on, continued to hold the shore end of the cable
fastened to their premises. Numerous interviews took place between

agents of the two companies and the libelant, having reference to
the payment of their respective demands. The cable company, during
the three or four months· following, paid the libektnt, as his boat lay
at the wharf, some 10 payments, amounting altogether to not quite
$200, and the agent of the manufacturing company, at the request of
the president of the cable company, paid the libelant the sum of
$52.50, on account of its one-half part of the expenses of the boat
while lying at the wharf and receiving the cable on board, pursuant
to the agreement between the two companies. The cable company
became insolvent, and went into the hands of a receiver, who declined
to interfere in the matter.



446 'rBDJDBAIi REPORTER.

In the spring and summer 0,£ 1881, the barge remaining' all the
time at the wharf, and the shore end of the cable still fastened in the
manufactory, the libelant or his' attorney, in several interviews and
letters, required payment of the amount due the boat under the
mant, and that she be released by the removal of the cable, and
threatened to remove it himself if this was not done. The vice presi-
dent and superintendent of the manufacturing company always ob-
jected to this, and throughout this long period encouraged the libelant
in the expectation that all difficulties would be settled through the
action of the cable company or its president, Foote, and fre-
quently forbade removalof the wire from the barge. On the nineteenth
of July, 1881, the present libel was filed against the cable for the libel-
ant's claim. The manufacturing company appeared as claimants,
and thereupon removed it from the barge, and, in their defense to the
action, claimed that under the charter no lien attached; and,8econd,
that there was no such delivery of the cable on board as subjected it
to any claim of the libelant.
J.A. Hyla,nd, for libelant.
Scudder d; Garter and Ueo. A. Black, for respondents.
BROWN, J. It is claimed that no lien could attwch under the char"

ter in this case, because the provision that the freight was not to be
due until the vessel had performed her contract, that is, until the
cable had been laid in the Erie canal, shows that no lien on the
<lable was contemplated, and that Done could have been enforced by
action if the freight or hire of the barge had not been paid according
to contract as soon as the cable had been laid. It is undoubtedly
true that where the express stipulations as to payment of freight are
incompatible with a claim upon the cargo, the lien will be deemed
waived. Ruggles v.Bucknor, l Paine, 363; Raymondv. Tyson, 17How.
53, 61. But in this case payment was due upon performance as in
the ordinary cases of the transportation of goods on freight; nor do
I perceive anything in the fact that the cable was laid in the canal
incompatible with the right of the libelant immediately to procetld to
libel the cable, as it lay, by a suit in rem, alid to attach and seize it
through the marshal, as in other cases, if the charterer had failed to
pay the contract price upon the delivery being complete. I under-
stand, the law, as generally administered, to be that the lien of
the vessel upon the goods, and of the goods upon the vessel, at-
taches from the moment the goods are laden on board, and· not from
the time only when the ship breaks ground. The Bird of Paradise,
5 Wall. 545, 562, 563; Bulkley v. Naumkeag, etc., Go. 24 How. 886,
393; The Yankee Blade, 19 How. 82; 1 ParB. Shipp. & Adm. 174,
and notes; The Hermitage, 4 ·Blatchf. 474; The Eddy, 5 Wall. 481,
494. This objection, therefore, cannot be sustained.
The situation of the barge, with 15 miles of cable on board, but

made fast at the shore end upon the manufacturer's premises, is
doubtless a peculiar one. The manufacturing company did not· in-
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tend'to lllake a. complete delivery, in favoi' of the dable' company, ex"'
cept on receipt of the cash payment agreed on, and it is claimed that
they were, therefore, in possession of the cable while it was on the
barge through the control they exercised over it by holding fast to the
shore end. The m.anufacturers, however, are clearly chargeable with
notice of the relations of the libelant to the'cable company. In load-
ing the cable on board they could not have supposed that the barge
belonged to the cable company. They:knewthat it came under some
contract with the libelant, by which he was to have pay for the Use
olit, for they agreed to pay one-half of the expenses 'of the vessel
while she was receiving the wire, and they subsequently ma.de a pay-
ment on, thisa.ccollnt'.' So far as the libelant was concerned, there-
fore,they:must he held to be chargeable with knowledge of the con-
tract between him and the cable company, and that in the ordinary
course of business the libelant would have a lien for the hire of thO'
boat upon all cable put aboard. They mast be held,therefore, to
have laden the cable on board the libelatit's boat pursuant to his con-
tract with the cable company. The libelant, in receiving it onhoard'.
received it in execution of his contract with the cable company, and
the manufacturers in putting it aboard did, so on account of the cable
company, at least so far as respects the lib,elant's rights. The libel.
ant had no knowledge of the terms of the contract between the two
companies, .and there were no circumstances ,putting him upon in-
quiry. He had no right to refuse to receive the wire on board when
tendered by the manufacturers; on the cont'tary, -he was bound to
receive the cable on board, precisely ashe' did accept it; and in thu8
accepting it and permitting it to be laden on board. he received it ev-
idently under, and in part execution of; the contract of affreightment;'
and the manufacturers are clearly ch8,rgeable with notice of these
facts. ' It is clear, tbeJ;efore, us it seems -to me, that the libelant could'
not be bound to receive the wire on board under his contract without
at the same time acquiring that liep oll,the oable which by the mari-
time law attaches to goods fromthemoIllent they are laden on board;
Had the manufacturers desired to put the 'cable on bpard under such
qualifications and restrictions as would prevent the ordinary lien of
the vessel from attaching, theywere bound -to give,the libelant express
notice of this intention and condition on loading; and the libelant
might in that case have lawfully refused to receive the cable on board
under such qualifications. - As the manufacturers did not do ,this
must beheld, as respects the libelant, to be estopped from denying
that they loaded the goods on board the barge as the goods of the ca.
ble company, and to subjected the to the lien
of the vessel thereon, without regard to their own private relations to
the cable company as respects their right to payment on delivery.
Faith v. East Ind.. 00. 4 Barn. & Ald. 630. The same principle of
estoppel as regal'ds the lien of material-men upon'vessels ai-thei...
equipme:t;lt, without regard 1.0 the actual title,has been applied in the

•
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case of The May Queen, 1 Spr. 588; The St. Jago de Ouba,9 Wheat.
409, 418; and The Sarah Starr, 1 Bpr. 453.
As respects the cable company, it is manifest that the delivery of
cable was not complete, and was not intended by the manufac-

turers to be complete, until they should obtain the cash payment
agreed upon; but· this, so far as the libelant was concerned, was a
;;ecret arrangement between the two companies, of which the libelant
had no knowledge; and the intention of the manufacturers to hold on
to the shore end of the cable, instead of cutting it loose, when the
whole amount was put on board, was in no way communicated to the
libelant until the cable had all been loaded. The manufacturers be-
ing then unable to obtain their pay, refused to cut the shore end of
the cable so as to allow the vessel to depart and perform her contract,
and in their endeavor by subsequent negotiations with the cable com-
pany and the receiver to procure their pay, they kept the vessel in that
condition, and would neither remove the cable nor suffer it to .depart.
The manufacturers, it is true, were not, as respects the cable com-

pany, bound to deliver the cable or suffer the vessel to depart with-
out being paid according to their contract. The cable company in
omitting to pay for the cable as their contract provided, so as to per-
mit the departure of the. vessel, in effect obstructed and prevented
the further performance by the vessel of her contract after the cable
had been taken aboard, though the vessel was ready to proceed and
complete her contract. The vessel is entitled, therefore, to compen-
sation according to the contract price prior to reaching West Troy.
The manufacturers have no equity to contest this, for the reason that,
having put the wire on board with substantial knowledge or notice of
the libelant's rights, they could not afterwards, upon failure to get
their pay 80S expected, rightfully keep the vessel tied to the wharf
for their own benefit, in the hope of speedy payment for the cable
put on board.
By the charter the libelant was to h1tve five dollars a day for the

vessel until she arrived at Troy.. She has been prevented from the
full performance of her contract, after having taken the cable aboard,
through the default of the charterer; and, by this default, with the con-
current acts of the claimants, the vessel was detained until the cable
was removed from on board, under the bond given by the claimants
on August 23, 1881, after this libel was filed, in all 343 days, mak-
ing $1,715. The increased price of the barge after reaching the Erie
canal is presumably on account of the increased expense subsequently
attaching. The time during which she was detained at the wharf
was far more than sufficient for the laying· of the cable, so that full
compensation for her contract will be given by an allowance of the
stipulated price of five dollars per day for the time during which she
had the cable on board, amounting to $1,715, from which, deducting
$240.50 already paid, a balance remains due of $1,474.50. Where
a lien on the cargo for freight exists, it extends also as against the
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freighter, by the maritime law, though otherwise at common law, to
demurrage and damages for the unreasonable detention of the vessel,
though not expressly agreed upon. The Hermitage, 4: Blatchf. 474:;
The Hyperion's Oargo, 2 Low. 93; Sprague v. West, Abb. Adm. 548.
But in the present case, compensation for the vessel, while lying at the
wharf with the cable on board, is not in the nature of damage for de-
tention, but is a part of the express contract of the charter to pay
for the vessel at the rate of :five dollars per day until arrival at Troy.
The libelant is thersfore entitled to a decree for $1,474:.50, with

interest from August 23, 1881, with costs.

THE: ROCKAWAY, etc.

THE eto.

(District Court, 8. D. New York. January 15,1884

1. CoLLISION-A.NCHoRED VESSEL-PRESUMPTION.
Where a steamer in motion collides with a vessel properly anchored, the pre-

sumption of fault is upon the former.
2. SAME-RINGING BELJ,-SNOW.

There being no positive rule nor settled usage for a vessel at anchor to ring
a bell in thick snow, held, such vessel is not in fault for not ringing a bell dur-
ing a thick squall of snow of a few minutes' duration only.

3. SAME-CASE STATED.
Where the ferry-boat R., running from Hunter's Point to Seventh street,

New York, her usual course being near where the bark S. was anchored off
Nineteenth street, was overtaken after leaving Hunter's Point by a sudden
squall of thick snow, and on passing TwentJ·.third street was embarrassed by
one of the ferry-boats of the Twenty-third street line crossing her bows, com-
pelling her to stop and back, and while so doing, and being headed well to-
wards the New York shore, she drifted down with a strong tide and ran afoul
of\he S. at anchor, .the position of the latter being previously well known to
theR, held, that the ferry-boat was in fault for not keeping further away from
the known situation of the S.; held also, that under the circumstances it was
not probable that the ringing of a bell would have been of any service to the R.
in avoiding the collision, and that the H. accordingly was alone answerable.

In Admiralty.
Shipman, Barlow, Larocque et Choate, for ferry company.
Jas. K. Hill, Wing Shoudy, 'for the Survivor.
BROWN, J. These cross-libels were filed to recover damages arising

out of a collision, which took place in the East river, off Eighteenth
street, a little after 7 o'clock in the evening of Sunday. December 26,
1880, between the brigantine Survivor and the ferry-boat Rockaway.
The brig was a new vessel of 193 tons register, belonging at Windsor,
Nova Scotia. She arrived at New York, loaded with potatoes, on the
afternoon previous, by way of Long Island sound and the East river,
and, after taken through Hell Gate by the pilot in charge, was
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