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Ayres, an infected port, and it was not stated that she had passed quar-
antine. Here was express written notice of her still continuing liability
to spread contagious disease. The of the Spanish consul could not
in the slightest degtee have the essential.cbaracter.of this cer-
tificate, or given it the effect of a clean bill of health. Key West, more-
over, was but 36 hours distant by steamer from Progresso. Three or
four days, therefore, would have been sufficient to obtain the had
that been all that was necessary to enable the ship to enter at Progresso.
She remained atProgresso for 26 days, and during this time the charter-
er's agents there were in .correspondence with, the master and the local
and national board of health. No suggestion was made by any of them
that the by the Spanish consul at Key West would remove the ob-
jection to her entrY,or be of any use. Tlie master testifies that no ob-
jection to the lack of a consularM was ever made; but that the objec-
tion was that she had come from Buenos Ayres, an infected port, as
her Key West papers stated. I am satisfied this is the truth, and
that theabselilce of the was not the real objection to her entry, bnt
the fact of her infectious character, and because she had not obtained,
and had not been willing to wait in quarantine at Key West long enough
to obtain, aeIean bill of health. For this the charterer was directly re-
sponsible.
For the small item of damage through the misdelivery or miscarriage

of goods, the vessel is liable, no sufficient ground being shown to absolve
her from- that risk. If the amount of that item is not agreed on, a ref.
erence may be taken to ascertain it. The other claims are dismissed.
Decrees may be drawn accordingly.
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L JlARITnDIl LIENs--RBPAms-AUTHORITY 01' CHARTERBR.
. An .owner who allows another to have full possession and management of aves-
881. and thus to become the owner for the voyage, pro hacmce, must be presumed
to consent that,the vessel shall be liable for all repairs necessary to enable her to
pursue the vo;vage, and that the special owner may bind the vessel for this purpose.

I. SAMB-ADVANOEMENTS AT OWNER'S RBQUBST.
A third person, who, at the owner's request, pays for necessary repairs upon a

vessel, is entitled to a lien for repayment.
a. SAME-WAIVER-DELIVERY OJ!' VESSEL.

A maritime lien for repairs is in the nature of a proprietary right, and 18 Dot lost
by merely delivering the vessel to the owner before payment.

.. BAME-W AIVER_EvIDBNOE. '
Repairs made upon a foreign vessel were admittedly necessary to enable her to

prosecute bervoyalr8. The owner was not a resident of the state, and in making
the contract stated that he was then without funds to pay for the repairs. The
ve8881 WM to be delivered to him on completlon, and he was to pay haif the bill SO
clayathereafter, and the remainder as the vessel earned the money. The vessel
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wa!l delivered, 1:lut no 'part of the bill was paid at the expira1iiol1 of the SO days.
Held that, although the evidenoe indioated that the repairs were made partly upon
,, 'the credit of' the owner, there was nothing to show an intention to waive the lien.

a.. SAKE-"-CoNTRACT-EvIDBli'CB. . .
Where the evidence is oonfiiotl!;lg as to whether an oral contract to repair aves-

'SEll limited the oharge to $700 or $800, the fact that the owner, on reoeiving a bill
for $2,100, although oritioising it'severely. does not repUdiate it, blitonly asks for

of payment, will be deemed sufficient to show that,no suoh umitation was
agreed upon.

In Admiralty. Libel by the Saml. L. Moore & Sons:Company against
the steam-lighter Lime Rock for repairs. Decree for libelant.

Thcrmn.8 P. Murtha and Diven, Gray Sturge8, for libelant.
Henry W. Bate8, for claimant.

GREEN, District Judge. This is an action in rem brought by the libel.
ant corporation, to recover the sum of $2,148.91 for materials furnished,
labor performed, Rnd moneys laid out and expended during July and
August,1891,in repairing and equipping the steam-lighter Lime Rock.
It appears Jrom' the testimony 'taken in the cause that the lighter was
owned by Louise E.Bates; that on or about the 16th of July, 1891,
Henry W.Bates,whodescribed himself as "bailee for hire" of the
lighter,aildwho was in factthehusband· of the owner, came to the ship-
yard of the libelant corporation at Elizabethport, in this state, to make
arrangements for the repairiiigandequipping of the vessel, so that she
mighV'earn her living." Mr. Bates was accompanied by his wife, but
he did not disclose to the officers of the libelant corporation that she was
thereal·Q,wner. In her presence, and with her tacit consent, he began
and carried on a conversation with the officers oithaUbelantcorporation,
who were there present, which finally resulted in an agreement for the
repairing and equipping of the vessel. This agreement, unfortunately,
was not reduced to writing, and the contradictory recollection of it, and
the diverse constructions put upon the conversation, give rise to the real,
and practically the only dispute in this controversy. As has
been stated, Mr. Bates describes himself as "bailee for hire" of the ves-
sel. He admitted,J.lRon that ,he hired and paid the
crew, took 'charge of the running of the boat, making her contracts for
carrying cargoes, and ,paying all the bills, including those for repairs,
which might be incurred upon a voyage.
It is well settled that when a general owner allows the charterer to

have the cOnttol, management, and possession of the vessel, and thus
become the owner for the voyage, pro hac vice, he must be assumed to
consent that the vessel shall be answerable for all necessary repairs and
supplies to enll-ble her to pursue her voyage, and that the special owner
may lawfully bind the interest of the general ownerin the vessel in this
behalf.
Mr> Bates,bearing, then, this character of" oWner for the voyage,»

caused the Hghter to be. brought to the libelant's yard to be repaired, in
pursuance of and under the terms agreed upon in: the conversation here-
tofore referred to. But he insists, and in fact testifies, that there was
'-Qade, at the time aIlqded to, a special contract, entered into with the
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libelant corporation, to repair and equip the vessel for a sum not to ex-
ceed $700 or $800, of which sum, he further insists it was agreed be-
tween the parties contracting, he was to pay one-half within 30 days
after the repairs had been completed, and the balance as the lighter
should earn it thereafter. On the other hand the libelant corporation,
by all its officers and agents, who know of the agreement at its inception,
or who became acquainted with its terms as the work upon the lighter
progressed, basing their knowledge upon statements and admissions of
Bates, give testimony tending to show that no certain sum was named
by Bates or the libelant corporation as the price of the repairs which
wereto be put upon the lighter, but that the real agreement entered into
was this: that all such repairs should be done as were necessary, in the
judgment of the officers or agents of the libelant corporation, to put the
vessel in fair condition for the voyage she was about to undertake,-"to
earn her living," to quote Mr. Bates' own language. The bill for the
repairs, when done, amounted to $2,032.04, to which wasadded.the
amount of a bill for certain repairs put upon the vessel about the same
time at the ship-yard of a Mr. Starin, amounting to $57.47, which was
paid by the libelant corporation to Mr. Starin, and which repairs were
niade with the consent and at the request of Mr. Bate&•.asthe bailee of
the lighter in possession, or as agent for his wife,the claimant in this
caae. The lighter, .after the completion of the repairs, was delivered
into the possession of Mr. Bates. When the bill was presented, Mr.

refusing or neglecting to pay the one-half of it, or any part thereof,
although the time for which credit was given had elapsed, this libel was
1;.l!:d by the libelant corporation to enforce its collection.
It seems quite clear from the testimony that, at the first interview

tween the officers of the libelant corporation and Mr.. Bates, it was the
opinion of the latter th.at the proposed repairs, of which he had made a
memorandum in writing, would not exceed the sum of $700 or $800 in
his judgment; but I am equally clear that the weight of testimony
shows that no such, or indeed any, limit; in cost of proposed repairs,
was insisted upon by Mr. Bates as a part of the or was as-
sented to by the libelant corporation. All the witnesses for the libelant
unequivocally testify that no such limit was fixed, and that no contract
to repair the vessel either for 8700 or $800, or any other definite sum,
was entered into. The officers whoso testify are the officers with whom
the conversation was had in which Mr. Bates declares that such contract
wllsmade. Tbey do not deny that Mr. Bates, who, by the way, is a.
counselor at lll.w, and not a prnctical ship-master, did say that he
thought such repairs as were necessary would cost no more tban $700
or $800, but they themselves declined to give any judgment as to cost
until they inspected the vessel. While, on the other hand, nowhere do
the witnesses for the claimant, other than Mr. Bates himself, testify to
any definite contract with the libelant corporation for the sum named.
It is true tbat there is some testimony-cbiefly tbat given by Mr. Bates

inferentially tends to substant.iate the contention of the
claimant; but I think, when it is carefully scanned, it must be regarded

v.49F.no.5-25
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as "ery lGOse and indefinite; and cannot beheld to overbalance the much
weightier testimony offered on the part of the libelant. Besides this
failure of direct evidence to sustain this claim, some minor circum-
stances,not denied by Mr. Bates, clearly show that no definite sum was
agreed upon as the contract price of the proposed repairs. For exam-
pleiwheti the bill of expenses had run up to quite $800, the alleged
limit,'(Uld the repairs scarcely begun, the captain of the lighter, who
had been left in charge of her, gave to the libelant corporation orders
for equipment and repairs which its officers judged unnecessary and ex-
traordinary. Mr. Bates was thereupon requested to come to the ship-
yard of the libelant, and, upon inspecting what had been done, judge
for himself of the necessity andwi.sdom of rlttifying the orders of his
captain. Mr. Bates carne, and, disapproving of some of the captain's
orders1fel'udiated themj but, as to others, affirmed them, and then
made;a speCial requestor the libelant that as to all other repairs there-
after to be; done to the vessel,thelibelant corporation should take direc-
tionfromhimalone.Atthia very time the limit of the alleged con-
tract price had been: renched. Only a small portion of the repairs
which, by: his memorandcim, Mr. Bates had ordered to be done, had
been completed.. and the major part was still to be put upon the vessel.
If, -the>whole pnce for all the repairs was to be only $700 or $800, what
diffe1'Elnee could it possibly make to Bates if the orders of the captain
were extravagant? If·· fairly inell1l.ded in the· repairs or equipments that
were to be made and furnished, they were already valued by the libel-
ant corporation, a<Jcording ,to his account,at $700 or $800j and, no
matter what they cost,that sum fixed the limit of Bates' responsibility.
But heitloesndt act ripon this theory. He repudiates orders of his cap-
tain, and limits the libelant corporation to the acceptance of his own
ordetsalone, solely tel limit his pecuniary responsibility. In any other
view,His action cannot be understood. It is not seriously controverted
that all the repairs done, and all the materials furnished, were done and
furnished, not only with the knowledge and approval of Mr. Bates, but
upon his direct order.' ;He must have assumed, therefore, the pecuniary
responsibility consequent upon their furnishing.
Again, when the bill for the whole amount of repairs was presented

to Mr. Bates for payment, he, indeed,criticised it severely, as much
larger than it ought to have beenj butat no time did he repudiate it,
but again 'and again promised to pay it 65 speedily as be could obtain
the money, declaring at the time the bill was presented that he had no
means whatever to pay it, and he could only obtain the necessary funds
from the earnings of the lighter. Had the claim so presented been un·
righteously and unlawrullyincre:ased by the libelant corporation from
$700 to $2',ilOO; would:it be likely'that Mr. Bates would have considered
the question of its payment for a single moment? Would he not in-
stantlyha:ve repudiated the account,'tendered to the libelants, accord-
ing to bfsalleged contract, one-half of 8700, or $800, as covering the
whole of his liability at that time, and·as 'all the moneys which he was
then bound to pay, and set his boat to earning the other half of the
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Contract price? Yet he doeS bot pretehdthat he offered to payor that
he tendered any part of the account as presented, iU'cash, at the end of
30 days after the repairs were'liiade,as he' says he agreed to do origi-
nally, nor at any other time; nor did he ever tender or offer to pay the
one-half of the $700 or 8800 at any time, but failed and neglected or re·
fused wholly so to do. His whole plea was for delay further credit.
He desired the libelants to wait for their money until the lighter should
earn the amount of their bill. Can such conduct be reconciled with the
contention of the claimant? Other circumstances could be referred to
in justification of the conclusion that no specific SUOl was ever agreed
upon as the price or consideration of the repairs that were to be made
to the lighter by the libelant corporation, uut it is not deemed necessa.ry
to refer to them in detail. I ,content myself with repeating that the
weight of the evidence is opposed to the allegation of the claimant, that
the contract price was a fixed, definite amount, and, as it seems to tue,
sustains clearly the allegation in this respect made by the libelant cor-
poration.
The claimant further insists that the special contract entered into by

the libelant corporation and Bates ma.kes it clear that credit for the re-
pairs was given to Bates personally, and that such repairs were not to
constitute a lien upon the lighter, and, further, that, if they were to con-
stitute such lien, that lien was lost by the delivery of the vessel into
the possession of the claimant before it was enforced. If this were a
common-law lien for repairs or for the furnishing. of supplies to the ves-
sel, the delivery of the vessel upon which they were put, to the owner,
would undoubtedly destroy it. But this is not a common-law, but a'
maritime, lien. The Lime Rock was a foreign vessel. Her owner was
not a resident of the state of New Jersey. 'The repairs done by the
libelant corporation, admittedly, were absolutely necessary to enable her
to proceed upon her contemplated voyage. It was stated by the.owner
yro hac vice that he was entirely without funds, or practically so, to pay
for the repairs ordered to be made. Thus it seems that every element
which goes to constitute the maritime lien was here present. Such lien
is not destroyed by the loss of possession of the res. A lien of this
character is in the nature of a proprietary right in the res itself, and will
follow it into the hands even of an innocent purchaser without notice.
The mere delivery of the lighter, therefore, to the claimant, when the
repairs were completed, does not interfere in any degree with the libel-
ant's rights, unless it can be shown that the lien was expressly waived.
As to the other matter of defense,-that the credit was given to Bates

persona1ly,-I think it may be taken as a fair deduction from the testi-
mony that the credit was originally given partially to Mr. Bates, but r
cannot conclude that the libelant corporation intended, under the cir-
cumstances, to divest itself of the right to enforce its claim by lien if the
owner pro hac vice failed to keep his contract. It is quite true that the
vessel was to be put back, by the agreement, into the possession of its
owner, 30 days before any payment on account of the repairs was to be
made, and after that payment the vessel was still to be left in the posses-
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e;.,On of,the owner, that she might earn the balance of the debt; but it is
equally apart of the contract in this case, that the one-half of the bill for
repairs was to be paid promptly at the end of 30 days after the comple-
tion of the repairs. Had the claimant or her owner pro hac vice per-
formed that part of the contract,adjfferent case might have been pre-
sented from that now under consideration. But it is well settled that a
maritiIPlillien is entirely consistent with a credit given for its payments,
unlesss,uch lien be expressly waived. Repairs put upon a vessel under
the circumsw.nces .that the repairs were put upon this vessel, raise a
strong,pre$umption that theywere put ,there upon the credit of the ves-
sel, anq, not, upon the credit of the owner: and it is incuD,;1bent upon the
claimant, to show by weight 'of !'lvidence thllt the lien was actually given
up, inorger to rebut that presumption. The burden is upon him.
Not only <1,oes he fail to show such action on the part of the libelant
corporatiol1, but, when pressed for the of the claim due to it,
hehimsEllfrecognizes the right of the libelant to lien, and, on that
ground, to-wit, that the libelant has such lien upon the vessel for the
bill, insisted that it ought to be lenitmt, and not press him into im-
medil1te settlement. This. plea is entirely inconsistent with the theory
that the libelant corporation had surrendered its lien. The true prin-
ciple is that if the labor charged for has, been performed, or the repairs.
done and the qlaterial furnished, for tile vessel, no matter in what way
the owner agreed to pay, if he, fails to pay according to the agreement,
he who ,furnishes the materials, or performs the labor, or completes the
repairs haall: right to resort to the security provided by law. I am
of the opiniol1, therefore, that in this case the libelant porporation never
intende<i and, in fa,ct did not dive!;lt itself of its right to lien; that right
WIlS re.servedtl) itself in' case the owner, failed to comply with the
terroflof his contract, and pay one-halfofthe cost of. the repairs within
30 days, after the repl\.irs were completed. This defense cannot avail
the claimant.
As to the, items which go to form. the, amount of the Starin claim,

I cannot'agref,l, with the contention of the counsel for the claimant,
that they do not afford ground for a maritime lien. These repairs, as
it appears frorn the testimony, were put upon this vessel under the
supervision of Mr. Bates, and they were paid for, at his request, by
the l.ibelant corporation. They constituted it lien upon the boat be-
forepayment,and it is settled that all advances of money made to pay
off claims of such a nature, upon the credit of the vessel, as these claims
were, and which constitute liens in admiralty, have the benefit of the
lien, with tJ;J.e same rank as the originltl claim. The itllm of 334 meals
furnished to. a portion of the crew at a hotel near Elizabethport, while
the vessel WIl8 being repaired, cannot be included in this claim. Under
the they afforu no basis for a lien, and must be strick..-I
out. Let ,the usual decr,ee be entered.


