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THE PRINCETON.

HOBOKEN FERRY CO. v. THE PRINCETON.

(District Court, S. D. New York. March 26, 1894.)

COLLISION__STEAU VESSELS-FOG-SIGNALS-FERRYBOAT INSIDE OF PIER LINE.
A fel;Tyboat; in a fog, which had made her trip across the Hudson

river, and arrived inside of the line of the New York piers, and was there
maneuvering to get into her slip, was held not bound to continue the fog
signals which she had stopped on getting inside of such line, nor liable
for damages by collision to another ferryboat, which, through lack of
proper caution and watchfulness, had got within the pier lines.

Stewart & Macklin, for libelant.
Robinson, :Biddle & Ward, for respondent.

BROWN, District JUdge. On the 11th of August, 1893, at about
quarter past 6 in the morning, the ferryboat Orange, from Hobo-
ken, in making her trip to the Barclay Street ferry, during a thick
fog, came in collision with the ferryboat Princeton, near the latter's
slip at Desbrosses street. The place of collision was nearly half a
mile above Barclay street, and was so near the Desbrosses Street slip
as to be within a line running from the end of pier 41, just above,
to the end of the pier just below the ferry racks.
There is considerable difference in the testimony of the witnesses

as to the distance at which objects could be seen. But if, as the
pilot and other witnesses for the Orange testify, the masts of vessels
in the slips above could be seen shortly before reaching Desbrosses
street, there was no sufficient reason why pier 41 should have been
approached SO near without being 'perceived, or at such speed as the
Orange was evidently making. It is clear that the Orange was
intentionally brought near to the New York shore in order to make·
her way down towards Barclay street ; but in that situation, and in
SO thick a fog, she was bound to proceed with the greatest caution.
I cannot credit the testimony of her witnesses, that she was going
so slowly as they claim; nor that she was moving backward in the
water at the time of collision. I am obliged to find that through
a speed excessive for such a fog, and through a lack of proper caution
arid proper watchfulness in approaching the New York piers, she
got inside the line of the piers, and that this was the primary cause of
the collision.
As respects the Princeton, which was embarrassed in making her

slip by a tug and tow that crossed ahead of her, the only question is
whether, while maneuvering inside of the line of the piers, she was
bound to continue sounding her fog signals, which had been stopped
from the time she got inside that line. She first got across her slip,
and was unable to enter it. Up to that time she had continued her
fog signals. After that she was· simply maneuvering within the
line of the piers sufficiently to get inside of the lower ferry rack, but
did not again before collision go outside of the piers. The evidence
shows that objects within these limits could be seen. There was no
need of whistles for the benefit of any vessels maneuvering within
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these narrow' limits. No vessels from outside were to be expected
there. The Orange had no business in such a situation, and came
there by her own negligence alone. Whistles given from such a
situation might mislead vessels navigating outside, instead of bene-
fiting them.
On the whole, I am of the opinion that the rule requiring fog sig-

nals is not applicable in such a case; and that the lack of such sig-
nals was not a breach of any duty which the Princeton owed to the
Orange, or to which the latter is entitled to take exception.
'l'he libel is dismissed, with costs.

THAMES TOWBOAT CO. v. CENTRAL R. CO. OF NEW JERSEY.'
(District Court, D. Connecticut. April 7, 1894.)

No. 976.
COLLISION-TUGS ON CROSSING COURSES.

Tugs on crossing courses at night saw each other a quarter of a mile
apart. Each whistled, and shortly afterwards ported her helm. About a
minute later, danger signals were exchanged, and each reversed until col-
lision. The one having the other on ber starboard hand was incumbered
by two car floats. Held, that it was her plain duty, on discovering the
other, to immediately reverse in order to keep out of .the way (rules 19 and
21, § 4233, Rev. St.), and thAt the special circumstance rule (No. 24) bad no
application. Tbe Emma Kate Ross, 41 Fed. 826, and 46 Fed. 872, applied.

This was a libel by the Thames Towboat Company against the
Central Railroad Company of New Jersey to recover damages for
a collision.
Samuel Park, for libelant.
Stewart & Macklin, for defendant.

TOWNSEND, District Judge. On the evening of December 5,
1892, at about 7:40 o'clock, the libelant's steam tug Nathan Hale,
135 feet long, 750 horse power, left Brown's dock, Jersey City, to go
down the North river to Jersey tlats for a tow, taking a south and
west course, parallel to the Jersey shore, and about a quarter of a
mile out therefrom. On the same evening the respondent's steam
tug Red Ash, 95 feet long, started from Thirty-Second street, East
river, to go to respondent's pier No.6, at Communipaw, N. J. She
rounded the Battery at a distance of about 600 feet, and took a
westerly course across the river towards said pier. She had a
loaded car float lashed on either side, the heavier float being on her
starboard side. So far as is material to this case, each boat car-
ried regulation lights, had a sufficient lookout, and was properly offi-
eered and manned. It was a moonlight night, the tide was flood,
and there were no vessels near to interfere with the navigation of
the tugs.
The captain of the Nathan Hale saw the Red Ash when she was

about a quarter of a mile distant, and about five points on his port
bow, and gave a signal of one whistle, which was immediately an·
swered by one whistle from the Red Ash. In about a minute the


