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THE JOHN T. WILLIAMS.
THE R. J. MORAN.

BARNEY DUMPING-BOAT CO. v. THE JOHN T. WILLIAMS.

APPLEGATE v. THE R. J. MORAN.
(District Court, S. D. New York. June 11, 1895.)

COLLISION-TQw AND SAIL-WEARING ROUND-INATTEN'l'ION-LoOK OUT.
The schooner J. T. W. bound down the North l'iver hauled stern first out

of her slip, Jersey City, in the ebb tide, and her stern being swung down,
she wore round, the wind being from the Jersey shore, and in doing so
came in collision with a tow on a hawser from the tug M. going up in
about mid-river. Held: (1) The W. was in fault for dilatoriness and inat-
tention, in not effecting a reasonably speedy turn. (2) '£he M. was in fault
for lack of sufficient attention to the slow turn of the W. and delay of
effective efforts to haul away.

These were libels filed respectively by the Barney Dumping-Boat
Company against the schooner John rr. Williams, and by Ivans D.
Applegate against the steam tug R. J. Moran, to recover damages
resulting from a collision.
Carpenter & Park, for Barney Dumping-Boat Co.
Owen, Gray & Sturges, for the John T. Williams and the R. J.

Moran.

BROWN, District Judge. I find that tile schooner John T. Wil-
liams having backed out of the slip at the foot of Morris street in
the ebb tide, naturally swung her stern down, and being bound out
to sea with the wind about west-north west wore around so slowLv
that before she had got headed straight down she in contact
with the Barney Dumping-Boat Company's dumper, which was going
up river in tow of the Moran on a hawser; that her navigation in
wearing around in this manner was negligent, in that no good look-
out was kept ahead, nor any pains taken to come around quickly,
no attention being given to the management of the sail, and all
the crew being forward; and that there was nQ diligence in endeav-
oring to bring the ship around quickly, either by the captain or

.. by the men forward; that tile collision was about in mid-river;
and that it is faulty and blameable navigation f9r a schooner
to proceed in that manner, having reference to the custom of tow-
ing on a hawser, and the difficulty that tugs with such tows have in
performing .the duty of keeping out of the way of sa.iling vessels;
. and that, therefore, it was the duty of the sailing vessel to use
reasonable and appropriate means to avoid careless and misleading
navigation.
2. I find t!l€Moran is in fault for not giying sufficieut attention to

the course of the schooner, which, had it been in time,
would have been seen to threaten danger before she was within
a few hundred feet of the Moran, when it was too late for tile
Moran to make any effectual maneuvers to aid her tow; that had
the Moran observed the very slow coming about of the schooner in
wearing around, she would have been able, as it was her duty, to
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haul her tow to starboard, and that she might have done so suffi-
ciently to avoid collision.
3. I do not :find any error in the management of the tow which

should be considered as amounting to legal fault. What was done
by the tow was done practically in extremis.
The }foran and the Williams are both in fault Decrees should

be entered accordingly.

THE HENRY A. CRAWFORD.
THE BLANCHE L.
THE THOMPSON.

FISHER et al. v. THE HENRY A. CRAWFORD et aL
MORRIS et at v. SAME.

BRESETTE et al. v. THE HENRY A. CRAWFORD et al.
(District Court, S. D. New York. June 21, 1895.)

COLLISION-TowAGE-GETTING ADRIFT-SINGLING OUT.
The tug C. took out of a slip in East river two barges abreast, and when

a little out in the flood tide, ordered one of them to "single out" so as to be
towed astern of. the other; in doing so she got adrift, and damaged three
other vessels. Held, that the C. was alone to blame: (1) for not "singling
ol1t" in the slip; (2) after going out, for 'giving her order while too near
the shore in the strong crossing tide.

These were three libels for collision, the :first two of which were
brought respectively by Oharles B. Fisher and another and by one
:Morris and others against the steam tug Henry A. Crawford
and the barge Blanche L. The third was :filed by Bresette and
others against the Crawford and the scow Thompson.
Stewart & Macklin, for Fisher and the Thompson.
Robinson, Biddle & Ward and }fro Hough, for the Henry A. Craw-

ford.
Foley & Wray, for the Blanche L.
}fro Berrier, for Bresette.

BROWN, District Judge. The three collisions in the above cases
all occurred because the Blanche L. got adrift while in process of
"singling out" to go astern of the scow Atalanta, for the purpose of
being towed up the East river by the Crawford. Before the man
on board the Blanche L. could make fast the hawser around the
forward bitt, the Orawford started up so rapidly that he could not
hold the line, and the Blanche L. drifted away in consequence, and
caused the three collisions that followed.
The witnesses for the tug contend that the fault was that of the

man on board the Blanche L. in casting off the wrong line; that is,
so as to let his boat drop astern of the Atalanta, instead of keeping
his stern line fast to the Atalanta, and swinging round astern of
her, as upon a hinge. The evidence as to the directions given by
the captain of the Orawford before leaving the bulkhead, is contra-
dictory. Though the tug has more witnesses on that point, their tea-


