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tenided; but only the continuance -of the voyage under such condi-
tions of the machinery’ when repaired, as the master: and ofﬁcers
deemed adequate.

It is the duty of the ma.ster, as a part of the contract of carrlage,
to keep the machinery. in. adequate working condltlon, go far as is
practicable by the customary methods of repair; and when repairs
judged to be sufficient have been made, apparently in the perform-
ance of this duty, and the ship pursues the ordinary course of her
voyage, and no contemporaneous evidence from the log, or from the
protest at the close of the voyage, indicates any intention, at the
time the acts were done, to make a general average sacrifice, I do
not think that character should be attributed to such acts afterwards,
80 as to make the damage from a subsequent unanticipated break-
down a general average charge Gourl. Gen. Av. 14, 15; Lown. Gen.
Av. 35,-36.

If the above view of the facts is correct, it is sufficient for the
decision-of the present case, without con51der1ng the libelant’s argu-
ments concerning the alleged “abnormal use” of the ship’s machin-
ery. See Lown. Gen. Av. (4th Ed) p. 115; The Bona [1895] Prob.
125. For if the acts of repair were done without any view to a
voluntary sacrifice, and ‘only in the exercise of the ordinary right
and duty to repair, and were such as were deemed sufficient by the
master and the officers, and the ship thereupon pursued her ordinary
course of navigation, I do not see how any question of “abnormal
use” can in this case arise.

The damages arising from the final break of the shaft should,
therefore, be excluded from the general average, and the libelant’s
recovery limited to what shall appear to be due upon a new adjust-
ment, excluding the damages last stated and whatever is merely inci-
dental thereto. If the parties do not agree, a reference may be
taken to adjust the same.

THE SEGURANCA.
THE ALLIANCA.
THE ADVANCE.

BROWN v. PROCEEDS OF THE SEGURANCA. LONDON ASSUR. CO.
v. PROCEEDS OF THE ALLIANCA. BRITISH & FOREIGN MARINE
INS. CO. v. SAME. HARD et al. v. PROCEEDS OF THE ADVANCE.

(District Court, 8. D. New York. July 16, 1895.)

MariTiME LiExNs — SURPLUS MONEYS — MORTGAGEE — BANKERS — INSURERS —
AGENTS—EQUITABLE LIEN.
~ 'Where no maritime lien was acquired by bankers, insurers, or agents,
no equitable lien arises in their favor upon the proceeds of a ship, as
against the mortgagee, from the mere forbearance of the latter to press
a default; nor from any false representations of the owner company, as re-
spects its solvency to which the mortgagee was not privy; especially
where there was no credit of the ship, nor any improvement of the ship,
nor any increase of the mortgaged fund. The decisions in the cases of
Freights of The Kate, 63 Fed. 707; The Advance, Id. 142; The Allian-
ca, Id. 726; Id., 65 Fed. 245,—followed.
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These were petitions filed by John Crosby Brown against the pro-
ceeds of the Beguranca; by the London Assurance Company and the
British & Foreign Marine Insurance Company, respectively, against
the proceeds of the Allianca; and by Hard & Rand against the pro-
ceeds of the Advance.

Cary & Whitridge and W. P. Butler, for J. C. Brown, London
Assur. Co., and Hard & Rand.

Carter & Ledyard and E. L. Baylies, for mortgagee.

Butler, Stillman & Hubbard and W. Mynderse, for British & For-
eign Marine Ins. Co.

BROWN, District Judge. I have given careful consideration to
the petitions and amended petitions in the above cases, and to the
elaborate briefs submitted in support of the petitioners’ contention,
that as against the mortgagee of the vessels, the petitioners, though
having no maritime lien upon the vessels, or their proceeds, as I have
heretofore held, have nevertheless such an equitable right of pay-
ment out of those proceeds as a court of equity would recognize and
enforce as against the mortgagee. If I could find that upon the
facts stated in the petition such a right would be recognized and
enforced by bill in equity against the fund, if in the mortgagee’s
hands, I should not hesitate to give similar relief in this proceeding
by ordering payment to the petitioners. For no such relief could
be given by bill in equity, except upon the recognition and adjudi-
cation of an equitable lien in favor of the petitioners, as the neces-
sary basis of such relief; and such an equitable lien as against the
mortgagee, if it exists, is all that is needed to entitle the petitioners
to relief in a proceeding in admiralty against the remnants and sur-
plus..

For the reasons stated in previous decisions, I have held that the
petitioners have no maritime lien upon these vessels or their pro-
ceeds, either by contract, by implication of law, or by subrogation.
Hard v. The Advance, 63 Fed. 142; Freights of The Kate, 1d. 707;
The Allianca, Id. 726; The Vigilancia, Id. 733; The Allianca,
65 Fed. 245. To the express contract I have given the widest per-
missible construction and effect as against the freights in order to
carry out what seemed to me to be the intention of the parties. If,
under the express contract, and the facts and circumstances stated
in the petitions, there was no maritime lien upon the vessels in
favor of the petitioners, then there is nothing sufficient to uphold
any direct equitable lien in their favor, at least as against the Bra-
zil Mail Steamship Company, with which all these dealings were
had. The same reasons that have prevented recognition of any mari-
time lien, would equally preclude any such equitable lien. These
reasons have been stated in the previous decisions above cited; and
though the same arguments as upon the former hearings have been
here renewed, I need only say that my views in that regard are un-
changed, and that if they are erroneous, the remedy is by appeal.

" By the amendments to the petitions, however, it is sought to show
some independent equitable right as against the mortgagee. I say
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independent right, because it is manifest that if the mere dealings
of the petitioners with the Brazil Mail Steamship Company did not
of themselves create any maritime or equitable lien in the petition-
ers’ favor, any equitable lien as against the mortgagee, if it exist at
all, must arise out of some indépendent acts, circumstances or rela-
tlons as between the petitioners and the mortgagee. The petitions,
however, do not allege any direct dealing between the petltloners and
the mortgagee

The averment that the officers of the steamship company in pro-
curing the letters of credit from Brown Bros. represented the com-
pany to be solvent, its vessels to be running full and making money,
whereas the company was in truth insolvent, and losing money,
would show no more than a right of action for deceit against the
steamship company, or its officers, unless it were also shown that
the representations were made with the mortgagee’s privity, and
for its benefit. Not only is there no such averment, but the proofs
in other proceedings of the petitioners upon the same claims, show
that these letters of credit were not designed for, and did not result
in, any benefit to the mortgagee. The only benefit alleged in the
petition is in bringing the vessels home from Brazil. But this was
done no otherwise than in the usual course of the steamship com-
pany’s business, upon its own account, and for its own benefit. The
letters were given to the steamship company to enable it to prose-
cute its business according to its known and established methods,
including, of course, the return of the vessels; and the express con-
tract covered all the security that the parties contemplated for the
use of those letters of credit. They were used just as they were de-
signed to be used and not otherwise; and no other equitable lien can
arise from such use than the lien which the contract provided for,
whatever might be the incidental advantages resulting from the
use of the letters of credit either to the steamship company, or to
the mortgagee. The business thus conducted was for the sole bene-
fit of the steamship company, the mortgagor. This business was
to earn freight, and the freights (as possession was never taken under
the mortgages) belonged exclusively to the steamship company.

There was no application of the moneys derived from the letters
of credit to any permanent improvement of the vessels so as to in-
crease the security of the mortgagee, nor to the payment of either
the principal or the interest of the mortgage. Even the current in-
terest remained unpaid all through the period covered by the letters
of credit, and for a year prior thereto. These circumstances dis-
tinguish the present case from most of the cases cited for the peti-
tioners; while other cases are distinguished by the fact that the
claims of the petitioners were not contracted upon any credit of the
vessels, but upon the personal credit of the steamship company only,
or upon-the express contract of the parties, which did not include
any hypothecation of the vessels. The petition shows no such bene-
fit, therefore, to the mortgagee as can serve as a basis for any
equitable claim against the mortgaged fund.

The contention that the steamship company after default in paying
interest on the mortgage on January 1, 1892, acted as the agent of
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the mortgagee, is not sound in the only sense that could help the
petitioners, viz., 80 as to make the mortgagee and its interest in the
vessels chargeable with the alleged false statements of the company
whereby the letters of credit were obtained. The relation of the
mortgagor and mortgagee was, in fact, never properly that of prin-
cipal and agent at all. The mortgagor before default held posses-
sion of the vessels by virtue of the reservation in the mortgage itself.
Under this reservation it did not hold possession as agent of the
mortgagee, nor for the mortgagee’s benefit, but upon its own account,
and for its own benefit alone. The business in which the ships
were used was the mortgagor’s business; the freights earned were
the mortgagor’s sole property; and no obligation rested on the mort-
gagor, either before or after default, such as would rest upon aa
agent, to account to the mortgagee therefor. The mortgagor re-
tained sole control of the vessels and of the business conducted by
their use; and the mortgagee was under no responsibility for any-
thing connected with this business. The liens arising out of the
navigation of mortgaged vessels rank ahead of the mortgage lien,
not because the mortgagor is the agent of the mortgagee, but because
the right of possession reserved to the mortgagor and assented to
by the mortgagee, imports the mortgagor’s right to use the vessel
for all maritime purposes, and hence the right to create all such
liens as are incident to that use.

After default, the relation of the parties is precisely the same as
before default, as respects the mortgagor’s use of the vessel, until
the mortgagee asserts his right to take possession. TUntil then, the
mortgagor is not the agent of the morigagee to any greater extent,
or in any different sense, than before default. The only difference
in the relation of the parties is, that before default the mortgagor
has a legal right to the possession and use of the vessels for a defi-
nite period, while the mortgagee holds the legal title subject to legal
defeasance through the payment of the debt by the mortgagor on
the day appointed; while after default, the mortgagor has only a
right of possession subject to be dispossessed at any moment at the
mortgagee’s option, and the latter has an absolute legal title, sub-
ject only to the mortgagor’s right of redemption in equity. The
mortgagor’s acts after default, therefore, create no claim, or lien,
against the mortgagee any more than before, except such liens as
arise in the maritime business of the ship, and are liens against the
mortgagor’s interest in the vessel; and no such liens upon the ves-
sels, as I have held, arose in these cases.

It is claimed, however, that the silence and inaction of the mort-
gagee for over a year after default, during which time the petitioners’
dealings with the mortgagor, believing it solvent, gave birth to the
present claims, raise an equitable right to priority of payment out
of the mortgaged fund. The exceptional cases cited in support of
this contention, are fundamentally different, and have no application
here, as I have before said, for the reason that here there was no
improvement, or intended improvement, of the vessels, so as to in-
crease the mortgage security; there was no concealment of the
mortgage title, the registry of the mortgage being notice to all the
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world; nor was there any credit of the steamers by the petitioners,
nor any rightful expectation of any lien on the steamers, or on
their proceeds;. there was no actual or constructive fraud by the
mortgagee; nothing was done by it to induce either of the petition-
ers to have any dealings with the mortgagor; nothing was done by
it ealculated to mislead the petitioners, nor was any desired in-
formation withheld by it. Nothing, in fact, is alleged against the
mortgagee, except simple forbearance to press the mortgagor upon
default, and to take possession; and no profit or benefit to the
mortgagee is alleged from the delay. Such forbearance alone is
wholly insufficient to give any independent equitable right as against
the mortgagee in favor of a mere creditor whose dealing with the
mortgagor has given him no lien on the vessel. If the petitioners’
claims of priority of equitable right were directed against the ac-
cumulation of interest alone during the year of forbearance, the
case would be slightly varied; but this accumulation of interest is
here immaterial, as the principal is far in excess of the fund in the
registry.

In the cases of the insurance companies, the fact that the insur-
ance policies inured to the protection and security of the mortgagee,
creates no equitable lien as against the mortgagee’s interest, be-
cause the registry of the mortgages was legal notice to the insurers
of the terms of the mortgage, and by those terms the mortgagor
was bound to procure the insurance at its own charge. It did so;
and the insurers dealt with the mortgagor exclusively, and upon its
credit alone, and the mortgagee did nothing to induce those dealings.
They -have no claim, therefore, in law or in equity against the mort-
gagee, or the mortgage security; and the liens acquired by their judg-
ments for the premiums due upon the policies are inferior to the
prior lien of the mortgagee.

As T am quite clear that none of the facts and circumstances, or
arguments set forth in the petitions are sufficient to uphold any
right in equity against the proceeds of these vessels in favor of the
petitioners as against the mortgagee’s lien, it would be useless to
send the parties before a commissioner to take proof of the matters
alleged, and would only involve needless expense. If the views here,
and previously expressed, are erroneous, an appeal from this deci-
sion will afford most speedy relief. The exceptions are, therefore,
sustained, and the petitions dismissed.

RELIANCE MARINE I\IS CO. v. NEW YORK & C. MAIL STEAMSHIP
CO. et al.

(District Court, S. D. New York. September 4, 189.))

1. GENERAL AVERAGE—FIRE IN HOLD—DAMAGE FROM SMOKE SPREAD BY STEAM
PRESSURE NOT RECOVERABLE.

Fire being found in a cargo of hemp in the hold, steam was used to
smother it; it was claimed that tobacco stowed aft of the after bulk-
head was injured by the smoke forced aft by the pressure of the steam;
the evidence was contradictory and inconclusive whether the tobacco
aft was damaged by smoke; but there was no direct damage by steam



