
if the, truc construction of the contract is that tlic place of
loading was the uIeators, then tlic ventqc was neyer it the
place naîned in the chartcrparty as the place whence the carry-
ing voyage uns to hcgin. Thé litf.hwvr confond.
that, not only were, th defendants tn have the car ut th

clv ors adv to) dclivcr witIhin a csoal tipi'bfr the
expir of the Mn bMt thcv were WQ~ bound to have and kecp

a clear roail to thre evatýors, so asý to enable the veslto
reacli the lvaosiiiificî tinie fn enable lier to rýcce oie
lier load hiefore the cxivof tlic limiit.

It nuly lie that if flic eevators aud flic ways were the de-
fendant!' propertv that oul have( been their duty. 'rfieyý
would certainly not lie juistifi4,i ii kuoping ob.structiOns; in flic

vcslsway. But, tfic knowedg ofï bof h parties, flic ceo-
vator; wcro terinmal 'aeoueliot iii ail IllanerIl undulr flle
I.ontlrol oif tlie aneduf,îd ail \vesscls rý iîgwr suh-
j"St Y< flic cutm r raticof (fli ortm ly at ~v impte inst;
Joad in turil, thligh,. even if' flc culston iu as ot ýiîon)m il
theni, it wol iak lo iiTerece. ]n \oteh t v. 1"ree-
land (1880), 5 App. Cas. nt p., 611, Lord BUlkn r aid,
referring to al chartorparty whc ot ine l rufereintc to theý

cu1stomn of thic port I do nlot think tfitif tlîi alte-rs flie ques-
tin, as the express referenc to the customi of the port of

dliscliarge i> rio more tian wonld be, implied. Vori f take( i 1
thiat a charterpiarty, lu which thlere, are stipulations ais to load-
ing or divclarging cargo i a port is always to lieensre
as imade with efrneto the, eustomi of tlic port of loaingiiý
or dimclarge, as tile care xnay be. Sec Hudson v. loir la. B.

2 Q.B. 66,k. 1. Q.B. 12, thougli it wals expressly folund
I that case thatt flic shipowner aind bis: broker were not imware

of tile uae"Liter oin Lord Blackburn apiprovvd of the
diEnction of Lord Colcrige to the jury that "cîîsomi - in tlic
cliarterpartyv did not mevan cuistoin iu bie( sense, in whivIl flic

word is somletimeos lused by lawyers, but menait ai setled and
establishied pravtice of the port.

TheIn settledl and esalse1pracitice atf Fort Williamn i
regard to Icoading vesselsz mwi grain is ilerl blcnt e t o
load at the elevator., in their tnrn. The defendants did noth-
îig t(> cause any obstruction to the, plintifTs' vossel or to pro-
vent lier from reaeliing the elvaorws and heing loaded av-
cording tin the custoni.

The principle that bias heen applied in regard to discharg-
ing, wlierc by the, rusfon of tlic dock thev work ws donc b)y
third partis independenit of both flic shlipowner aind the'
chairteýrer, as in The, Jacderei, F18921 P> , ouglit in reason
to bie applicable to lmiding.


