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Ex. Court Adm.] » .VJvw. [MX»ch 13.
S.S. I . ,rj.ow Avçr

Adn~fr-CéU*Dq/ed~ .dert« erFo t d'»-u& f
fiu~I-~iaZon.

The 8.S. Sa ad&rno was enterini the Sydney harbour, where the barque
junR was iying at anchor about two hundred yards ta the fight of the contre
of the channel. $ho was making eight or aine kftots with a slight list ta port,
and theftno was on htr stasrbuard bow. As she came near thetino ber head
feil off ta part, and in porting the helm she camne too mu ch ta starboard, and in
putting the helni ta starboard ta put ber straight on ber courp.e it was found
that the wheel would nlot work. She was thon from 2oc ta 25o yards from the
juno, and on her port quarter. The third officer, who was at the wheel, told the
master that it would nlot work, and thet master sent the second and third oficers
below ta see what the mnatter was and inforni the engineer, at the sme time
telegraphin'g te stop the engine. He thon ordred the port anchor ta be let go,
the engine ta b. reversed, and thon te be reversed at full speed, but before that
could bc donc the steamer struck thejuino on tht port aide.

ln an action for damages- caused by this collision, it app.ared that the
defect in the steering gear was caused by the breaking of a &rmail pin called the
taper pin, which caused a longer pin ta drap out and prevent atn eccentric rod,
by which the motion was imparted, from working. The judge la admiralty
found that the steering gear was constructed under a proppr patent, and was in
good.order when tht steamer left Liverpool for Sydney, but that the collision
was due to want of prompt action on tht part of the officers cf the steamer
when it broke down.

HeWd, affirming tht decision of tht judge in admiralty (3 Ex. C-R. 378)
SEDGEwicK aind KiNG, JJ., dissenting, that though it wam doubtfül that the
evidence was sufficient ta support this conclusion, It was flot so clearly erroneous
that an appellate court wvould reverse it, the decision depending otily on a
question of tact.

Appeal dismissed with costs.
Newcombe à- Mchrnes for tht appellants.
Borden, Q.C., for tht respondents.

Nova Scotia.j [Marci. 13,
MACK V. MYACK.

Tritstoo-Adeninistrator of eslaie-Rte.ise ta, by widvw and nezt- of kin-M4ir-
rebresenatiorn-Re.rcisrion of dreil of da-Lh.

M., administrator of his brother's estate, obtained from tht widow and ne:<t
of kin of the testator a release of ail their respective îaterests in tht roai and
personal property of the deceased, representing ta them that if tht property
was sold at auction it would be sacrificed, antd tht most cottld be made of it by
bilk having full contrai, The testator ditd in 1871, and fram that time until his
ov*n death in 1888 M. belld tht property as hie own, and did nothing with it as
execut9r, etber by passing. accounts in the Probate Court or attempting ta


