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i. by the resjiondent in Passing the harbour of Cabot Head-
the storm-signal was up and bis glass was low.
1 view of a differer.ce of opinion bet'wden two expert witnesses
c triali, and the fact that neîther of the two lake captains on
>arge suggested turning into Cabot Hlead harbour, it was
ssib1e to conclude that bad seamanship was exhibited by the
rident in going on te, Lion Head under the conditions then

Lie other mnatters chiefly contested were the dlaim of the
ndent to, salvage and the ailowance from the contract-price
by the respondent, which, the appellanÉt said, was not large

rh. The finding of the trial Judge that the respondent was
ied from completing bis contract, that is, towîng to Colling-
,was borne out by the evidence. But the allowance made

iot suffilcent. The credit on the contract..prce ihould be
wsed froin $90 to $120.
the circumstances, the salvage claim. ought to, be disallowed

rt. The barge broke away from lier moorings ini Lion Head
iur early in the morning of Thursday the 22nd November.
ýng was done by the respondent with bis tug from that time
Sunday, when lie went alongside the barge to, see if lie could
,n lier out, but found that lie co.uld flot stay alongside ber
.s there was too, mucli sea. Hie returned on Monday And
['ee bours worked the syplions, gettîng tlie water down only
8 inclies. So lie gave it Up. On Tuesday afternoon about

,he appellant arrived witli a more powerful tug, the "Mait-Y ad about an hour afterwards the respondent took bis tug
3ide the barge, and, together with. the "Molyess," syphoned
irge off and on uiitil next xnorning about 10 o'cloek, when it
wnmped dry. The salvage was in fact doue by the "Mait-
apart from the assistance which the respondent's tug gave

ihoning from Tuesday afternoon until Wednesdy morning,
ýad the attempts made by the respondent, previous to the
1 of the appellant witli the "Maitland," these were eitlier the
)fthie tug under the towage contraet or were salvage serv 'ices.
is ordinarily an obligation on a tug i performing'a towage

Let to do wliatever is necessary to keep the tow afloat and to
ny necessary assistance ini order to enable the contract to be

ee.If these services were performed in fu-rtherance of the
fft o extra ailowance eould be mnade for them. If, on the
hnit was asserted that these were services in the nature <if

e whivli must be compensated, the answer was that salvage
be alowed oinly where the service was effectuai. Any claim

[aeprior to the arrivai of the appellant witli the sa1vir.gust ncessrilyfail.


