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l have intiinated that the faulty navigation of tlo±.
"Dorothy " in shceringr from side to side in the canal war-

raned de captain of the "Pluminer " ini proposing iliat a
new agreement sliould be arranged for the steaniers pass-
i»g each other in the canal. Tfhe captain under ride 28 pro-
poeed by a two-blast signal to pass starboard to starboard.
This signal was iut. answered by the Dotv"as it should
have been; and 1 must hiere repeat the mile referred to in
Cadwiell v. Bicinian. 7 0. W. 11 398, tlîat '*the dutv to
answer a signal is as imperative as tlue dut~ ' bo give one."'
But 1 think that the appropriate signal under the rie wluen
he noticed the faulty navigation of the " 1orothv, and the
warning comment of bis wheelsman thiat "the ' Dorotb 'v' was
making awfully bafi steeringr," should have been the danger
signal1 indilicated iii the sainue rule as fo1lows~ I n eveorv vase
where the pilot of one steamer fails to understand the cours,'e
or intention of an approaching steamer, whether fromn si-
iials being given or answered erroneously, or fromu otiliw
causes, thie pilot of such steamer so, reeeiving the flr-tpa-
ing signal, or tlie pilot so in dordbt, shail sotind several short
and rapid blasts of tlic whisile, not 1ess than four; and if
the vessels shail have approachied within hlf a mile of each
other. " both shial reduce their speed to hear stecrage wa%
and if necessary stop and reverse." When tlie faulty navi-

gatin o th "Drot ' " ws noticed, 1 think, the " Plum-
nier"- shotud then have stoPped. and, if ncessarY, reversed.
Sec The - Albert I)umilois," 177 TT. S. 240.

Theni as to thme conttentioni that there wvas no proper look-
out. on theo " Plummer," I cannot, after roadling 11w~ vojunenit
of the captaiui and whieian, find thaït the abev~oi a
look-out,. as required by thme rules, eontributel hob thw colli-
sion. And iii The " BhIe ,Jaeket." 149 U. S. 371, it was
said: " It i>, iell seited that the abs.ence of a looX-out is flot
material wheni the presenc of one would flot hiave availed to
prevent a collision " (p. 389).

The Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (Inip.), poie
(se.119, sub-see. 8). whcre in the case of a collision it i..

proved to the C'ourt befure which thec case is tried that anv o
the collision regulations have been infringed, the slîip b)which the regulations have been infringed shall be deemed
to be ini fault, unless it is shewn to the satisfaction of tlîo
Court that the eircumastances of the case made departure
froni the regulations necessary.


