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QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION
{ADMIRALTY COURT)

Wowv. 1L, 13, 14 and 15, 1979

H. KRUIBENIER (LOMDON LT
v
THE EGYPTIAN NAVIGATION CQ,
{THE “EL AMRIA® Nao, 2

Before Mr, Justice SHess

Og oy, 20, 1574 the defendont owners let
their vessel E! Amrig o the ploinial charierers
under o charper-pary which g, 37 provided
that:

This chargs-party s governcd by Hapgiss
Rules . . .30 tha o there i cliimes of this
charter-part contradisting  with Hagse
H.L.I]-EI...IJ:.ILI'l'II.I:L'h clause or clouses of this
charter-pariy will bo considered as mull
vosd. Amy dispuic orising under this

party will be referred to arbitrnzion in
discharge , . .

E Amria a;‘mnd in h:mr

with 0 eargn of oranges bt i

p;.n of the exrpo had been anrd the
plaEnziffs brought an acti £ darmapes.
ET Amria was arrested and in order o

felease her, the P
takirg —

++ « DO pay & or u'rln-:h.'l.ll b agreed
b be due in the loss and damage ar
be found [ diudln:hhu:hm]...! |
instruct Fenwick & ‘W

tehall of che n'-'-rhm
brought. by you ,

1)
Lﬂtlﬂﬂ'l:l'l.

is entered an appearance on Feb. 25,

r"ﬂcﬂ-ﬂﬁ negopiations procecded betwesn the

artien 1o see whether o setlemeni eoukl ke

Tiwe n:ru.'nj of lmisazion preseribed under The
Hague Rulen capired bul a4 the parfics weme
negotiatiag a scudement, the plainuils failed o
Lppoinl 4ny srditrnior wath thal dme ki, sed
ai U evenl o sedtlement was asfived &L

On Moy, I, 1977, by notice -H' moson, the |
ts applied far an order that

|

N

proscoegdengs in 1his BCLON B2 sived pursaang o
£ 1 of the Arbdiracion Ao 1973 On Naow., 212,
the piaimds, by ornginabng summons applied loc
the time for the appomiment of their arbiratar
o be extended for such persod as the Court
might delerming pursuant to & 27 of the
Arbalration Act, 1950,

=fletd, by QLIL (Adm. Cu) (Saes, 1),
that (A} as to the siay: the bdver of Feb. 19
could not be sald 10 be evidence of an agreement
e subimig the despate to the High Lum‘tmL-m'u'.‘Im
and therely vary the arbitration agreement in the
charier i thag the leiter of wndesmaki ‘25 TR

more Lhan o stamdard form of un fl ih
had bees given ond i wos oppepagEN{rogy the
evidenes thar the plaimilfs &id ng i THog che
arbicengion clause and the refe iz Hague
Rules hod been aeleted fng My oy
VATEE an, por b aey proms take the poing
mar imdied By copluct | coly, | and 33

.
e arbitration clawe wasNg
ared fi delendanis :
thetr motion Iw

(B Asdat
for ihe e under 3. 27 would be

£xl .
pmnl:-ﬂd JMHM L case of some substnce,
claim was recogrized by I'.hl:
n
l'

no projodice to che

d 1 r:d'm:lt -.ﬂ' sch an ::n:num

& resuls which was undeserved zpd
and therefore undis kardship (zee

'K cods. 1 and Xk

The lollowing case was referred 10 in the
Judpment:
Liberian Shipping Corporation "'Pegasus™ v,
A, King & Sons Lud., (CAL) [1967] 1 Lloyd’s
Rep. J03;: [1967] 2 Q.8. 56

Thas was a notice of mabion broaght by the
defendanis, The Egyplinn Mavigation Co,, the
owners of the vessel Bl Aweia, for on order that
all fenmher proceedings in the action brought
mwpuinst them by the pleindifs, H, Krnosdenier
{Lomdon) Lid., the charmerers o £ Admrda, be
staved pursuant to 5. | of the Achitragion Act,
1975, The pluiniidls by originaing summons
applied for an ewiension of fme for the
appotntment of thelr arbitriior pursuant o
5. 27 of the Arbitration Act, 1930,

Mr. lan Kinnell (inssructed by Messrs,
Richirds, Butler & Co) lfor the p!u.inl!i.i'
charterers; A Ac G. 5. Palloek (instrueied by
Messrs, Holman, Fenwick & Willan) for the
defendant owners.

Tlee further (e ane staded i the judpment

Inmnr_r.nl'h-lr Jumice Sheen.

raix
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JUBGMENT lading refating to the carniage of the oranges on

Mr. Justioe SHEEN: Thi cose hos had a
mdal uniortunate story. On dMNov, 29, 1975, the
defendants who oan a wessel called ET Awreia,
chartered her to the pluntiilfs under a charter-
party which by anadditional eluwse an typeicript
prawisles (el 375

Tlus charterpariy i governed by Hague
rules conigined in Inrernadonal Conventon
of Sea Act 1%24, o that il there is clauses of
this churterparty coniradiciing with Hogue
rules 1924, then such clause or clouses of this
charierparty will be considered as null and
viiid,

Any dispule arming under this charterparly |
will be referred 1o arbitration i port af |
discharge, each purty nominates his own |

arbitrator,

£l Arersg arnved in Portsmouth on Feb, 16, |

1976, laden with o cargo of ormnges. |1 was soon
discoversd that @ parn of that cargo wus nog in
the condizion in wiueh it was ot the ouiset of the
voyage, and on Feb. 18, @ writ was issued in
this action. The plainuils were the charerers of
the vessel and the owners of the cargo. An
u.ﬂid:rmL was swarn which led 1o the arrest of the
VEASE

On Feb. 19 the West of Enpland Shipowns
Mutual Protection and Indemnity A
gave a letter of underiaking—

-+« DO pay such sum or fums as
agresd 1o be due m respect of 1
damage or be found to be due
action] together with in
provided alaays that ovr
mdemnity shall ot

d
in this
comslss
this
J0000, [And

they further sud — enderiuke
that we shall instruct M {olman Femvick
& Willam of this 1o accept on behalf
of the owners id ship service of the
aforementio eedings brought by you
in the En jgh Court of Justece and 1o
enter & il therela,

The that unidertihing was 1o secure

the re E Amrin from arresl,

Fh. 25, 1976, Messrs, Holmin Fenwick

lan ertered an appearamce. Mro Peler

wis af that thme an asssant sobicitor
mployed by Holman Fenwick & Willan, and he
an on board the E cUmrar gl the tEme whcn she
vwas arrested m Porismowih, He woas there |
bechuse he knew ol ithe |:||:-||:u.|l|: Al that tnee he
took o fairly firm and pessimistie view a8 10 the
chanees of 1the owners belng able o defend
sucsestiully 3 clzim fof damages made agninst
them, On Mar, X Mre. Scrace posted a bill of

that vwoyuge toa Mr, Peter Jones of the West of
| England P, and |. Club. Therealiwr for a time
| he dropped ouf of the mualier, kaving the
defembants’ cass (o be dealt with by Mr. Jones,
Mir. Jones received a copy of the charier-pary
in Junez, 1976, and then siw the nrbdiracsn
clanse. In October, 1976, Messrs. Richards,
Butler, ucting on behall of the pluntifls, wroe
1o the West of England o letter in which they
refermed 1o ¢ll. 2 and 20 of the charier-pary.

They did so becume ot thal time one the
guestions between the paries was w

not, from the sum clasmesl, there
allowance in respeet of orushed
sapd in thar betier:

Even il this damape \Lu:l LIGLET.
this is cleardy ihe ow =spoem bility under
clauses 7 nnd 20 of © or.

: day upon which

the penod of | prescrived under The
| Hagpue Rules About that date Mr.
Andrew hv.'l was dedling wilh this

of the plainuils, had a
Counsel, In his sccond affsdavit
date early in Februmry, and then

ﬁ'l.lllh.‘l' on

Shorily alterwards the docemenis were
to coumel for the stulement of claim to
drafted. After these were delivered counsel
wiephoned me (o discuss a number of poinis,
one of which was 10 engisine what the position
was regarding the arbitration clawse, At that
| ume the sstlement negoliations, and in
| partieular the delails of the arpuments on
guantum had put the arbitration clause out
of my mind, and 1 had not dirested mysell 1o
the dangers of the stay since considering the
matier 0 March 1976, 1 explained to cosinsel
that 1 hkad exarmuned this several months ags
andd 1 decidad for reasaas given cartier 1o Jdo
nothing eed told ham that my veew ol that ime
was that the arbiration clause would not be
relevant now the Wet of England were
involved in setilement negoations. Counsel
[ remember disnpreed and thought there wasa
distiner danger of an wpplcaton.

Mr. Donoghue then ook the degision to let the
ematter rest s o was, The siatement of claim wus
drafied and thar was served on Feb. I8, 1577,

The charter-party 15 mentioned in every
| paragraph of the statement of claim, Although
the staternert of Clalm came fnto the Rinds of
Alr. Scruce. he, being an excecdingly busy man
and at that time about 10 g0 abroad, apparenthy
did nou apprecine the significance of the
charier-pany. Mr. Scmce was instrucied to
negotiate o see whether a sctilement could be
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reached. On Mar. 2, 1977, Mesrs. Holman
Fenwick & Willan wrote a letier o Messrs.
Richards, Butker saying:—

We thank wou lor your letter of the
2%5th Februzry enclosing the statemeni aof
claim. As discussed with you subseguently on
ithe iclephone we ore ot present awarling
receipl of the necessary documents from our
immedate cliens, the West of England. nnd

thereto we hope that we will be able

wilh a wicw 1o exploring the possibility of
seteling this case, We should be grateful if ¥ou
would accordingly extend our time for service
of the Defence by, say, 28 days, bearing in
mind that the writer of this letter will be out

on trips abroad.

On Apr. 12, Messrs. Richards, Builer wroie a
further letter, saying:—

Further 1o our welex of the 3rd March we

Diefence. The exrension we granted will be
expining very shortly. If you are going o
require more tims perhops vou can give us an
indication of how long 5 required. As you

hardly be denied in this case and we are
refuctani (o wasie very much more

hardly be deneed. But, as was 1 by
Mr. Polock, in the ¢ourze of 1ons,
that does oot mexn that © ot going to be
a dispute, becuuie Lhe far apart

on the amount al that |

afith and confirm our subseguent

on the telephone when we

mying that no reliande can be put on

ket prive where the only goods on the

et were the damaped goods m guestion,

e have now recerved further evidenoe that

* Raladi arunges were in fact being sold an the
market on the 11th Febrgary between £1.80
and £1.90 per carton, We agres with you thar
it would be helpful if our clients could now
make a defimite oifer of semlement, the meris
of which your cliens could consider in view
of the contenis of our recenl correspondence,

Mo definite offer was then made. MNegotiations
continued. On Oci. 17, Mesrs. Holman
Feowick & Willan wroie:—

u
It 1%, of course, appanent that the sol |
both sides had aken the view that wld

Aug. |, Messrs
behalf of the d-:k.n : {
We u for wyour letier of the

“bﬂ“
1o khove a useful discussion with voumseives |

of our ofkce for most of the next two weeks |

ook forward to hearing from you with the |

will appreciate our view 15 that |-I-.I-|:II|II'_'|I'Q

that although you are cleardy |

We thank wou for your iclex message of
4k October from which we nolice thar our
cliemt’s oiler of scithement has been rejected.
We have accordengly laken the opportunity
of discussing the entire circumstances of this
case with our clients and wish 10 comment on
the following poims. We are  somewhat
confused @ 1o the aciual dentity of your
clients. The Plaintilfs in the writ and the
statemert of cSlum are named a2z H.
Kruidenier |London) Limited, from which
‘we hod anticipated that the woull be
under the bill of lading. M
statement of cloim staies
charered to E1 Wadi
Agricultural Product
the receivers asc

EL AMRIA.

IT it is the i cr were ihe
charierers then o pot underiand why the
cloim = bei in the Admaraliy
Court w is an arhitration clause in

I rmahiy our clients could
W sy of the Admiralty Court
iy in®s under section | of the Arhitration

1", and our clenis huve accordingly
ted us to ok you whether your clients
Iready prodecied their time limis under

charcrparty by the appointment of an
bitrator pursuant o clause 37,

On Mow. 2, 1977, Messrs. Holman Fenwick
& Willan gave notice of motian that the Cowsrt
would be maoved Tof an order=—

v -« LB that all further proccedings in this
action be staved pursuand 1o secnon | af the
Arbitration Act 1975; (2) that the Plaintilis
do pay the Defendanis thesr couts of and
pocasioned by this action lincluding the costs
of this applecation].

On Mov. 22 Mesirs. Rickards, Butler & Cao,
took out an orginating sommom under which
the plaintifs applied for the time for the
appointment of their arbitrator m respect of
dispuies arisng under a charer-pary daied
Mow, 29, 1975, 10 be extended for such period
&% the Courts may determing, purseant o & 27
of the Arbitration Act, 1950, I is tha: maotion
and that summons with which the Court is now
conoerme.

The unfartundle history of this matter did nod

| {emish there. The motsan and the semmons come

on for hearing before Mr, Justice Brandon in
February, 19TH, when the time allowed for the
hearing was imsufficlent and the maner kad 1o
g aver, with the result that it came befare me
carly this wesk

Mr. Pollock has moved the Court for the stay
mentkened in the notice of motion, The parties
wre apreed thar the arbitratson agreement 5 mot
a domestic arbitratbon agrecment within the

United Kingdom
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@ wd not really it in ooy particular pigeon hole, |

QB (Adm. Cr))

LLOYD'S LAW REPORTS 169

SHEEN, J.]

The “El Amria™

[1980] VoL 2

meaning of sub-s (4) of 5, 1 of the Arbitration
Act, 1975 Accordingly the Court must in
accordance with sub-3,. (1) of that secuion !
Erant a sfay unless satisfied that the arbitration
agreerment i ofull and void, inoperative of |
incapable of being performed, or that there nat |
in fact any dispute beiween the parties with |
regard to the mather agreed to be referred.

M. Kimnell has submitted that the agreement
is inoperntive, and that s the only part of
sub-g. (1] of 5. | of the Arbitratiom Act, 975,
upon which he relies, In o skilful and helpial
argument Mr. Kmnell has submitted Arsthy that
there was o consensual sariston of the
arbitration agreement. On this part of his
submissions Mr. Kinnell relied upan the terms
of the ketter of undertaking from the West of |
England, and upen the condugt of the pamees |
thereafter. | have abready referred 10 the |
underakings given by Messrs, Holman Fenwick |
& Willan in the leter of Feb. 19 1o acoept |
sarvice of the proccedengs and 1o enter an |
appesrance thereto. The guesthon which | have |
1o answer is whether or not that letter can be |
sxid 1o be evidence of an agreement o submsit
the dispute to the High Court in London and |
thereby wary the arbitration agreement in the |
chaster-party.

It sevrms to me that it s quite impiossible for

second affidavit, when, in relation (o the period
jimt shorily after Feb. 19, he said this:—

I desaded to tﬂ::mldpmmi-—-lhﬂ
i 10 say second (o the apimon that he had
from Counsel —] and went (o see Mr K. G.
Elmsliz, a partmer 0 Richards Butler &
Company. | explamed to lum that | bad
allowed the time for commencing arbitration
to lapse because the seitlement negobiations
had pauz it oot of my mind. | told him that
the time had only just expired and wondered
il an immediate applicatbon or appoi
wis Aecessary, mentioning also that
aof England wundertaking would n

arbitration awurd. | explained iks
were albein slo he anly
iswie related (o guantum from the
question of responsibiling for uge under
charier which might & mall purt al the
claim, appfoximal t of the todal

for a stay so fur by the
a5 o need 0 ke ony

that it was extremely
eeputahle P & | Club such as
England would ever take such &
becoming invalved in setilement
hiaving teken no objection thus far,

pparent from thiat evidence thit he did

e (o accepd that submisdion for a number af [ 1 i
reasons, [ ostant from the premoe that the hink that the arbitration clause and the
et

labngilTs had a right to voke the Adimar
urisdiciion of the High Court, which they
and 1o arrest EF Amiria, as they did. 11
practice for the Protecuon and [edem '_r |
Associations o give undertakings o
1o secure the release of a vessel, §
farmality of bail. [t scems o
af undertaking ﬂl' Feb, 19 is
stdndard form of unden!
and will be given in inn

without moech Ime mderution of the
prechie terims of . A Mr. Pollack
said, a =a fi n be produced at short
nobice 0 ¥ knows what if is that

not have to study every
, because it is known o be o

. | artermpted with skill and dexterity
2 [facts of whit oceurred thereafier,
kave given i outline already, Inie a |

of different legal pigeon holes, B, |

casci. Such an |

1 intend no discourtesy to Mr. Kinnell if 1 do
niot deal with each one in turn, Taking the matier
qm: shortly, whichever way Mr, Kinnell

attempied 20 put his case he was defeated, as
was pointed out by J'-'Ir. Pollock, by the attstude
of Mr. Danoghue, which is spoken of in his |

enee (0 The Hogue Rules had bsen deleied
from 1the conteuct by wvandtion, or by any
promise nod to take the point, or indesd by
conduct. For these reasons it seems fo me that
the arbitrotion ciause 15 bl operative and the
defendants are eéntitléd 16 sustesd on their
mation.

I norw turn o the originating surmmons, which
is & summons for an estension of nme unders. 37
al the Arbliration Act, 195, which provides.—

Where the terms ol an agreement 1o refer
[uture disputes to arbitration provide that any
claims 1o which the agreement applies shall
be barred unless notice to appomt an arbitrator
is given or an arbitrator i= appoimied or
some other siep 10 commence arbitration
proceedings is taken within a time fised |
the agreemeni. and a dispais arises o w
the agrezment applies, the High Cour, if (1 8
of opinion that i the circumsiancss of the
cuse wndue hardship would otherwise be
caused, and notwithstanding that the time so
fined las exgired, may, on such terms, if any,
as the justice of the cas may reguire, but
without propudice o the provisions of any
cnactment  limiting the time for the
commencement of arbstration proceedings,
extend the tme for such persod as it thinks
proper.

— e —
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The amiude of the Couwry to applications
under . 2T has undergone o change in recent
yoars. The currell view 18 expressed in the
decusaon al the Count of Appeal i Fhe Liberiwr
.ﬂl.lpp Corporation “Popans™ v A Kieg
& Sower Lol [1967] 1 Lioyd’s Rep. 303 [1967]
2 QB Bh Ad pp. 311 ond 107 Lord Justice
Salmon sl this:—

The guestion as 1o whether of nod thase
powers shamild be esercised mual  tura
eficlmively on 1he particular facts of cach case
in which the question arises. In considering
this guestion the Cowurm must ke all the
relevani circumstonces of the case inio
aceount, the degree of blamowaorthiness of the
claimanis in falsng 0 appont an arktrator
within the dme. the ameount a1 stake, the
lemigth of the delay, whelher the elimants
had Been misled, whether through sorme
circumstances beyond thesr control ir was
impossibie 1o them 1o appoint an arbitrator
in tme. In the st two crreurmsinnces | have
mentioned, which do nol arse bere, it is
obvious that normally the power should be
exercised. Bup those are not the only
circumstances and they are mot, to my mind,
pBesessary circumsiances for the exercise of the
power to exiend time. | do noi intend
culalogee the circumstances 10 be wken i
pcedunt, but one very important circums
is whether there is any possibility of 1
side having been prejudiced by 1
course. if there is such & possibi
be said that it is no undus ha

claimanis 10 refuse an of time
if rom their

full on the

and, after all,

Mow the o of this case are these.
Firualy the il at stake i osaid by ihe

a very larpe sum. [ find &
pt that submssion. When the

bstance, | po further thap that
have obviously been pegotiating,
unt between them must be comaderably
than the total amoond at $lake. and yet the
les have thouvghi it replit © mdoloe n s

coslly exercise rather than bndge the gap |
between them. I seerms to ome that | st |
comuder thiy as g cuse of some substance.

Secopdly, the stroength ol the claim
| recognized by the defendinis, Me. Scrace, when
h: pave evidence, said very (rankiy hat so {ar os

amouni of the damages, The leagih of the delay
u from Febo 19 w0 MNov., 21 wher (ha
Origmnmating summaens was aken out, During
{ that me the plambils were lulled oo o seroee
of securimy by the e that the defendynis did
nol make an apphcation o siay although it
must have been wppanent from the stuiement of
claim that the wits being refied
upon. The defondants had asked for an extension
of time m which o deliver the defznce which
made W look as of they were content 10 proceed
in the High Caairt, and there wations
berween the pariles for o ser of the
ALE0n.

Then | conseder the g
there is projudice 1o Lhe anlv. hr, Pollock
Bas said very candudly 1 zre s o prejudics
b them: aone is meltogad in the affidavie wsd

whether or nai

Mir. I'vﬂll-l.'n.h BE contended  for  uny,
Mir. g point wis thar this s
nﬂljl.hut . A dehberate deciston

Wik [ apply. In substnce that is
right, u1 fuct the time had jusi capired
inads :n- and the decision taken not 1o
a decision tmken afler the time had
expired. Bus | think it is perfectly clear
W el Ensteznd of decideng por to apply, the
niiffs had appled I February there could
vary linde doubt that & Court would have
extendad the time. There & many a man wha
has decided 1o let o sleeping dog be lest, when it
wakes up, the dog will do bim soms injury. That,
in n sense, 4 what the plaintiifs decided 1o do,
The dectsion taken by Mr, Dopoghue in the
light of after evenis has proved 1o have been
unwise, But it wis bised in part on the conduct
of the defendums’ adwisers who had not
appreciatid the face that there was an arbitration
clause. The fact that they had not so appreciaied
wis probably not m ke, Donoghue's mind,
Buf the conduct of Mr. Donoghue in uhir‘
tlut eouyrse was ool conduct which can in
| any sense be stigmuized as being unprinsiphed,
IT it were | should mot socede to Lhis mation,
That condwct has proved (o have boen unwise,
| B=ill 5l SCEfS [0 e that, 5 all the crcumsiances
| of the cuse, & refusal of an extersaon of Hme
would produce & resill whseh B undeserved and
unmerited and therelore undue hardship,

It s for these reasons that in my judgment [
ought 1o extend the time for arbitration under
el 27. | showild hike o hear from Counsel as io
| whether there shoukl be any specml terma
imposed.

[Adier descusseon]

lakility was concerned he regarded il as an open |

and shut case. As [ have pointed out that does |

not mean that there i3 nol 4 dipule as to the

Mr, Justece Sueen: S0 | will grant leave
| appenl and exfend the time 10 six weeks. So

b0
far
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proper order = that 1 rbiffs shou Wi :

therr costs of the onginating summons, that the (COMMERCIAL COURT)
defendants should have their costs on the notice Jan. 23, 24. 2% and 28, 1980

of motion, and that so far s the procecdings
before Mr. Justice Brandon are concerned there
should be no order.

RICHMOND SHIPPING LTD.
V.
D5 AND A/S VESTLAND

(THE “VESTLAND") CQ
Before Mr, Justice MocaTTa Q~

ll‘.‘lﬂn—mﬂ'ht‘l — Hepulisiion — Arrest
Owpers failed 10 socure r of
ﬂnﬂ "ﬁ'illlﬂ'ﬂ‘lﬂ! candugt a
repudistion — Whethor clsriorers
dnmages for wrenglul repudiation,

By m chorer-party daied
owners lei their vessel lrrr

. for & peripd of three :r".'-nru.

memrn: form, el 20

The m'.rrmhn/% ! opon all cargoes
and subsfrocighis nu the Time=
Charicrers freighs for

nJId.:lml.un i harter. . . . The choricrers
& har pormit to be continued any
co incurred by them which

sel was sub-charersd 1o [, for ihe
go'ol a carge of timnium slag from Sorel 10
ll‘l]EHDllﬂdirlﬂﬂﬂlllirllmmlﬂlrﬁﬂ
the chamerers al Momtreal, loaded &

carge of slag ot Sorel. The bl of lading
msed named the port of discharge amd delivery
¥ ox Middles 1 and the cansignees as British
| Tiram Producss Lid,

A Since the berth at Harlepool would not have
$ been svnbnble umtil Dec. |6, the charserers

| diaded 1o discharge their coptasners at An

| #d then duT:nn.fllc ihe m%-: ot Hartle ol

1 civeEvel Harmle prosed 1o MOre Conges
than mtmmﬂd 24 a berth would nor have

%@ boen avaslable uswil Dee, 27-30, the chomerers

discharged the slag a1 Antwerp onto a wharf, i
close proximity 108 piks of coal, and withow any
* form of caver,

$ The wenel ankled from An 1o Moncreal
where on Jan. 4, she was annes :3 i Admaralty
proceeding r:l:'rn:n.::n:nd by J. and the reosivers
On Jan. & sufficent secutity having been proveled
@ ihe vessel was released from ammesi.

Betwoen Jan, |6 and Feb, 3, 1973, the chariensrs ol
tramhipped the slag fram Antwerp o ‘West L

Hartlepool in three scparale shipments on &
different vessel. On dischangs, the slag was Mouwnd -
i be comiamanated by enal and [nesh wiier. .
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