
Circuit Court, S. D. New York. February 11, 1882.

HARDY AND ANOTHER V. MARBLE.*

1. LETTERS PATENT—REISSUE 7,729—CORSET
CLASP—INFRINGEMENT.

A preliminary injunction refused, it being doubtful whether,
in view of the language of the specification and claim,
and of the state of the art, defendant's clasps were an
infringement of plaintiff's patent, reissue 7,729.

In Equity. On motion for injunction.
F. P. Fish and J. S. Van Wyck, for plaintiffs.
E. Wetmore, for defendant.
BLATCHFORD, C. J. I am not prepared to hold,

on this motion for a preliminary injunction, that the
second claim of reissue No. 7,729 can, in view of the
text of the specification and of the language of the
claim and of the state of the art, be held to extend to
anything less than the wide steel or busk marked a,
with studs on it, placed near the edge of it,—that is,
further from that side of it from which the fastening
spring approaches the steels,—the fastening spring lying
upon the wide steel substantially “near its center or
further edge,” for the purpose set forth in the text.
The absence of the wide steel, in this view, from the
defendant's two forms of clasp—the three steel and
the four steel—makes the question of infringement so
doubtful as to make it improper to grant a preliminary
injunction.

The Bradford corset clasp and the Cohn corset
clasp both of them have the wide steel and the other
features above mentioned.

* Reported by S. Nelson White, Esq., of the New
York bar.
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