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is held in Clayton v. Johnson, supra, and is the doctrine of most of
the courts which maintain the validity of such a stipulation. “It is
held,” says Mr. Burrill, “almost without exception, that such a stipu-
lation in an assignment of part of a debtor 8 property is fraudulent.”
Burr. Asgignm. (4th Ed.j 273.

The deed, therefore, stipulating for a release and conveying only a
part of the debtor’s property, is fraudulent and void. It imparted no
title to'the assignee as against an attaching eredltor, a.nd Justlﬁed
the plaintiffs in attaching the agsignor.

The conclusion arrived at in this point is decisive of the case, and
renders it unnecessary to decide the other questions so ably argued
by counsel.

Yare Look Manur'e Co. v. Scoviu. Mawvr'ae Co.
(G’z'rcuzt Oourt D. C’onmtwut Februarf 15,:1883.)

PATENTs—-VmLATIoN OF ] INJUNCTION )

The plaintiff’s motlon for an attachment against the defendant for vlolutxon
of an injunction restraining the defendant from the infrmgcment of plaintiff's
patent, and to compel obedience of the mastet's order to file an account of the
articles which are the.gsubject of the motion for an attachment, and which have
been made since the service of the injunction order, denied, on the ground that
the amcle complamed of is not an infnngement.

Frederick H. Betts-and Causten Browne, for pla.mtxﬁ

"'Charles R. Ingersoll, for defendant.

SarmeMan, J. These are two motions : one for an attachment against
the defendant on sccount of the alleged violation of an injunction
order of this court, which restrained the defendant from the infringe-
ment of the first and ‘sseond claims of reissued letters patent, No.
8,788, dated July 1, 1879, for an improvement in post-office boxes;
and the other, to compel obedience to an order of the master direct-
ing the defendant to file an account of the post-office boxes which
are the subject of the motion for an attachment, and which have
been made since the service of the injunction order. . The opinion of
the dourt upon the final hearing describes the plaintifi’s'and the de-
fendant’s structures which were. in controversy, and construes the re-
issued patent. 18 Blatéhf. C. C. 248; {8. C.3 Frp. Rrr. 288.]

' The defendant’s new boxes are made as before, except that the
top, bottom, and sides of each box are separated from the corre-
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sponding parts -of adjaicént boxes-by.thin strips of wood, about an
eighth of an inch wide, which are not covered by metal. -Each box.
has thus its own metal:front, and is'disconnected from every other
box by an unprotected strip:of wood.. The metallic covering of any
one box does not join the metallic cavering of any other box. : Asin
the original infringing boxes, the sides of each box near its front are
protected by a metallic casing or flange. At first sight, this new
series seems to be an unsubstantial alteration of the infringing
boxes, and to be justly liable to the charge of being a fruitless at-
tempt to evade the patent. A more careful exa.mmatmn of the sub-
ject has led me to another conclusion. o

The first and-broadest claim of the reissue is for the combination,
substantially as specified, of a series of metallic door-frames and
doors with a series of wooden pigeon-holes, wheréby a-series: of post-
office boxes with a continuous metallic frontage is formed.” The la.}n-
tif’s frames are made with such wide flanges that the whols wooden
front is covered with a metallic front or,inthe la.nguage of the speclﬁca-
tion, “when all the frames are in place, a contmuous metalhc front-
age, protecting the wood-work, is presented upon the outmde of the
senes of boxés, The defen&ant‘s ﬁrst mh'mglng bokes were a geries
of ceparate boxes w1th mgta ic door frames the ﬂanges of the frames
bemg g0 ‘wide that a contmuous metalho frontage was formed.  “A’
continuous metalhc frOntage oes not mean a front without cracks
or wﬂ:hout ]omts at the edges of each frame, and 4 wafer of wood
which should be mserted at, i;he top or sides of e,a.ch frame to sepa,ra,te
each sxde from the. a.dJommg frame would be a mele evasmn of the
patented mvent]on In the, }anguage of, the plalntlﬁs expert the
metallic frontage is to be practlcally contmuous,—thaﬁ is, contmuous
to effect the purpose secured by % e contmulty of surface descnbed
in the patent;” and by 3 contmuous meta.ihc frontage is meant one
80 practlcally contmuous a,s to substantlally effect the purposa de-
sued to he olbtalned by cqnf;mu} o

The questlon in the cas ecomes one of fact and I ara of opmlon
that the defendants new ox,es, a,s ‘shown in %he e:’:kubﬂ:s, are 'not
practically contitlions. and tfla,‘t were ‘it fiof for the ristatlié é‘é’v‘elmg
of the sides, the metallic frontage would not cause security, but the
wooden partitions or strips of wood would be an element of weakness.
The continuity of the metallic frontage is substantially interrupted
by the wooden strips which separate the boxes from each other, and
if the Yale boxes were separated in the manner of the new. Scovill
boxes and without the metallio sheathing upon the front part of the




