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Nrewsury and others v. Mossman.
(Cireust Court, 8, D. New York. September 25, 1884.)

PATENTSfFOB InveENTIONS—TIME- Lzocx—mmmegumg . Newl

lofringement of patent No. 262,094, granted to Henry ewbury, Augunt

1, 1882, for an improvement in time- locks, Léld not shown, and prehmimry in-
]unctlon refused.

In Equity.

Samuel A. Duncan, for orators.

Edmund Wetmore, for defendant.

WaEELER, J. The clock-work of fime-locks regulates the move-
ments of machinery to make way for the lock-bolt in unlocking, so
that way will be made at the proper time and not sooner. If the
delicate or other parts of the time movements are broken or displaced,
80 as not to hold the machinery, it will run down at once and free
the bolt. The orator’s patent, No. 262,094, dated August 1, 1882,
and granted to Newbury, is for an improvement in such locks by
which some part of the mechanism between the power and the bolt
shall be made yielding by a spring, so as to disconnect there more
readily than the time movement will, and leave the bolt fast in case
of a shock to the lock from the outside. There are two claims, one
of which is for the combination of the connecting mechanism, “some
part of which is made yielding for the purpose of interrupting the
operative continuity of the mechanism under the force of a shock”
with other parts of the lock; the other is for the same combination,
with the addition to the parts of a device for holding the parts out of
engagement when disconnected. The alleged infringement consists
in making the connection between the plates of the clock-work more
firm, moving the yoke-lever, by which pins on the dials make way
for the lock-bolt away from the front of the dials to make room for
throwing them forward out of place and disconneeting them, and
weakening the serews by which they are attached to their arbors to
make them more easy to be removed from their places by a shock
from without.

Strengthening the parts about the clock-work might make the other
line of mechanism comparatively more likely to yield to a shock by
making this line less so, but that would not of itself seem to be an in-
fringement of the patent, which is for making one of a set of parts
yielding, and not for making another of another set unyielding. Re-
moving the yoke-lever out the way of a forward movement of the dials
does not appear to be new with the defendant’s locks made since this
patent. Locks were made with the yoke-lever back of the dials long
before the patent and before the invention.

The most important question is whether the dials are a part of the
mechanism made yielding for the purpose of disconnecting under the




580 FEDERAL REPORTER.

foree of a shock, within the meaning of the patent. They are in their
former places, fastened by the same form of fastening, but made
weaker, and perhaps made so for the purpose of being made to ap-
pear liable to disconnect in case of a shock. But there is no evi-
dence that they will so yield. They are fastened by a screw, appar-
ently made to hold, and which cannot yield to the force of a shock
without being stripped of its threads. The threads are small, but the
dials are light, and it does not seem as if any shock that would not
shatter the whole structure of the lock would give the dials momentum
enough to strip the screws out of their threads. Without proof that
a shock would so operate there is not sufficient proof to warrant
granting a preliminary injunction.

The motion is therefore denied.

New Proorss FerMenration Co. v. Koom. .
(Circuit Court, B. D. Michigan. May b, 1884.)

1. PATERTS POR INVENTIONS—MACHINE—PROCESS—EXTENT oF Use.

Where a patent clearly shows and describes & machine whose use necessarily
involves the production of a certain process, no other person can afterwards
patent that process. The first patentee i entitled to his mechanism for every
use of which it is capable.

2. 8AME-—RESULTS OF APPARATUS NOT FORESEEN.

That an inventor, when he perfected his apparatus, did not foresee all its
results, will not invalidate a patent, since he is entitled to its use for every pur-
pose to which it is adapted.

8. Bame—FoRrEIGN PusLIcATIONS—REV. 8BT. § 4886,

Patented inventions cannot be superseded by the mere introduction of a for-
eign publication of a similar device, though of prior date, unless the descrip-
tion and drawings contain and. exhibit & substantial representation of the pat-
ented improvement in such full, clear,and exact terms as to enable any person
skilled in the art or science to which it appertains to make, construct, and prac-
tice the invention to the same practical extent as they would be enabled to do
if the information was derived from a prior patent.

4. BAME—DRAWINGS—DESCRIPTION.

Drawings alone, unaccompanied by letter-press deseription, will never in-
validate a patent.

8, BamME-—BusiNEss CIRCULARS.

Business circulars, which are sent only to persons engaged in the trade, are
not such publications as the law contemplates in Rev, St, § 4886.

6. SaME —ProcEss FOR MARING BEER—ANTICIPATION—BARTHOLOMAE PATENT,
No. 215,679—PFAUDLER PATENT. ’

Letters patent No. 215,679, issued May 20, 1879, to George Bartholomae, as
assignee of Leonard Meller and Edmund Hoffman, of Germany, for an *im-
provement in processes for making heer,” Aeld anticipated by patent issued
July 2, 1878, to John M. Pfaudler.

In Equity.

This was a bill in equity for an infringement of letters patent No.
215,679, issued May 20, 1879, to George Bartholomae as assignee of
Leonard Meller, of Liudwigshafen on the Rhine, and Edmund Hoff-



