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per and contents of 162,183 were offered for the purpose of showing that
McGill admitted, in 1874, that the. fasteners. in the boxes were public
property, and that he had full knowledge of the whole subject. The
other. file-wrappers. and contents were offered to show that McGill took
out his own patents, was a shrewd patent lawyer, and his knowledge was
impufable to the defendant. For. the purposes offered, the defendant
objected. to the admission ‘of all these papers; which objection was sus-
tained, and all said papers were excluded for the purposes for which’
they were offered; to which ruling the plaintiff then and there duly ex-
cepted. - An examination of the testimony shows that, theretofore, the
file-wrapper and contents of 286, 143 had been offered and adm1tted
thhou,t exceptlon.

'Hrrcrwodx ct al b, WANZER Laump Co et al

(cmmu Cou'rt, N D. Nefw Yoﬂc. February 3, 1891 )

1L Pu'nn-rs ron Invxnnong-—Foncn-BLm .Lmﬁ—lnvnmom :
Letters patent No. 234,016, granted to Robert Hitchcock November 80 1880, for an
- improvement-in mec‘ndnical p-shells; covered a device intended to’ protect the
. air-forcing mechanismof force-blast lamps from dri é)pmgs bfoil.. The specification
recited that the oil reservoir was provided with a flat or slightly concave bottom,
80 that drops of oil could not find their way across it to drop into the worlks of the
air blast below; that a bube or thimble projected upward from below the oil reser-
. voir, so'that il drop gmg from the side of the reservoir would fall into the cavity
between 'thé tube and tie lamp-shell. ‘A prior patent described a force-blast lamp
_ 'with an oil.reservoir, the bottom of whick gverhung the air passsge, and was pro-
vided with a drip angle, in which there was an annular ca.v1t'i: formed by the pro-
-Jection of a ‘thbe into the converging sides of the lamp-shell. he drip angle formed
a circle Jarger than the tube, so that it;defiected oil into thb cavity. Held, No. 284,~
916 was void for want of inventmn y o
8. SAm—Imnmekunm e R
'As tha specification and the prior patenh limit the claimtoa combination in which
. the oil reservoir has a flap or slightly concave bottom, the patent is not infringed by
'Y iamp whose oil reservoir has not such a bottom.

In Eqmty o f
- Pollok & Mauro, for complainants. :
G'zﬁ'ord & Brawn, for: defendants.

: WALLACE, J. Infrmgement is al]eged in this suit of letters patent
No. 234,918, dated November 30, 1880, granted to Robert Hitchcock
for an improvement in mechanical lamp-shells. The patentee states that
thie invention relates more particularly to-that classiof lamps which have
a‘¢ontinuous-current of air propelled ‘upwards through them by mechan-
joal means, and has for its object to protect the air-forcing mechanism
of:sueh lamps from ‘drippings of oil, whieh frequently ﬂow over the s1des
of the’oil feservoir, He also states that——-r AR

“Heretofore it has beén attempted’ to effect this ob]éct Hy introducing be-
tween the.outer shell of'thelamp and the oil reservoir a drip-cup, by which
the ioverflow of oil might be-interceptéd -and prevented from reaching the
mechanism below; but this dgvice necessarily complicates: the construction of
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such lamp-shells, increasing their cost. ‘This improvement dispenses entirely’
with the drip-cup, thereby simplifying the construction of such lamp-shells,:
and at the same time insures the perfect protection of the air-blast or blower.”

The general description of the 1mprovement in the specification is as
follows:

“Thae oil reservoir, otherwwe of ordinary siitable construction, is prowded
with a bottom flat, or, preferably, slightly concaved on its exterior, so that if
any.drops-of oil should flow from the wickidown the sides of said reservoir
they could not find their way across its bottom into position to drop into the
works of the air-blast below. At the narrower part of the lamp-shell, just
below the oil reservoir, i8 a tube or thimble, secured. oil-tight to the sides of
the shell, and projecting upwards towards the reservoir, but leaving sutlicient
~ 8pace between it and the reservoir for the passage of the current of air. This
tube is in diamneter less that that of the concaved bottom of the oil reservoir, -
consequently the overflow of oil from the reservoir, not being able to cross
the bottom, would, when accumulated insufilcient quantity, fall from the sides
of the reservoir onto the shell, and its further downward progress would be
arrested on reaching the tube or thimble, and lodge in the cavity formed in
between the tube and shell.”

The c]alms .are as follows.

“(1) In a force-blast lamp, the combinatlon of the oil reservoir, formed, as
indicated, at the bottom, so that drops of oil cannot flow across il, and the
shell provided with an annular cavity below said reservoir, and surrounding
the passage of the air-blast, sulxstannally a8 and for the purposes set ‘forth.
(2) In a force<blast lamp, the combination, with the reservoir liaving a flat or
slightly concave bottom, of a tube or thimble secured to the lamp-shell imme-
diately below said reservoir, the space between said tube and reservoir being
left eutirely free, substantially as deseribed.”

In the lamps which the defendants manufacture, and which are al-
leged to infringe the patent, the oil reservoir is spherically shaped at the
bottom, and beneath it, and attached to it, is a shallow-drip-cup of a
diameter Jarger than the tube for the air passage, provided with an an-
nular edge, which, in case the drip-cup overflows, prevents the oil drops
from flowing across its bottom, and directs them into the annular cav-
ity. The bottom of this drip-cup is neither flat nor concave, but is
slightly convex. The prior patent to Hitchcock, No. 142,103, describes
a force-blast lamp in which there is an oil reservoir, the bottom of which
overhangs the air passage, and is provided with a drip angle, and in
which there is an annular cavity, formed by the projection of & tube into
the converging sidés of the lamp-shell, which tube is the air passage be-
tween the, blast mechanism and the reservoir. In this lamp the drip
angle is anmilar, forming a circle above and somewhat larger than the
tube so that oil drlpplng from the reservoir will be deflected by the drip
angle, and fall into the cavlty “The lamp has also & central air-tube ex-
tending through the reservoir to supply aif'to the inrier side of the wick
which encircles the tube, located dlrectly above the air passage, and also
a drip-cup, located between the reservoir and the air passage, to catch
any drops-of oil that might dtherwise flliftom the central tube‘into the
air passage.. Inthe lamp of the: patent:in’ sult; as in'most of the: lamps '
used. in burning kerosene, the.central air-tube is'unnecessary, and is dis- -
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pensed with; and- when dispensed with it would be obvious, upon in-
specting the lamp of the earlier patent, that the drip-cup could be also
dispensed with, and would, if retained, be a wholly useless device.

The improvement of the present patent relates wholly to the organiza-
tion in a force-blast lamp of the two parts, the oil reservoir and the cav-
ity below it, in such correspondence that the oil droppings from the res-
ervoir will- 13311 into the cavity. It is effected by changing the form of
the bottom of the reservoir of the lamp of the earlier patent. The only
change necessary was to omit the opening for the central air-tube and
omit the drip-cup; but the patentee, besides doing this, altered the shape
of the bottom, so that it should be flat, or, preferably, slightly concave,
—a change which did not affect the efficiency or the office of the drop
angle in the least. In view of the lamp of the earlier patent, it would
seem to be clear that the patent in suit is void for want of invention.

The claims of the patent are limited by the language of the specifica-
tion, and also, in view of prior patent No. 142,103, to a combination
ih which the. oil reservoir has a bottom which is flat or slightly concave.
The reservoir of the defendant’s lamp does not have such a bottom. The
drip-cup attachment cannot be considered as an equivalent for the flat or
oonvex reservoir bottom of the patent, not only becduse it has not a flat
or convex bottom, but also because, a8 is expressly stated in the specifi-
cation, the invention patented dispenses with a drip-cup.

" The bill is dismissed, because the patent is destitute of patentable nov-
elty, and because the defendants do not infringe.

Koreer Surrter Co. v. Eacre Parer Co.

(Circutt Court, S. D. Ohio, W. D. February 21, 1891.)

PATENTS FOR INVENTIONS—PAPER-SLITTER§—INFRINGEMENT. .
The first claim of letters patent No. 892,262, issued November 6, 1888, to Oscar F.
- Greenleaf, for improvement in paper-glitting machines, consisting of a revolving
. shaft having a series of rotary cutters adjustably mounted thereon, a cylindrical
bar rigidly supported above said shaft, a series of hangers depending from said
‘bar, each of said hangers being composed of a strap adjustably secured upon the
. ‘bar and a spring-plate adjustably secured to the strap, and a series of rotary cut-
ters journaled upon said plates, is not infringed by a device havicg no spring-plates, -
and whose upper cutters are journaled in rigid, fork-shaped hangers, each having
a8 c¥lindrical shank, by which it is held in a clamping socket in a two-part collar,
, which is clamped upon the rigid shaft, from which the gpper cutters depend.

‘In Equity. Bill to .resfrain infringement of pafent'.
Arthur Stem, for complainant.

. Parkinson & Parkinson,. for defendant.
'Sacm, J. The patent i suitis:No. 392,262, dated November 6, 1888,
and was granted to Oscar F, Greenleaf, assignee of William C. Edwards,
for improvement in paper-slitting machines. - It was subsequently {rans-



