
638 78 FEDERAL REPORTER.

the coal too high. The device was discarded after a short time on
that account, but witness says, and properly, we think, that it pre-
vented leakage, and would have tumbled the coal satisfactorily had
the angle irons been smaller. The fact that such a plan was fol-
lowed is suggestive, however (see Haslem v. Glass Co., 68 Fed. 481),
and shows that Phillips' and Stull's devices were the natural me-
chanical outgrowth of the progress in colliery practice. Let a decree
be prepared dismissing the bill.

TRAVERS y. HAMMOCK & FLY-NET 00.

(Circuit Court, E. D. Wisconsin. March 2, 1896.)
PROCESS PATEXTS-VALIDITy-MEClUNICAL PROCESS.

The Rood patent, No. 296,460,. for "the art of making hammocks," which de-
scribes a method of forming the ends by drawing a cord straight through the end
loops of the hammock body to form the converging strands, which are gathered
into the suspension loop or eye, construed as a patent for a process, and as COY-
ering mere mechanical operations, so that it is void on its face for want of pat-
entability. Locomotive Works v. Medart, 15 Sup. Ct. 745, 158 U. S. 68, and
Glass Co. v. Henderson, 15 C. C. A. 84, 67 Fed. 935, applied.

This was a suit in equity by Vincent P. Travers against the Gem
Hammock & Fly-Net Company for alleged infringment of two pat·
ents relating to the art of making hammocks. Defendant demurs to
so much of the bill as relates to patent No. 296,460, issued April 8,
1884, to Albert O. Rood, assignor to the complainant.
Figs. 4, 5, and 6 of the drawings accompanying the patent are

diagrams showing different stages of progress in the manufacture of
hammock ends, and Fig. 3 is a top view of a hammock having one of
its ends finished and the other in process of construction.

The specification states: .
This invention has for its object to simplify the mode of constructing hammocks,

and particularly the ends thereof, which are the parts of hammocks containing the
converging threads and the suspension eyes 01' loops. 'rhe invention consists, prin-
cipally, in forming the hammock-body with loops in the ends thereof in any known
manner; in then forming each end of the hammock by drawing a COl'll, from which
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the conwrging strand13 are to be made, through the loops at the ends of the hammock-
body in a straight line, and in then drawing this thread from between said loops,
forming of it the converging strands of the hammock end, and finally uniting these
strands into a terminal eye, all as hereinafter more fully described and claimed.

The two claims of the patent read as follows:
(1) The art of making hammocks which consists in forming the hammock-body

with loops, b, b, in the ends thereof, in any known manner, then forming each end
of the hammock by drawing the cord, E, from which the hammock end is to be made,
in a straight line through the end loops, b, b, of the hammock-body, and in then draw-
ing said cord from between said end loops, b, b, forming of it the converging strands
of the hammock end, and in finally uniting these strands into a terminal eye, I, sub-
stantially as herein shown and described.
(2) The art of making hammocks, which consists in forming the hammock-body

with loops, b, b, in the ends thereof, in any known manner, then forming each end
of the hammock by drawing the cord, E, in a straight line through the loops, b, b,
that are at the ends of the hammock-body, D, in then drawing this cord out from be-
tween the end loops, b, and holding it temporarily, in then coiling or. winding the
outer part of this cord, and in theu forming from this coiled or wound portion the
eye, i, at the end of the hammock, substantially as herein shown and described.

Winkler, Flanders, Smith, Bottum & Vilas, for complainant.
Benedict & Morsell, for defendant.

SEAMAN, District Judge. The bill of complaint alleges infringe-
ment, respectively, of two letters patent, viz.: First, No. 271,161,
issued May 8, 1883; and, second, No. 296,460, issued April 8, 1884.
Demurrer is interposed to so much of the bill as relates to the latter
patent, No. 29'6,460, on the ground that the patent is for a process,
and is void upon its face. This patent contains two claims of similar
nature, and each stated as for "the art of making hammocks." I
think each clearly states a process under the definitions of the patent
law; that it involves merely mechanical operations without any
chemical action or the operation of natural elements; and that,
therefore, the process is not patentable under the rule held in Loco-
motive Works v. Medart, 158 U. S. 68, 15 Sup. Ct. 745, and Glass
Co. v. Henderson, 15 C. C. A. 84, 67 Fed. 935. The question is clear-
ly presented upon the face of this patent, and it does not SP.enl to
me that aid can be furnished by extraneous or expert testimony.
Therefore it is well raised by demurrer, and will thus reach a final
determination in the best method for all concerned. The demurrer
is sustained.

WELSBACH LIGHT CO. v. COSMOPOLITAN INCANDESCENT GAS-
LIGHT CO.

(Circuit Court, N. D. Illinois. January 29, 1897.)
PLEADING IN PATENT SUITS-CROSS

In an infringement suit, defendant sought to file a cross bill, setting up that,
by reason of the expiration of lL prior foreign patent, the monopoly of the
patent in suit had terminated, and that, knowing this, complainant maliciously
sought to injure defendant by distributing circulars, etc., asserting an exclu-
sive right to the invention, and threatening defendant's customers with
infringement suits, to restrain which defendant prayed an injunction. Held,
that the cross bill would not lie, for the expiration of the foreign patent was

matter of defense, and the alleged malicious acts were independent
wrongs, unconnected with the matter of the original bilL.


