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Agricultural Co.1v.Dederick Whitman

15,Court, 1886.)(Circuit Missouri. MarchE. D.

Baling-Presses—Letters 170,998.Patent No.Inventions —foe1. Patents
170,998 invention.patent void for want ofisclaim of letters No.The first

224,281.No.Patent2. Same —Lettees
is, previous224,281 of the statepatent in viewclaim of latters No.The first

art, void, in the com-peculiar devices namedto theunless restrictedof the
described.bination therein

3. Same —Invention.
from one ofdevicechange position old mechanicalof of an partmereThe

patentable inven-noinvolvesthe same resultto another to effecta machine
tion.

In Equity.
No.of letters patentthe first claiminfringement offor theSuit

224,281, forNo. both170,998 patentof lettersand claimthe first
in baling-presses.improvements

Said, asare follows:respectivelyclaims
smaller, press-box,than the bevel-press having the bale-chamberIn a“(1)

bale-chamber, substantially as described.”mouth of theing the
bale-chamber, reciprocatingapress-box, a andof aThe combination“(1)

traverser, the area of theincreasing diminishingor at willforand means
bale-chamber, whereby to thethe renderpress-box andthepassage between

oflarger produce greateror smaller and balesof materialchargesorsections
substantially as described.”density,or less

Rowell,é for complainant.FisherL. Ilill and
EUis,Dyer, Lee & for defendant.King and11.William

Tehat,' ofalleged infringementsis for thebroughtThis suitJ.
170,998, complainantNo. issued toof letters patentthe first claim

224,281,14, 1875, of letters No.patentand the first claimDecember
10,1880. The withnon-complianceFebruaryto complainantissued

oflargeof court has a amountimposedand the rulesequity pleading
in order to ascertain the actual inpointsthe courtuseless labor upon

he able present exactlyfor should topartiesCounselcontroversy.
of the court is required.upon judgmentof difference whichthe points

ofdays a useless mass irrelevant mat-manyforwading throughAfter
actual inpoints controversy,the involv-ter the court has ascertained

ifhave been theof on its which would avoidedparta waste timeing
theSubstantially,had observed.properlyrules of beenpractice

followingdetermined consider-byare to be theof therights parties
ations.

170,998 inventionanyin the first claim of No.patent1. thereWas
from a intolargerof elastic material aThe forcingpatentable?

could benecessarilyforce exercisedmotivebysmaller box whatever
contrivance, viz.,mechanicalcommon bevel-facilitated the mostby

1 Kex, Esq.,Reportedby Benj. of the LouisIT. St. bar.
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theing There nothing callingtherefor. novel or for in-passage was
So,ventive in thefaculty beveling passage. irrespective anyof ques-

tion to'as the holdsanticipatory court that as to firstpatents, said
of 170,998claim No.patent said is for patenta-claim void ofwant

ble otherwise,invention. Were it such beforelongcontrivance was
anticipated.

As2. to the first of 224,281,claim thatpatent No. claim is for a
described;combination therein the anddescription vagueiswhereof

indefinite. soughtThe purpose to be effected the inwas contraction
an adjustible of theway from thepassage press-box to the bale-cham-
ber without thespecifying mechanical devices a resultwhereby such

effected,could be unless the combination is to the modeslimited exact
of effecting a Ifsuch' result. such limitation is not to be considered

broad,an ofessential thepart combination then isthe claim too for
thereto ofmodes flexibleprior adjustmentsuch were atknownwell

the of thedischarge rear end of the andbale-chamber other modesby
of Hence,the ofcontracting sides the bale-chamber. the mere change
of position of known mechanical devices from one of the balepart
chamber to another to effect the same result noinvolves patentable

itinvention. the courtWere otherwise hold that saidwould devices
been patentshad anticipated by producedother in evidence.

The 170,-conclusion therefore is that the first claim of No.patent
998, is As patent 224,281,void. to the first claim of No. unless the

issame restricted to the peculiar devices named in said combination
isthe same void. But the defendant does thenot use modespecific

of effecting the result named in said and doespatent, consequently
not infringe.

Bill dismissed costs.with

Babcock, Deceased, another, Adm’r,by v. Pac.Special Northern
R. Co.1

Court, March,(Circuit 1886.)D. Minnesota.

Use1. for of InventionCONTRACT Construed.
agreement payAn to for engineseach of the first 400 locomotive to830

applied, agreementwhich an invention should be not applyis an to the in-
locomotives, payvention to 400 and to for§80 each one.

8. SAME.
contract,payment, §6,000The terms of under this dayswere within 30 after

executed, and period year.the contract thewas remainder within the oneof
Held, §6,000agreement payan days,that this was to within 30 andabsolutely

appliedin case the to pro-invention was a number of locomotives sufflcient to
duce, each, $6,000,greaterat a sum§30 for than then this excess the re-was

contemplated, payable year.mainder wasand within the

1Reported by Linthicum, Esq., ChicagoCharles C. of the bar


