408

Srientific Suerienw.

[JuNE 26, 1869.

IMPORTANT DECISION ABOUT REJECTED CASES.

lication of John W. Cochran.for letters batent for
)mprovement in Ererchfouling Guns.—The question presented for decision
in this case is oneof great importance. 1 have considered it with carc, for,
1am advised, that there are many cases prrniding and constantly arising in
the oftice, the determination of which may b a¥feciuzd by my decision.
Cochran filed this api-fewtion January11.1339. It was rejected Fcbruary
8, 1859. On February % 1560, b filed the followings paper, and received $20 of
his original fee:
To the Commissioner of Patents :
SIR: I hurehby withdraw my application fora patent, for firearms, now in
ypuroflice, anil request that twenty dollars may be refunded to me, agree-
ably toanact of Congress in sueh cases made and provided.
J. W. CocHRAN.

In the matter af the azzlrp
[

‘Washington, February 20, 1860.

Applicant did nothinZ further until May 6, 1868, or more than eight years
aftcrward, when he flled a new application, now under consideration. It
contained threeclaims, all of which were riected by the primary examiner.
Upon appeal to the Board of Esaminerain-Chiel the case was remanded to
the primary examiner forinquiry, and report as to the nnmber of patents
rranted after the witlirawal, and befure the second application in which

tir same invention, in other combinations, or as part of the descriptive
matter.

Upon his report, it appeared that the devices specified in the firgt and
geeond claims were found in somne elghteen different patents, granted with-
in the period named, but that no patent was found s{o_wing the devices
specified in the third claim ; the Doard affirmed the decision of the pritaary
examiner inrejecting the firgt and gecond claims, and reversed his drecisivh
88 to the third claini, which they allowed. .

An appuii. has been talen to mefrom the decision of the board in refus-
ing to u.lnw the first and second claims. The gneation before me may be
thusstated: Can aninventor withdraw his application, make no effort to
renew it for eight years, rlariny which time the subject-matter of the in-
vention has been 1::‘.0r1,\<=r=|5cH into tlte substance of many subsequent in-
ventions, and then files newapplication and obtain a patent, which, to
support the novelty of the invention, shall relate baek to the first
ap .

3¢

ication ? . . . .
any conflicting opinions bave been entertained npon thig question. The H
wractlpe of the office hag not always been consistent.
wund, doubtless, that have been granted under circumstances similar to

Patents may be

those of the present 2pplication, and similar cgges may algo be w..n(}_;

, 0

eion,if

where patents have bean refuised. Thisisin jart owiug to the fact
twenty examiners, any one may puas i ffur e, and the Lk
fayorable to the patciitee, is not Lhe wattiect of appea.

The decision of the appcllate Judges and of the courts upon this subject
have not been more unforin than those of the office. Authorities upon
this question, relating to patent law, may readily be obtained upon both
sides. —

Prima Sacie, it would seem, that an application, deliberately withdrawn,
was abandoned, and could no longer form a tound’atior} for a second uppli-
cation; and that, if such second application was made, it must be cutin: iy in-
depcnaent, and could derive no support from the first. That, if public use
intervencd between the withdrawal and the second application, and for
more than twoyears before the filing of the latter, thepatent, if granted,
must be vord. .

This was ttie opinion of thejudZe who tried the case of Godfrey vs. Eames
on cireuit. Inthiscase the first application was withdrawn and the second
filecl upon the same day. . . .

Upon the trial, itappearcd that the invention had been in public use for :
more than two years before the second applieation, but for less than two
years before the first. .

The Court eharged the jury that the continuity of the application was
broken by the withdrawal,and that the public usé must date back from the
gecond application.

The Supreme Court (Godfrey vs. Fames, 1. Wall, 317) held that th‘(sJ Jas
error ; yut it I8 linportant to note the groundsof this decision. The Cour
says : “ In our judgment, if a party choose to withdraw his ap%nlication for
a patent, and pay ihe forfeit, intending, at the time of such withdrawal, to
file a new petition, and he accordingly docs so, the two petitioners are to
be considercd as parts of the same transaction, and both as constituting
one continuous application, within the meaning of the law.

“ The question of the continuity of the application should have been gub-
mitted to the jury.”

It is obviousthat the courts do not mean to declarc that the fwo petitions
constitute one continuous application, no matter what may be the interval
between them, and that the tact of the filing of the second petition is evi-
dence that the intention to doso existed when the first was withdrawn;
for, they say that there 1s still a question of continuity to be submitited to
the jury ; and this obviously means, that theiury areto judge of the gues-
tion of the intention of the patentee in withy m\vin‘:_ thé first u}{‘plinu o,
and whether the interval is 80 long between the applicatlons as to destroy
the continuity ; or to retiut the presumption that upon withdrawing the
first application, the patentee intended to file the second.

The casc of Godfrey vs- Bames, was aguitatlaw. If it had beenin equity,
the Question of intention and of continuity would liave been submitted to
thgjudge toll_)e dieteli‘mixtllgd like any othetr qg.lqstt.loghof éa(t: " of th .

nan a tiop 1or the issue ol a patent, i1t 18 the du (] € T, 8-
gioner to Egcllc e all} questions bothof law mg'd fact, whlchgyo to csta%i"iluﬂlll.}w
rDighf or },hc absence ofright in the applicationto a patent, Marcy vs.Trotter,

unlap J. 186

i

1860,

The quesc\o}\s of the intention of ihe applicant and of the continuity of :

the application are thercfore submitted tv the commissloner for his%udg-
ment;, precisely as they could besubmitied to a Courtot’ Equity. Tneloun-
dation of this judgement is, I think well act forth by Judge Dunlapin Simp-
s0n cx parte, in 1861, Hesays: * arejected applicant who has withdrawn
his appiication may renew if, provided the rencwed application is made
within o reasonable tinse after theyvithdrawal of the fec.

Nothing is more common than to submit the quecstion of reasonable time
or reasonable diligence as a question of fact Or adjudication, The difliculty
of eoming t0 A conclusion, does not obviate the necessity of a decision, and
no judge is justified in evading the regponsibility of deciding any point
which properly srises. . .

Among thc analog ies which mieht be referred to, is the ordinary case of
the failure to present a draft for payment within a reagsonable tlme after it
becomesdue. The drawccfails and the drawer is «lfdchiarged from ability,
1o time is lixed for the preseatytion of the draft, but the Jaw declares thal
it must be present -4 wilhin a reasonanle time, and s;bmite to a court or ju-
ry the question as to whatis or what is not reagonable. .

I am satisfled thuat, in every cage like the prescnt, the Commissioner must
jundge whether or not the application ig continnous, or whether the contin-
uity is broken by a failurc to file the seeond peitfion within a reasonablc
tinje after the witidrawal of the first.

As to what constitutes a reasonabletime,Iam not withoutthelight of au-
thority. In thc cage of Simpson ex parte, above clted, the learned judge
says: “Section, of the aet’of 1839, fixes what 18 areasonable tinie. There i8
nd feason why a renewed application should have more than two years al-
lowed it, computing the time from the date ofthe withdrawal. Bothclasges
of applications, original andrenewed, are applications for patents,and come
within the letter and spirit of the statute,”

Tuis view i3 enforced by the fact that, by the act of March 8, 1861, the ap-
plicant is required to complete and prepare hisapplication for examination
within two years atter the filing of the petition, and that, in default, of sueh
preparation, the application shall be regarded as abandoned.

These provisions of the L t
limitations, which may safely form a guide for tae Commissioner iu deter-
mining the question of reasonable diligence.

It must be remembered that withdrawn a‘p Jications were those which had
been but once rejected. The inventor inight have iusisted upon a second ex-
amination—might have appealed to theCommissioner, to one of the Justices
Bt tlee Civesit Cou Hedid none pf these things;wiiieclaivling tobavebeen
videc b L by the fanls of the talice e tool no Elgle s tu enrrect ihe antion
of whieh he complained. He withdrew his application, waited eigit years,

anl nowappliesagain. Meanwhile his device has been copied in variousforms !
in no less than eighteen subscquent patents. It his application takes date f

from the filing of the new petition, he is clearly anticgated by these patents.
Ifit i8 to datc ®ack to the filing of the first petition, these subgequent patent-
ees will be infrinkers. It is not a sutficient answer to say that the first re-
jeetion was aprogwr;y madie, andthat therefole all the evils Which mav follow
the granting of lis {] Lzl 8t the present time, arce the fault of the Offic : and
ntist be charged to e Commissioner. ‘TLis is a fallacy.

fuultin the original rejection, the law provided a mode of correctiuig tiic raufr.,
which it was agmueh the duty of the applicant to pursue, as it was to file hys
original a%)plication. The law neither points out nor reeognizessuch a mode
of correction as a withdrawal of the application for the purpose of endeavor-
ing, under some new Conunissioner, to obtain a reversal of the sentence, If
the patentee refuses to adopt the remedy given h1}' the law, and substitutes
aneof own makiwer, te does 8o at his peril ; amd, wlmn e anpuli- again, it
is asun i Ay of the Conimissioner to proteet subsequent bone fidein.
ventors and the innoeent publicagaints his lackes, as to nrotect him against
the errors of forimer examincrs. The remarks of Chief Justiee Carter, in
Goodyearand Bacon vs. Hills, 3 Figher, 134, in commenting uporn the Cummings
patent, are strongly in point. Itis to be noted that altnongh 10 t1ls case tu€
second application hacl been made eight years after the first, yet, that the first
had never been withdrawn. Judge Carter says: “ The law makers havce ad-
monished inventors and the public, that if before an application they suffer
more than twe years to clapse in the use of the invention, they shall abso-
lutely forfeit all Tiglt and title thereto. 1t is true the legislative admonition

relates to the period preceding the application. But, it appears to me, asfar !

as the Court ean be guided by its own judgnicnt, that theinventor is left un-
der tiie dominion of common law &ar' i
which the application may be filinwed. g
his application, whicl is Tefused by the Office, he may sleep upon his rights
indefinjtely, and that at any period in his lifetnme, or” that of lis representa-
tives,the apblication may be revived, as against the public? . I think not.
e redie, L Ahink he vrunll ave toklhiow a reasen wh he shiould be so per-
métted. The Jutgienst mtlon by the Office advertises to the coun-
iry, at least, Lhat he stands in nc tber position than before the application
was nade. The country is adviscd by the deliberation of the only tribunal
grovide:l by law for the ascertainment, at that stage of the invention, of
is right, that Jic Lias none. More espcclally is he himself adyiecd of that
fact,tor he is a party to the procecdings, and more imuediately damuificd
bythe rejection ot'the application. That rejection would at leastbe regard-
ed in the logie of equity aganotice to hiinto proceed with diligence to traverse
and reverse the judgment of the Office.” . . . *

In Rich 3. Lippincott, 2 Fisher, 1, Mr.Justiee Grier says, in his ehargeto the
jury: “If youtind thatthe application of 1836, renewed in 1837, was for this
same subject-matter now patented,and it such applieation was not withdrawn
bi{ Fitzgerald, but the delay was caused by tlie conduct of the Commissioner
of Patents in refusinﬁ to grant the patent for the sanie invention since patent-
ed, then Fitzgerald should not be eonsidered to have abandoned his inventjon
to the public. On the contrary, it you believe that the application of 1836 and
1837 was not tforthe saiuc invention with that patented,and,wasgtherctore, Ie-,
fused by the Commissioner, or was_withdrawn and abandoned by the arpli-
cant, atud continued so until Enos Wilder got up an application tor the pres-
entpatent, and, in the imeanwhile, the inyention had gone into pullic use for
more thi.i two years, their you will find this point for the deteudanins*?

S >, aiso, Bell ws, Dauicls, 1 Fisher, 372, Mr. Justice Fisher, who now sits.in
appeals from thig Office to the Supreme Court of this District, has, in thelate
case of Rewley 25 Mason, made a de cigion, tht reagmine of whieh legically
leads to the conclugion Which I mvearrived’ i1 Lhi present case.  If theappll
{_'\:ml. had hran pul foto Interfaresce witl one of Hia sghiicen inventors Who
1
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atent law seems to establish a ques? statute of :

If the Office w.s g !

iLciiek, in regard to any laches by -
Is it the law beeausean inventor files ;

80, when we findthat instcad of using diligence to obtain a patent, he deliber

ately and formally withdrew his app:ication from the Office and gave no sign

BTl giorexght‘wars, whileeighteen patents were granted morc or less aftect-

mg his rights. hile it necd not be asscrtcd that_the present applicant was

setting a trap for these subse(%uem patents, it is8 obvious that, to sustain the
resehl apé)lig%t.ion, would be to offer stronginducementsto othérs to set such
The decision of the Board of Examiners in Chief is affirmed.

Tups hercatt
Signed) S. S. FISHER, Commissioner
June 9, 1869 (Signed) ’

HOOP SKIRT LITIGATION.

BEFORE JUDGE BLATCHFORD.

Samuel B, Doughty vs. Joseph J. West et al.—This was a suit in equlty to
restraim the infringement of a reissued ﬂa‘mnt, granted to the plaintifi’ on
| August 1, 1865, for an **finproywuenl in skeletun siKirts.” The patent was

originally issued (h:tobher 4, 1588, to the plaintiff, James M. Draper, who was

the invengor, and it was reissued on December ’27, 1859, and the plaintiff, by
assignment, Uceamne the owner of the entire interest in it. He brought a
suit on 1t against two of the defendants in this suit, the decision in which
is to be found in 2, Fisher’s Patent Cases, 553, in whieh the Court held that
the plaintiff could not recover what waselaimed by him without a reissue.
hat deeision was made in June,1865,and the present reissue was granted
in_August, 1865.

The will churges as an infringement of the patent the making and selling
of skeletonskirts by the defendauts. One of the principaldefenses set up
to the billis that Draper was not the originaland first inventor of what is
covered by the last reissue, and much testimonyhas been introduced by
the defeadauts for the Furpa)se of establishing the existence, before the
tune of the invention of Draper, of gkeleton skirts siinilarly constructed.
The main questions discussed on the hearing were, whether ]’)rnpcr was an
orfginal, and, if so, the first inventor of the improvement claimed in the
last rcissue, 4nd whether he made such invention before the time when he
applied for his original patent.

A good deal of testimonywas submitted by defendant, but Judge Blatch-
ford decided that the plaintiffhad made out his case clearly, and to his (the
Judge’s) entire satisfaction, and decreed a perpetual injunction and an ac-

b count, with referenee to a master, and for costs of saits.

PATENT FOR STRETCHING CHAINS---NOVELTY,

BEFORE JUDGE BLATCHFORD.
Charles Hall vs. James Dird.—This was an action foraninfringement of a

: patent granted to the plaintiff on May 30.1864, for a maehine tor stretching

chains go as to make the links of unitorm length, The defense set up was
that in 1852 the defendant’s tather had a machine built for him for streteh-
ing chaing, which he placed in his cellar and used, but which he kept con-
cealed from persons in general; that this machine, after a while, was no
longer used, is tather having died in 1862; but in 1865 he removed the ma-
chine from thatcellar into his shop, where it was fisited up, used to stretch
chains,and that this was the infringement complained of. It appeared,
however,that in1864, the plaintiff’s maehine was described to the defend-
ant by a workman in his employ who had seen it, and that till the removal
of the old machine, the defendant had stretched chain links by hand, with
tite hammer and anvil.

Heid by the Court.—That on the faets of the case, the knowledge of the
defendant’s machine was as effectually lost as if it had not heen cons.ruct-
ed,and the plaintiff’'s invention was new and unknown, and patentable,
notwithstanding the existance of the defendant’s machine. (Gaylor vs.
wilder,10, How.,477). That thedefendanthas failed to establish the iden-
tity of the old machine with the macliine now used by him in one import-
! untpurticular;uamely,in the provision in the jaws of the tongs for grasp-
ing the links of the chains,so as not to injure it or any other link. That on
the evidence the plaintift isentitled to recover, but ashe has failed to es-
tablish any specitie amount of damages, the amount awarded will be only
8iX cents.

MANUFACTURING, MINING, AND RAILROAD ITEMS,

The impracticability of so connecting the waters of Lake Sdperior with
the Mississippi to obviate the difficulties arising from low water in that
river during the dry season, is thus shown in a letter to the Press by a St.
Paulengineer : * Thesurface of Lake Superior is varionsly estimated to be
from 600 to 650 feet higher than the ocean level ; Lake St. Croix from 686 to
694 feet above the ocean level ; the Mississippi river at St. Paul about 14 feet
higher than Lake St. Croix ; the mouth of Chippewa river about 30 feet low-
er than St.Croixlake, and thereforeLake Pepinmust bc about 40 feethigher
than Lalke Superior.”

Last year 296,660 persons werc employed in coal miniug in England and
‘Wales, and §9,160in Scotland. The qQuantity of coal raised in Great Britain
wasg 104,566,959 tuns. There wcre 860 separate fatal accidents, and 1,011 lives
lost, the proportion of persons employed for separate fatal aecidents being
403, and 343 employed to every life lost. Every 103,429 tuns of coal raised
appears to have cost alife. These operations were carried onin 3,262 col-
lieries. Therc were also 69 lives lost in ironstone mines.

Inthe United States Court at Cincinnati,in the case of the Government
against five cascs of imported reprints of Amerjcan copyright books, part
of seventy-cight cases seized fornon-payment of Government duties, Judge
: Leavitthas decided that these booksreverted to the copyright owner upon
the payment of Government tax by him.

Every lumber yard in Hannibal, Mo., hag aswitchfrom the railroad into
theyard. The cars are pushed into the yard by a *‘ pony engine’” and there
lozded, when they start on their aestinncions,‘whcther along the Hannibal
and St. Joseph Railroad, the Cameron, or crossing the Missouriat Xansas
City and thence into the State of Kansas.

On Saturday, June 5,two colored carpenters,formerly slaves, commenced
workin the WashingtonNavy Yard. Thisisthe firsttime, saysthe Herald,
that colored meclianics of this elass have ever been employed in the Wash-
ington Navy Yard upon an equal footing with white workmen.

At San Francisco the Chinamen have been set to work at m#king cheap
| shoes, and imported goods of thatclass aredriven out of the market.
They now talk of giving them similar employment in Brigham Young’s
dominions.

A petition has been presented to the Common Council or Ncwark, tor as-
sistance to build a ship caual from Newark to this city. It is proposed to
make the canal200 feet wide with 10 feet depth of water at low tide.

The four spool factories at Wecld, Belgrade, Farmington Falls, and
Grecnwood (Lock Mills), Maine, furnish two-tliirds of the spools for the
whole country.
| A company has been formed at Ridgefleld, Conn., with a capital of $200,-

000 to build a railway from that plaee to Port Chester, New York.
; The work on the rolling mill to be erected by the Baltimore and Ohio
Railroad Company has been commenced.

Twenty-four thousand acres ot mineral land in Missouri were recently
sold for $540,000,

_ﬁh’rmt

Onder this heading we shall vublish weekly notes ¢ some g, the more prom-
inent home and foretgn patents.
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EXTENSION AND CHANGEABLE LADDER.—Wm. G. Philips, Newport, Del,
—This invention relatesto 2 new sectional ladderwhich is so arranged,
that it can be extended to any desired length, or that it can be transformed
into a ladder or scaffold.

FURNACE FOR EX'TRAOTING ZINC FRON ORE.—Aloi8 Thoma, New York
'[city.—’l‘he object of this invention isto remove the inconveniences hcreto-
fore existing in the production of zinc and tosimplify the labor connected
therewith.

SToP MOTION FOR Looxs.—John J. Switzer, Chelsea, Mass.—This inven:
tionrelates to o new thread deteetor and stop motion for looms, whereby
the injury to fabries, produeed by the breaking of threads is instantly pre
vented by the stopping of the machinery.

PAOKING Box FOR ROTARY STEaAM DRYERS.--W. B. Fowler, Lawrenee,

end of a hollow rotating steam cylinder, and on drying apparatus of paper
machines. The object of the invention is toso constructallparts, that the
steam willserveto make a light joint.

APPARATUS FOR ROASTING COFFEE, NuTs, ExC:—D. A. T. Gale, Pough-

tem of arrauging the gas pipe and burner, an autematic power,and adevice
for allowing the wasting process to be oarried ob in a cylinder without re-
D yorvipg the gaine.
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Mass.—This invention relates to anew boxforpacking the fixed pipeinthe I

keepsic, N. Y.—This iuvention has for its objeet to provide an effective sys- §

|
|

—

NAIL CLINCHER FOR HORSESHOES.—Nicholas Repp, Waterloo, Towa.

This invention relates to a ncw instrument for cutting and clinching horse-
.Shoenails, and for filing the hoof underthe clinched parts of the nails, said
Instrument being intended as a substitute for the fourtoolsheretofore used

[ forthe same object; namely, anail cutter,a nail head holder, a rasp, and a

hammer for clinching.

SEED PLANTER.—F.E. A, Engelman, Cheektowaga,N. Y.~This.invention
relates to a new maehine for planting seed to any suitable depth and in
r.ows of suitable width, with or without fertilizing matter, and thc inven
tlonleonsists inthegeneral arrangement of parts,whereby the desired re-
sult}s obtained,alsoin a new mannerof making theseed cap adjustable
andin anovelarrangement for adjusting the apparatus to plant in rows at.
suitable distances apart.

BEEHIVES.—J. H.Bassler, Pine Grove, Pa.—Thisinventionrelates to a new
_manner of making the sides of beehives, and to the application of certain
ingredients,used for that purpose,and itconsists ina novel manuer of arrang-
?ng and constructing straw sides for the hives and of a novel cement used
in connection with the straw sides.

F.LY FRAMES FOR ROVING MACHINES.—J. G. Luseomb, Taunton, Mass.—
Thisinvention has for its object the production of a new apparatusfor ad
Jjusting the belt on the cones of a fly frame, for regulating the veloeity of
the bobbins. Thcinvention consistsin a novel arrangement of devices for
connecting the rack by which the belt is adjusted with the contact shaft
and with a cluteh gear whereby certainty of action and a suitable degree of
decrease of motion are obtained.

SPRING BED.—SamuelDuulap,Rome, Ga.—This invention consists in an
arrangement of vulcanized india-rubber springs upon tension rollers at
each end, extending across the space between the ends, the rollers being
providedwith ratchets or pawlsfor tightening or holding the springs.

WagoN WHEELS.—C. F. Carman, Hamburg, Iowa.—This invention con-
8ists in connecting two spokes to the hub in each mortice, one of which is
dovetailed and keyed in to the mortise, similarly formed, by driving the
other as akey, and both spokes of each pair have inelined tenons so that
they branch in each direction to therim,at distances from each other equal
to the distances from one, to one of the next pair.

FrICTION CLUTCH AND BRARE.—Darius Banks,New Yorkcity.—Thisin-
ventionconsists in an arrangement of a loose sliding pulley with a conical
projection, a set of friction rollers for imparting motion to the said pulley
by frictional contact with the said hub, a fixed tubular brake with one or
more internalannular flanges taking into grooves inthe hubgsofthc whecls,
and operating levers, all so arranged that a movement of the said leversin
one direction connects the friction dcvices, and disconnects the brake, and
the opposite movement diseonnects the friction devices and. connects the
brake.

CENTER BEARING FOR LOCOMOTIVES, ETC.—B. W. Healey, Providence,
R.I.-Thisinventionrelates to improvements in supporting locomotives,
tenders, cars, etc., on their trueks, and has for its object to provide a ball
and socket connection for the same.

HarNEBSS.—John K.Harris, Springfleld, Ohio.—This invention relatesto
the harness patented byH. C.Smith,July 10th,1866, and improved by J. K.
Harris, May 26th,1868, and comprisges further improvements upon said har-
ness, for the purpose of making it lighter, safer, neater in appearance, more
eeonomical in construction and more convenient in operation.

ParErBoxES.—H.A.Devendorf, Port Jackson, N. Y.—This invention re-

lates toan improvement in the manner of construeting paper boxes, where-
by they can bemade more economically and with less labor, while the arti-

cle produced will be stronger and more substantialthan the boxes hitherto
made of the same material.

CarCoupPLING.—A. Z. Long, Scranton, Pa.—The objcct of this invention
is to provide for public use, a simple and cheap automatic coupling for
cars, 8o constructed that it is adapted to couple together cars of unequal
hight,and also cars constructed for differentgages of road.

HEATING STOVE.—H. E. Blemker, Evansville, Ind.—The object of thisin-
vention is to provide an attachable and detachable device of improved con-
struction, designed to be attached to heating stoves in order to secure
more perfect combustion of the fuel and smoke, a better draft, and bet-
ter radiation ofthe heat.

MoDE oF RaISING WATER.—David Jones, Newport, Wales.—This inven-
tion relates to a new and important improvemeuts in the method of raising
water by means of a vacuum produced by the condensation of steam.

CoMpoUND.—Philip O’R:illy, Hartford,Conn.—The object of thisinven-
tion is to provide a compound for producing atine jet in bla:kpaints, and
for other purposes.

‘WxeATHER STRIP.—E. P. Ford, Shipman, I1l.—This invention relatesto a
gelf-acting weather strip to ba attaehed to outside doors for stopping wind
and rain.

STuMPEXTRACTOR.~Wiiliam Smith, Pine Hill, Wis.—This invention con-
sists, in general terms, of a gallows frame, provided atits upper part with a
ratchet wheel and pawl lever, the shaft of the ratchet wheel bearing a gear
pinion,whichengageswith another gear wheel on the winding shaft or
drum. Thestump chain being attached to this latter shaft or drum is
woundthereonwhentheratchetleveris vibrated.

VEGETABLE GATHERER.—Jacob Schermerhorn,Daysville, N. Y.—Tais in-
vention consists in a rake or comb, having long curved metallic fingers sus-
pended from the front of a pair of handles supported on an axle
and wheels,and provided witha pocket so arranged that theoperator push-
ing the machine in advance may cause the fingers to run along the ground
under thearticles to begathcred,whieh will, by depressing the handles be-
low thelevel of the axle, freely roll down over a riddle into the, pocket,
saidriddlebeinZ arranged between the fingers andthe pocket,for separa-
tingsmallarticlesand other matterliable to be taken up.

MEAT-CHOPPING MACHINE.—Paul Clareton, New York eity.—This inven-
tionrelates to a new maehine, by whieh meat, vegetables, and other arfi-
clescan be rapidly and Successfully cul into small pieces for sausage stuff
ing, and other purposes. The invention eongists in the arrangzment of a
carriage, which supports a driving shaft and a series of cutters that are
fastened to vertieal guidc bars. By turning theshaft, whieh carries aseries
of cams, the cuttersare alternatelyraised,and are theu thrown down with
considerableforce by means of powerful springs.

KNIFE'SCOURER.~—Bamuel R. Goodsell and John Quincy Adams, Brook
lyn, N. Y.—This invention relates to a new deviee for cleaning knives,
forks, and othersimilar articles,and consists in a novel construction of a
gliding rnbber.

VELOCIPEDE,—J. W, McMillian, Greenville, Ala.—This invention relates
to a new three or four-wheeled velocipede, whieh s so constructed that
motion can be imparted to hoth axles at onee, either by the hands or feet
of the operator, or by both hands'and feet combined. The invention con-
sists if the geueral combination, with ratehet wheels mounted on both
axles of eonneeting levers, treadles,and hand lcvers, all arranged in such
manner that the aforementioned results can, without difticulty, be
realized.

Z1NC FURNACE.—Alois Thorda, New York city.—This invention relates
to a new zinc furnaee, which is 8o arranged, that it is doubled—that is to
say, that the furnaces which are usitally separated are, with their gas gen-
erators,built together to forniin asingle structure, the double furnace.
Room, building; material, and labor are economized by this arrangement.

_ VioLins.—Jacob Lenhard, New York city.—This invention relates to an
improved manner ot seeuring the bridge to a violin or other how iustru-
ment, with the object of securing grcater freedom to the sonnding board,
to allow thesame to vibrate withless difficulty than heretofore.

COMBINED Toxm»:jr AND NURSERY TABLE.—Henry Havekorst, Leaven
worth City, Kansas.—This invention relates to a new table, whieh can be
used as a toilet table, and which,asit can be supported ou one single leg
ontheside, maybeused as a nursery table, to have its top extending over
the bed of a sick Person. Tho table can also be used as a writing and fead
1ng desk yaz {tean be made high or Iow it will
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