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proved process of manufacturing corset stays. The object of the in-
vention was to blank out single and double or H-shaped corset stays
from a strip of metal by successive single operations. The H-shaped or
Sherwood stay was the invention of Henry C. Sherwood. The process
is probably stated with sufficient clearness in the two claims of the pat-
ent, as follows: '

*(1)The method of forming single and double corset stays at a single oper-
ation, which consists in blanking out a single stay between the two sides of
the last half of one double stay and the two sides of the first half of the next
double stay, and at the same time separating the completed double stay from
the strip. (2) The herein-described improvement in the art of manufactur-
ing corset stays, the same consisting—First, in feeding to the press a strip of
metal the width of a double stay; secondly, in blanking out a single stay be-
tween the two parts of the last half of one double stay and the two parts of
the first half of the next double stay; and, thirdly, in separating the com-
pleted double stay from the strip of metal.”

In Décember, 1883, and January, 1884, and prior to the date of the
alleged invention, John Norton, the foreman of the Blun & Henius
Manufacturing Company, of which Henius was a member, devised and
made, at Heniug’ request, the tools for making what is called the Cohn
Stay, which is a double O-shaped corset stay, connected by cross pieces
at each end. The dies for the Cohn stay are the same as for the Sher-
wood stay, except that the die for the cross cut is placed very near the
die for the longitudinal cut. The principle or the method of the so-
called Henius process was easily suggested by the Cohn tools.

I am strongly inclined to the opinion that, in view of the previously
known process for making the Cohn stay, there was no invention in the
process for making the Sherwood stay; but, if the latter improvement is
entitled to be called an invention, its authorship entirely belongs to John
Norton, the same person who made the tools for the Cohn stay. Nor-
ton’s testimony upon the subject is very clear, is corroborated by Sher-
wood, and is entirely uncontradicted. The bill is dismissed.
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BroorrLyN & N. Y. Ferry Co. ». Ter Prquor.
ProvipEncE & StoniNeToN S. S. Co.v. THE ALASKA.

(District Court, E. D. New York. April 4, 1887.)

1. CorrIsIoN—RTEAMER AND FERRY-BoaT—EasT RIvER NAvVIGATIOR—KEEPING
IN MiD-STREAM—ARTICLE 16, INTERNATIONAL REGULATIONS.

The steamer P. was coming down the East river, near the New York shore,

on the ebb-tide, when the ferry-boat A.started out from the New York shore

1Reported By Edward G. Benedict, Esq., of the New York bar.
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.to cross to Brooklyn. The P. thereupon blew two whistles, and sheered to
_port, to cross the bows of the A., relying, as she did o, upon the A.’s stop-
ping. The ferry-boat, being upon the starboard hand of the P., did not stop,

* with the result'that she. wiB run into by the steamer. - Held, that a fault in the
P. was in'her not keeping in the.middle of the river;.that, the situation being
governed by article 16 of the Internatlonal Regulatmns, it was the duty of the
A. to keep her course, and of the P. to avoid her; that the latter was there-
fore solely liable for the collision.

2. 8aMB—CusTOM—~80UND STEAMERS—EXEMPTION FROM ARTICLE 168, -
If there is a custom which permits Sound steamers to claim exemption from
the operation of article 16 of the International Regulations, when approach-
" ing the ferries in the East river on the ebb- tlde, such custom is opposed to
law and cannot prevall

In Admlralty.
Wilcox, Adams & Macklm, for the Alaska.
Meller, Peckham & Dixzon, for the Pequot.

BeneDICT; J. - ‘T do not see any way to avoid -the conclusion that the
Pequot was in fault for not keeping a course in the middle of the river.
Her excuse for running along the New York piers is that she was pre-
vented from going in the middle of the river by the presence of other
vessels in the river. - Other vessels. were in the river, but I see no reason
to'doubt that she could, notwithstanding, have been much nearer to the
middle of the river than she was when she reached pier 86. Her wit-
nesses declare that the other vessels prevented any attempt on her part
to get out into:'the river until they reached between piers 36 and 37;
and it is argued that this should be believed, because, aside from any
desire to comply with the law, which should be presumed, it was for
her interest to come down in the middle of the river as her shortest
course.  I'do not understand such to be the fact. So far as distance is con-~
cerned, I suppose the Pequot saved distance by the course she took.
Consequently she was under temptation to find, in the presence of other
vessels, an excuse for keeping near the New York piers, and to magnify
the difficulties of reaching the middle of the river, when the result of
such a course proved disastrous. But it is to be observed that her mas-
ter, in command at the wheel, called on to assign a reason for not keep-
ing out towards the middle of the river when signaled so to do by the
Peconic, does not allude to the presence of other vessels as an obstacle
to such a course. The only reason he gives is that he was then headed
for New York, and could not break his sheer. If such was his course
at that point, he was clearly in fault. .

But, whatever difficulty the Pequot might have encountered in an at-
tempt to reach the middle of the river while keeping her headway, it is
certain that by stopping, as she could even on the ebb-tide, until the ves-
sels approaching from below had passed, she could have gained her
proper position in the river long before she reached: pier 36. Had she
done this, she would not have collided with the ferry-boat Alaska as she
did, She must therefore be adjudged guilty of a fault contributing to
the collision.

The real controversy, as I view the case, is in regard to the action ot
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the ferry-boat Alaska. The claim of the Pequot is that the ferry-boat
should have stopped as the Pequot approached from above. The rela-
tive positions and courses of the Pequot and the Alaska are not left in
doubt. The Alaska started upon her course, and began to move out of
her New York slip,.on her regular trip, when the Pequot was passing
down outside the ferry-boat Peconic, then just above pier 86, and bound
up the river. The courses of the Pequot and the Alaska from that time
were crossing, and the Alaska was upon the Pequot’s starboard side.
‘The case, then, was governed by article 16 of the International Regula-
tions. It was therefore the duty of the Pequot to avoid the Alaska, and
the duty of the Alaska to keep her course.

What happened was this: After the Pequot saw the Alaska to be
moving out, she blew two whistles, and sheered to port, intending to
crogs the Alaska’s bows; and, as the testimony of the master of the
Pequot clearly shows, she relied upon the Alaska’s stopping to enable
the Pequot to pass ahead of the Alaska in safety. The Alaska did not
stop, and the Pequot, when some 400 feet out in the river, brought up
on the Alaska’s port side abaft the bearn with a powerful blow.

I do not see in this any fault on the part of the ferry-boat. It isin-
sisted that the situation relieved the vessels from the operation of article
16, and entitled the Pequot to require the ferry-boat to stop. ButIam
unable to see why. Of course, it'was not easy for a vessel loaded as the
Pequot, and in the ebb-tide, to make sudden changes of course, and the
fact emphasizes the fault of the Pequot in sheering to port as she did,
with the ferry-boat in sight and moving out. But there is nothing in
such a fact to excuse the Pequot from complying with article 16, or to
justify her in supposing that the ferry-boat would not expect such com-
pliance from her. The ferry-boat, indeed, knew that the Pequot was
not in the middle of the river, but she would not know when the Pequot
would attempt to gain the middle of the river; neither could she know
the Pequot’s sheer was made for the purpose of gaining the middle of the
river, nor could she know that it was impossible for the Pequot to break
her sheer after it had once been taken. What the ferry-boat did know
was that the Pequot could avoid her by passing between her and the
New York shore, where, as was obvious at the time and as the result
proved, the Pequot would find abundant room. The ferry-boat knew,
therefore, that no departure from. the rule of article 16 was necessary to
avoid immediate danger, and accordingly she had the right to presume
obedience to article 16 by the Pequot, and to keep her own course, leav-
ing the Pequot to keep out of her way, as required by article 16.

If, as claimed here, but also denied, custom permits Sound steamers
to claim exemption from article 16, when approaching the ferries in the
East river on the ebb-tide, such custom, opposed as it i3 to law, cannot
avail. Nor should it avail; for, as long ago declared by Judge Berrs,
(The Relief, Olcott, 104,) and as since frequently affirmed, the regular
way of the ferry—boats is not to be impeded by vessels approachmg their
track. No doubt, it is important for the Sound boats to make their time;
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but it is more important for the ferry-boats in the East river to make their
time, and most important for both that no private understanding of
their relative importance be allowed to create exceptions as to the rules
of navigation established by law.

My conclusion, therefore, is that the collision in question was caused
solely by. the fault of the Pequot. - . The libel of the Providence & Ston-
ington Steam-Ship Company against the Alaska is therefore dismissed,
with costs, and in the action of the Brooklyn & New York Ferry Company
against the Pequot there must be a decree for the libelant, with a refer-
ence to ascertain the amount of the damages.

.\"

THE ALFREDO.!
TrE LaUurRa BELLE.
R SPRAKER v. THE ALFREDO.

DobEro v. THE LAURA BELLE. -
. (District Cowrt, B. D. New York. March 24, 1887.)
Gonnxsron;smrﬁg VnssELsé-‘fEééﬁL ‘Hove -ro—Foe—SxGan.
N A sailing vessel, when hove to in a fog, should ring a bell, and not blow a
orn. © s . ' .
In Admiralty. B
Goodrich, Deady -& Goodrich, for Spraker and the Laura Belle.
Butler, Stillman & Hubbard, for Dodero and the Alfredo.

Benepier, J. . The decision of these actions depends upon the ques-
tion whether & ¢ollision between -the bark Alfredo and the schooner
Laura Bélle; which occurred on the high seas, was caused by the fault
of the bark, or ‘the fault of the schooner, or by the fault of both, or of
neither of the: vessels.. " The collision happened “in a dense fog. The
bark was sailing close hauled on the starboard tack, making some three
miles an hour. - The schooher was hove to, with wheel lashed to star-
board, the jib fast to the mast and aback, her mainsail trimmed to
windward, and her foresail ‘down. She was powerless to make any
change of position. An'effort was made in behalf of the schooner by
calling the 'master a secondtime, at the last moment, to show the
schooner to' be moving, but the éffort failed. Five or six of the schoon-
er’s own ¢rew prove beyond the possibility of dispute that the schooner
was not going ahead. Her libel describes her as “laid to, waiting for an

! Reported by Edward G. Benedict, Esq., of the New York bar,



