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proved processof manufacturingcorset stays: The object of the
vention was to blank out single and double or H-shapedcorsetstays
from a strip of metalby successivesingleoperations. The H-shapedor
Sherwoodstaywas the invention of Henry C. Sherwood. The process
is probablystatedwith sufficient clearnessin the two claimsof the pat-
ent, asfollows:

..(1)The methodof forming singleand doublecorsetstaysat a singleoper-
ation, which consistsin blankingout a singlestaybetweenthe two sidesof
the lasthalf of onedoublestayandthetwo sidesof the first half of thenext
doublestay,andat the sametime separatingthecompleteddoublestayfrom
thestrip. (2) The herein-describedimprovementin the art of manufactur-
ing corsetstays,thesameconsisting-Ftrst, in feedingto thepressa stripof
metal the width of a doublestay; secondly, in blankingouta singlestaybe--
tweenthetwo partsof the last haIfof onedoublestayand the two partsof
the first half of the next doublestay; and, thirdly, in separatingthecom-
pleteddoublestayfrom the strip' of metal."

In Decembel', 1883, andJanuary,1884,and prior to the dateof the
alleged invention, John Norton, the foreman of the BIun & Henius
ManufacturingCompany,of which Heniuswasa member,devisedand
made,at Henius'request,the tools for makingwhat is called the Cohn
Stay, which isadoubleO-shapedcorsetstay, connectedby crosspieces
at eachend. The dies for the Cohnstayare the sameas for the
wood stay, except that the die for the crosscut is placedvery nearthe
die for the longitudinal cut. The principle or the methodof the so-
calledHeniusprocesswaseasilysuggestedby the Cohntools.

I amtltrongly inclined to the'opinion that, in view of the previously
known processfor makingthe Cohnstay, therewasno invention in the
processfor makingthe Sherwoodstay; but, if the latter improvementis
entitledto becalledan invention,its authorshipentirelybelongsto John
Norton, the samepersonwho madethe tools for the Cohnstay. Nor-
ton'stestimonyupon the subject is very clear, is corroboratedby Sher-
wood, and is entirely uncontradicted. The bill is dismissed.
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(District Oourt, E. D. New York. April 4, 1887.)

t. OOLLISION-STEAMER AND FERRy-BoAT-EASTRIVER NAVIGATIO:N-'KEEPIBG
IB MID-STREAK-ARTICLE 16, INTERNATIONAL REGULATIONS.

ThesteamerP. wascomingdowntheEastriver, neartheNewYork shore,
on theebb-tide,whenthe ferry'boatA. startedout from the NewYork shore

1Reportedby EdwardG. Benedict,Esq.,of theNew York bar.
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to cross to Brooklyn. thereupon blew two whistles, and shp,ered to
port, to cross the bows of the A., relying, as she didso, upon the A/s stop-
pi?g. The ferry-boat, beiug upop. the starboard hand of .the P., did not stop,
wIth the result,that shewltsrun into bv the steamer. 'Held, that a.fault in the
P. not keeping in the,middie of the river;, that. the situation being
governed by article 16 of 1ntEirnationai Regnlations, it was the dnty 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. ,SAME-,CUSTOM.."..SOUND STEAMERS.,....ExEMPTION FROM ARTICLE 16.
there is a custom which permits Sound steamers to claim exemption from

the opC(ration of article 16 of the International when approach-
ing the ferries in the East river on the ebb-tide, such custom is opposed to
law, and cannot prevail.

In Admiralty. . ..
'Wilcox, Adams&: Macklin, for the Alaska.
Miller, Peckham&:' Dixon, for the Pequot.

BEr;EDIcT, J; . I do not see anyway to avoid the conclusion that the
Pequot was in fault for not keeping a course in the middle of the rivei:'.
Her excuSe for running along the New York piers 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 sbecould, notwithstanding, have been much nearer to the
middle of the river than she was when she reached 'pier 36. Herwit-
llooses 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 Mlieved, 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
oourse. ldo not understand such to be the fact. Safar as distance is con-
cerned. I suppose the Pequot saved distance by the course she took.
Consequently she was urider 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 disastroUEl. 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
Pl'Oper 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
qid: She must therefore be adjudged guiltYQf a fa.ult 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-boatAlaska. The claim of the Pequotis that the ferry-boat
shouldhavestoppedas the Pequotapproachedfrom above. The rela-
tive positionsand coursesof the Pequotand the Alaskaare not left in
doubt. The Alaska starteduponher course,and beganto moveout of
her New York slip"on her regular trip, when the Pequotwas passing
down outsidethe ferry-boatPeconic,thenjustabovepier 36, and bound
up the river. The coursesof the Pequotandthe Alaskafrom that time
were crossing, and the Alaska was upon the Pequot'sstarboarQside.
The case,then, was governedby article 16 of the InternationalRegula-
tions. It wasthereforethe duty of the Pequotto avoid the Alaska,and
the duty of the Alaskato keepher course.

What happenedwas this: After the Pequotsaw the Alaska to be
moving out, she blew two whistles,and sheeredto port, intending to
cross the Alaska's bows; and, as the testimony of the masterof the
Pequotclearly shows,she relied upon the Alaska'sstoppingto enable
the Pequotto passaheadofihe Alaska in safety. The Alaskadid not
stop, and the Pequot,whensome400 feet out in the river, brought up
on the Alaska'sport sideabaft the beamwith a powerful blow.

I do not seein this any fault on the part of the ferry-boat. It is in-
sistedthat the situationrelievedthe vesselsfrom theoperationof article
16, andentitled the Pequotto requirethe ferry-boatto stop. But I am
unableto seewhy. Of course,it 'wasnot easyfora vesselloadedas the
Pequot,and in the ebb-tide,to makesuddenchangesof course,and the
fact emphasizesthe fault Of the Pequotin sheeringto port asshedid,
with the ferry-boat in sight and moving out. But there is nothing in
sllchafact to excusethe Pequotfrom complying with article 16, or to
justify her in supposingthat the ferry-boatwould notexpectsuc\1com-
pliance from her. The ferry-boa-t, indeed,knew that the Pequotwas
not in themiddleof the river, but shewould not know.whenthePequot
would attemptto gain the middle of the river; neither.could sheknow
the Pequot'ssheerwasmaderorthepurposeof gainingthemiddle.orthe
river, nor could sheknow that it wasimpossiblefor thePequotto break
her sheerafter it hadoncebeentaken. What the ferry-boat did know
was that the Pequotcould avoid her.by passingbetweenher and the
New York shore,where,as was obviousat time and as,the result
proved,the Pequotwould find abundantroom. The ferry-boat knew!
therefore,that no departurefrom. the rule of article 16 wasnecessaryto
avoid immediatedanger,and accordinglyshehad the right to presume
obedienceto article 16 by the Pequot,and to keepher own course,leav-
ing the pequotto keepout of her way, as requiredby article 16.

If, asclaimedhere,but alsodenied,custom permitsSoundsteamers
to claim exemptionfrom article 16, whenapproachingthe ferries in the
Eastriver on the ebb-tide,suchcustom,opposedas it is to law, cannot
avail. Nor should it avail; for, as long agodeclaredby JudgeBET'ff:l,
(The Relief,Olcott, 104,) and as since frequently affirmed, the regular
way oOheferry-boatsis not to be impededby vesselsapproachingtheir
track. No doubt,it is importantfor theSoundboatsto maketheir time;



842 FEDERAL REPORTER.

but it is moreimportantfor theferry-boatsin theEastriver to maketheir
time, and most important for both,that no private understandingof
their relative importancebeallowed to createexceptionsas tothe rules
of navigationestablishedby law;

My conclusion,.therefore,is that the collision in questionwascaused
solely by. thefault of the Pequot.- :The libel of the Providence& Ston-
ington Steam-ShipCompanyagainstthe Alaska is thereforedismissed,
with costs,andin theactionof theBrooklyn& NewYork FerryCompany
againstthe Pequottheremust bea decreefor the libelant, with a refer-
enceto ascertainthe amountof the damages.
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SPRAKER V. THE -ALFREDO.

DODEllOV. -THE LAURA BELLE.

'(QiBtrriet(JO'Uf't,E: D. New York. March 24, 1887.)

VESSELS;-VESBE!'HOVE To-Foa-SIGliALs.
, A vessel,whenhoveto 111 a fog, shouldring abell, andnot blow a

horn. -, . .-
'j .',

In Admiralty. '
Goodrich, Deady for Sprakerand the LauraBelle.
B'IJiler, Stillman Hubbard, for Doderoand the

BENEDICT, J. The deoislonoftheseactionsdependsupon the ques-
tidn'whether tV collision'between,the bark Alfredo and the schooner
LauraBelle'; which-occurredon the high seas,wascausedby the fault
of the bil.rk,.or<thefault of the SChooner,or by the fault of both, or of
neither oftha-vessels."The collision happenedin a densefog. The
bark waseailingclosehauled011 starboardtack,makingsomethree
milesan hour: The schooherwashave to, with wheel lashedto star-
board, the jib fast to the mastand aback,her mainsail trimmed to
windward, and her foresail down. She was powerlessto make any
changeof position. Aneffortw'asmade in behalf(jf the schoonerby
calling themastera secondtime, at the last moment, to show the
schoonerto' bemoving,but the effort failed. Five Or six of the schoon-
et's provebeyondthe possibility of disputethat the schooner
was-notgoingahead. Her libel describesheras"laid to, waiting for an

1 Reportedby EdwardG. Benedict,Esq., of the New York bar.


