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‘RATNSFORD'S PATENTS. _ Ex parte J. Fi<LDING AND COY. LTD.

STARKE J.

Two petitions have been presented by J.Fielding and Co Ltd, with
the authority of the Attorney General, praying respectively for the revoca—é
tion of Letters Patent No. 23801 of 1925 and No. 5116 of 1926, granted to
Clarence Ferdinand Rainsford. During the hearing, the attack upon Letters
Patent Wo. 23801 was confined to Claims Nog. 1-14, both inclusive, and szuﬁ
23, and that upon Letters Patent No. 5116 to Claims 1 to 8, both igﬁ}gggsa.ﬁ

Oune of the conditions of a grant is that Letters Patent are void if |
the invention is not a new invention (See Patents Act 1903-21, First Sched-}
ule). And, under English law, if a patent were granted for two or more %
inventions when one was not new, the patent was void, because the considera-
tion for the grant was the novelty of all, and, the consideration failing, ?

the Crown was deceived in its grant. (Morgan and anor v. Seaward and ors

2 M. and W. 544, 1 W, P.C. 187). A patent now is granted for one invention
only, "but may contain more than one claim, but it shall not be competent
"in an action or other proceeding to take any objectien to & patent on the
"ground that it comprises more than one invention". (Batents Act SS 33,65,
English Patents Act 1907 8 14(2)). But I apprehend that under the English
law if a, pgtentee lays claim to something that is not new, the Letters Pa-
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tent are void, because, as before, the consideration for the grant is the '
novelty of all that is claimed, and, the consideration failing, the Crown f
is deceived. (Wilson etoc Ltd v. Wilson Ltd 20 R.P.C. at p 19, Marchland v. A
Kicholson 10 R.P.C. 417, Deeley v. Perkes 1396 A.C. 496).

The Commonwealth Patents Act, Sec. 61, however, provides:

"Whete the complete specification contains two or more claims in raspect of,i
the ifivention the invalidity of any one claim shall not affect the validi- |

L ty of any other claim o® the validity of the patent so far as it relates
- $0 any valid él&im"

The Sect;on ‘is placed under Part IV, "Procedure", Division 2 "Opposition" - {
1
whieh suggests that the Section is confined in operation to the procednxal {

“ger ‘-..‘

steps 1101556 &p‘%t‘ﬁhe granting of a patent, and therefore affords no ;
protection in hnfringemea@ or revocation proceedings. But the final words-— \;
"or the validiﬁy of the patent go far as it relates to any valid claim"
satisfy me that the protection of the Section operates after the grant
of Letters Patent, and must, the:efﬁﬁg, extend to infringement or revoca-

tion proceedings. This final phrase of Section 61 may be compared with

the words occuring in Section 60: "or effect ﬁhe validity of the patent




A S N

i

whea granted". Moreover, "Revocationsjof Patents" forms Division 7 of Part W '
"Procedure".

Can Letters Patent, then, be revoked, which contain some claims
that are invalid, and some that are valid,or are not attacked? JLetters
Patent" is the name given to the document conferring a monopoly of  trade
or manufacture upon the subject. The revocation of a patent involves not
only the cancellation of this document, but also‘the annulment of the !

rights thereby granted. (Cf Bynner v. The Queen 9 Q.B. 523, R. v. E.Archi-

pelago Co 4 de G. M., and G. 199) . The effect of Sec. 61 is that the
Letters Patent may be valid as to one or more claims, but invalid as to
others. The provision has some analogy in the American law (See Walker on
Patents 5th ed p 226 par. 177, p 279 pars 210 et seq) . The office of a
claim is "to define and limit with precision what it is that is claimed to &
"have been invented", and hence the various claims particularise the inven-
tioh - they form distinet entities of invention. Therefore I see no reason
since the enactment of Sec. 61, why a patent should not be revoked as to ot
claims that are bad and allowed to stand as to claims that are good or are
not attacked. The Letters Patent - the document - cannot in such a case be
cancelled or destroyed, but various rights and privileges granted thereby maj
be annulled and vacated by judgment in revocation proceedings. This brings
me t0 the consideration of the Letters Patent themselves.

Those numbered 23801 of 1925 were granted for improvements in and
relating to the fasyening or closing of cardboard and like cartons or pack-
ages, and those numbered 5116 of 1926 were granted for improvements rela-
ting to the jointing of cardboard or like boxes or packages.

In the complete Specification of Letters Patent No 23801, the pateh'

tee states that the invention relates to folding boxes or cartons of card-

board or otler like material , and refers mors particularly to such artiéles
% Y i

of the type in which the longitudinal meeting edges of the box blank are
united to form an open ended rectangular structure which is adapted to be
folded into a flat state by collapsing at the longitudinal corners or angle%
the ends of the bom being closed when in use by oppositely disposed flaps.
Priorjito the invention claimed, cardboard boxes of this description . were in
common use. They were often censtructed of two outer sheets of cardboard

or the like material, with a corrugated sheet between them, the three lay-

ers or sections being gummed or glued together. The ends of these sheets,
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box blank, as it is called in the Specification, were fastened in various
w;&s and at various points: some by adhesive tapee or strips of material,
others by metal fasteners or staples - wire stitching, as it is sometimes
referred to in the evidence. Adhesive material such as glue or gum was also
commonly used as a fastenerfiﬁ&oue and in combination with the metal #aebene:
fasteners. The joint was generally made, I think, at the corners of the box,
but it was quite common to overlap the ends, and to set back the joint in
some degree towards the centre of the wall of the box. The contents of boxes
80 construéted were easily pilfered, and the patentee set himself to overcome

this defect.

The main elements of the invention claimed by him and stated in his
Specification are four: " '
1. Bridging the joints of the boxes with metal fasteners or staples, 7 _
2. Using metal fasteners or staples of a special type, that is fasteners with
a flat body and a plurality of prongs o@ tongues which could be bent in op-

posite directions of towards each other.
3 Interengaéing'the joints by forming an open mouthed gullet made by removi%
the corrugated material between the ogter gheets of the cardboard or like
material and inserting the opposite meeting edge of the sheet of cardboard or
like material in the gullet.
4, Securing the closing flaps of cardhoard boxes to the adjacent wall of the
boxes by adhesive strips or cut away portions of adjacent walls.

By these means the patentee made, in my opinion, stauter and better
boxes than those in common use??#iose contents would be less easily pilfer-
ed. The question for determination is the validity of his claims. But before
consideration of the claims, it is desirable to state some propositions of
law or of construction which are well settled.
(1) The claims must be construed with reference to the whole Specification
ofi which they form part.
(2) The Specification must describe and claim an "invention". It may be great
or small, difficult or simple, but some step forward must be taken that is
not obvious, in view of the comman knowledge of the art. Mere analagous user
of 0ld contrivances or old methods will not do, unless there is some ingenulty
in the adaptation thereof. :
(3) "The art of combining two or more parts whether they be new or old or part

"ly new and partly old, so ag to optain a new result , or a known result in



<§; better cheaper or more sxpeditious ﬁ‘nner, is valid subject matter
u"if it is presumable that invention in fhevsense of...skilful ingenuity
"was necessary to meke the combination" (Frost on Patents 4th ed Vol I
Page 73).
(4) But if the invention consists in the combination of old contrivances
and methods, then the .Specification, or the claiming clawses, must make
it clear that the invention resideé in the combination and not in the
separate parts or elements. ‘
(5) Paper anticipations relied upon to invalidate a patent must "convey #
*t0 men of science and employers of labour! the invention claimed by the

ﬁatentee and enable them without exercise of inventive ingenuity to under-

stand and épply it (King Brown and Co v, Angio Brush Co 9 R.P.C. 313).

Claim 1 is as follows:

"A cardboard or like box or carton of the type in which longitudinal
meeting edge portions of the box blank are united to form an open ended
structure which is adapted to be folded into a flat state by collapsing
at the longitudinal corners or angles; characterised in that said longi-
tudinal meeting edge portions of the box blank are united by fasteners
which are arranged to bridge the joint and effectively prevent separe-—
%tion of 'said meeting edges such joint being located at a point between
the longitudinal corners or angles of the box so that said fasteners do
fnet restriet the free folding of the box along said cozners'.

li'Iﬁ:ia & a cardboard box that is claimed, but the novel element suggested
‘Afiéfin leeating the meeting edges of the box at a point towards the centre
'yﬁll cf the box and bridging the joint with fasteners. The claim does not
gpecify the type of fastener, but, reading the Specification as a whole,
 1 take "fasteners" to mean metal fasteners, and not strips of adhesive

tape or the like material. But there is no invention in all this. Boxes

were already in common use which were not joined at the corners but at

a point between the corners or angles thereof and fastened at the joint

with metal fasteners. And while the meeting edges of these boxes overlap—

ped and the fasteninés were not across the joints (See Exhibits 3 and 4),
Hyet small boxes of the rigid and collapsible type were in common use with

metal fasteners which were across the joints (See Exhibits 7 and 8). The

patenteel!s claim is an obvious and plaiﬁ adaptafion of these well known

practices. It is an.adaptation "shich an ordinary person skilled in the

trade could have naturally made had he wished to". Claim 1 is bad,

Claim 2 is:

"In a cardboard or like box or carton a joint formed by abutting or inter-
engaging the meeting edge portioms to be united and inserting metal fas-~
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teners through said abutted or interchanged portions, sald fasteners
belug arranged so as to extend transversely of and bridge "said joint IOT
the purpose specified".

Here, in a cérdboard box, a joint is claimed formed by (a) abutting, eor
(b) interengaging, the meeting edges of the box and uniting them across
the joint by metal fasteners. The type of metal fastener is not speci-
fied, but in the case of abutting edges the fastener must be across and
bridge the joint, or theledges could ¥ not be fastened. In any case, the .
practice of bridging abutting joints was quite common in small cardboard
boxes, and was a method that any competent workman in the trade would
naturally have resorted to had he wished. The claim, so far as it con-
cerns bridging abutting joints with metal fasteners, is too wide, and
renders the whole claim bad. But the interengaged joint may as well be
dealt with here. | '

An interengaged joint does not appear to have been used in Aue-
tralia,prior to the patent, in connection with cardbocard boxes. But tongue
and groove joints in wooden boxes were quite common, with metal fasteners
across the joint. And interengaged joints in book binding were conmon
enough. Agein, the abridgment of an American Specification (Exhibit 20)
published in Australia before the date of the Letters Patent,‘discloses
an interengaged joint for corrugated paper board. This description of
paper kasdr board was largely used in Australia and elsewhere for making
cardboard boxes and cartons. The claim is wide encugh to cover an inter- é
engaged joint of the kind described in the abridged American Specifica- !
tion. The means of fastening is not disclosed in that abridgment, but if
a joint is interengaged, the means ¢f fastening it by metal or other fas-
teners bridging the joint would be obvious to any person of ordinary skill
in the trade. Consequently, in my opinion, the claim, in a cardboard box,
to a joint formed by interengaging the meeting edges of the box to be uni -
7¢ted and fastened by metal fasteners bridging the joint, is anticipated
by the American abridged specification. The claim is bad.

Claim 3:

"A structure in accordance with Claims 1 or 2 wherein one of
said meeting edgeg portions is provided with an open mouthed gullet to
receive the opposite meeting edge portion whereby an interengaged joint
is formed for the purpose specified".

Claims referring back to and incorporating other claims - chain claims
as they have bteen called - are most embarrassing, and should not, in my

opinion, be allowed. (See Bancroft's Application 23 R.P.Cs 89) . The




oggect @f a claim is to give a perfectly clear statement of the inven-
tion claimed. But, as I understand this claim, it may be thus para-
phrased: "A cardboard box With interengaged joints and bridged across
"with metal fasteners wherein one of the meeting edges is provided with a
"an open mouthed gullet to receive the opposite meeting edge, whereby the
"interengaged joint is formed, and th#kdges are united by metal fasteners
"bridging the joint". The gullet is formed, I take it, by removing por-
tion of the dofrug&ted ekeed sheet, and, so far as the claim.goes, any
method of removal will suffice. The only new step is making an open-
mouthed gullet in one of the meeting edges of the box, so that the oppo-
eite edge might be inserted into i, and thus form the interengaged joint
According to the Specification, the side layers may be separated or open—
ed out along one of the edges to be joined, and portion of the corruga-
ted material removed to form the open mouthed gullet. But the claim is
general, and is not limived to a gullet or opening formed by removal of
cdrrugated material: it might be formed in the manner shown in the abridg-
making of an

ed American Specification. Claim 4 emphasises this view. Once the/open—
ing in a corrugated board for the purpose of making an interengaged joint
was disclosed, any person of ordinary skill and knowledge in the trade

" would perceive that the corrugated material might be removed, and the
joint thus made in a practical manner. He might not hit upon the method
which the patentee ultimately adopted, of & employing a rotary saw to re—
move the corrugated material so as to make the opening. But Claim 3 is
not so limited, and i1t 1s bad in my opinion for want of iﬁvention, and
has also, owing to its generality, been anticipated by the abridged Ameri-
can Specification. '

Claim 4 is:

"A structure according to Claim 3 in which a corrugated inter~
mediate layer or sheet of the material formimg the box or carton is re-
moved from between two side layers thereby forming said open mouthed gule—

#let along one of the meeting edge portions tc be jgined substantially as
and fer the purpose specified".
This claim is also bad, and substantially for the same reasons given in
reapect of Claim 3.
Claim 5 is:
"A structure according to any of the foregoing claims where—
in the meeting portions of opposite closing flaps at the end of the box or

carton are joined together by fasteners which bridge the joint between
said meeting portions of the end closing flaps substantially as described,"

The new element in this claim is joining the closing flaps of cardboard
boxes by fasteners (which I take to mean metal fasteners) bridging the
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jeint. This claim is also bad, and substantially for reasons already
given.
Claims 6,7, and & are respectively as follows:
"6+ A structure according to Claim 5 in combination with means for secur-
ing the side edges of said end closing flaps to an adjacent side wall of
the box or carton for the purpose specified."

"7. A box or carton of the type indicated characterised in that the side g
edges of two opposite outer end closing flaps are secured by cutting away
portion of an outer layer of the material forming an inner end closing
flap and folding said cut away portion externally over said side edges of
the outer flaps substantially as described with reference to Figure 7 of
the accompanying drawings."

*8. A box or carton of the type indicated characterised in that the side
edges of opposite outer end closing flaps are secured by adhering a strip
of material to the outer surface of an inner end closing flap and folding
said etrip externally over sald side edges of the outer flaps substantially
as described with reference to Figure & of the accompanying drawings".
These claims relate to securing the closing flaps of cardboard boxes to
the adjacent walls of the boxes by means of adhesive strips or cut away
portions of adjacent walls. The new element in the box under Claim 6 is
means for securing the & edges of the closing flaps to the adjacent wall
of the box,%and any means will suffice. Adhesive strips had long been in
use for ‘closing the joints of cardboard boxesy There is no invention,
and nothfﬁé novel, in directing that the sides and ends of a box may be
secured. There is nothing novel in the new elemenmt, alone or in combina-
tion with any othérﬁglements involved in the claim. In Claim 7, the new
element in the box is in cutting a strip off the side of a box and folding
it over the edges of the closiné flaps. The exercise of the inventive
faculty is no$ called for in such a simple and obvious means of securing
the flaps to the sidese I see no invention in the new element, either
alone or in combination with any other elements involved in the claime 1In
Claim 8 tke new element in the box is putting an adhesive strip of material
round the edges of the closing flaps. Here again I see no invention in
%%e new element, alene or in combination with the other elements involved
in the claim, Claims 6,7, and & are bad.

Claime 9,10,11,12,1%,14 are respectively as follows:
"9, A structure in accordance with any of the foregoing claims 1 to 5
characterised in that said meeting edge portions of the box or carton are
united by sheet metal fasteners each of which has a plurality of integral
fastening tongues at one or both ends thereof, said tongues being bent at
right angles from an intermediate flat body portion which is adapted to
.bridge the respective joint for the purpose specified".

"10. A structure in accordance with Claim 9 wherein said tongues of the

~-. sheet metal fasteners are of square or non-pointed formation for the pub-

" moge specified.”



"il. In cardboard or like boxes or cartons the use of metal fasteners
constructed substantially as described with reference to Figures 9 and
10 of the accompanying drawings."
"12. In cardboard or like boxes or cartons the use of metal fasteners
constructed substantially as described and as illustrated in Figures
11 and 12 of the accompanying drawings."
"13. A structure in accordance with claimA9 or 10 wherein said fas-
teners are constructed and arranged substantially as described with
reference to Figures 13 and 15 of the accompanying drawings."
"%, A structure in accordance with claim 9 or 10 wherein said fastene®
are constructed and arranged substantially as described with reference
to Figures 14 and 16 of the accompanying drawings."
These claims relate %o the making and use of cardboard boxes with metal
fasteners having prongs bent at right angles from the flat bedy or surface
of the fastener. Metal fasteners sxxmpizs or staples of various
shapes and sizes existed and were in common use for various purposes.
Wire stitching or stapling was also used in connection with cardboard
boxes. The size and shape of the stitching or stapling meterial depend—
ed largely upon the material to be fastened, and the choice of the '
manufacturer or operator. But the common knowledgze and use -0f metal fas-—
teners and staples was widespread. The new element of the box ih Claim
9 and 10 is uniting t%e meeting edges by metal fastshers having a flat
body or surface with & plurality of prongs, square ar pointed (claim 9),
and square (claim 10), bent at right angles to the body. It is said that
such a fastener was never made before, or applied to a cardboard box,
but even s0, & mere change in shape is no invention. "Such a power of
"chamge is a necessary part of the knowledge of a competent workmaen in the
*particular art®, "A mefe ordinary development" in the making of fasten-
ers is mot an invention (See Fletcher Moulton on Patents lst ed p 16).
Consequently, in my opinion, there is no invention in the new element,
either alone or in combination with the other elements of the claim.
1 the new element in .
Similar cobservations are applicable to/claims 11 and 12, namely the form
of fastener there referred to. The new element in Claims 1% and 1l is the
construction and arrangement of the fasteners. Similar ovservatiocns ap-
ply &lso to these claims. All are bad.
Claim 23 is: - :
"A box or carton constructed subdantially as described with za:
particular reference to Fizure 1 of the accompanying drawings".

There is nothing in this claim that I have not dealt with under prior

claims . It is also bad.
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The Letters Patent No. 5116 of 1926 I hope to deal with more shortly.
The grant is for improvements relating to the jointing of cardboard or
like boxes or packages. The primary object of the patentee, as set forth
in his complete Specification, is to provide an improved and simplified
method or means of forming interengaged joints of cardboard or like boxes
without the use of metal fastensrs or staples; The methad or means sug-—
gested is applying an adhesive substance in the joint and pressing dcwn
the layers of the joint. Adhesive substances had been very commonly used
for uniting overlapping edges of cardboard boxes, and for uniting paper of
all kinds and descriptions together, An# glueing tongue and groove joints
together in boxes of wooden construction was a very ordinary practice. The
Specification Bo 23301, already dealt with, had fully described the inter—
engaging of joints in cardboard boxes by means of an open mputhed gullet.
Claim 1 of the Specification is: : |
"Improvements relating to the jointing of cardboard and like boxes
or packages whersin portion of a corrugated intermediate layer is removed
from between two side layers ~of composite material forming the box or 7
package to thereby provide an open mouthed gullet along one of the meeting |
edge portions of the joint; characterised by applying an adhesive subssance |
£0 the inner surfaces of the separated side layers at opposite sides of %he ]
said gullet, inserting the other or male meeting sdge portion of the material
into saild gullet, and préssing said side layers against said male portion
~ of the material, for the purpose specified".

The essence of this claim is using an adhesive substance for uniting the

joints instead of metal fasteners. But using an adhesive substance for unit-
ing the sides of boxes had long been in use, and the claim is but for an ’
analagous use. Acquaintance with such an expedient wasg part of the know- ﬁ
}edgz of a competent workman in the particular ért, and he could employ it é
whed he did not wish to use metal fastensrs. The real diffioulty was in |
fashioning some mechanical contrivance by which th{s¢ adhesive substance

.could readily and quickly be applied. But this claim does not involve such
& contrivance; the adhesive substasce, according to the specification and 5

claim, might be applied by hand or by mechanical means. There is no exer-’

cise of the inventive faculty in directing that the interengaging parts :
of a joint be united by an adhesive substance instead of by metal fasteners.
The claim is bad.

Claims 2 and 3 are:

"2. Improvements relating to the jointing of cardboard and like boxes or 5
packages as claimed in Claim 1. characterised by spreading said separated 3

side layers apart so as to enlarge the open mouthed gullet and thus facili-

o




10

. x§¥e the application of the adhesive substance to the inner faces of said
side layers."

"3, Improvements relating to the jointing of cardboard and like boxes cr
packages as claimed in claim 2. characterised in that one of sald side
layers forming the open mouthed gullet is turned down or folded in a plane
substantially at right angles to the opposite side layer prior t¢ the ap-
plication of the adhesive thereto, for the purpose specified”.

Thess claims 63%3 working directions, part of the necessary knowledge of
any competent workman in the art if he wished to use an adhesive substance
in closing jolnts. The claims are bad.
Claim 4 is:

"A cardboard or like box of the type having two opposite pairs
of end flaps adapted to be folded inwardly to close the adjacent end of
the box, characterised in that one of said end flaps is provided along its
outer edge with an open mouthed gullet formed between twc side layers of the
material forming the box, said gullet being adapted to receive the outer
or meeting edge of the opposite end flap, substantially as described with
reference to Flgure 3 of the accompanying <daszas drawings".
This is the application of the interengaged joint to the end flaps. Apart
from any other objection, it is anticipated by the patentcee's own Specifica-
tion No 23801, The claim is bad.

Claim 5 is:

TR

"The method of sealing the ends of cardboard or like boxes or

- pagkagessgsubstantially as described and as idlvstrated in Figures 2 and 3
of ‘the accompanying drawings". |
TR Clased,

The method(is interengaging the joints and closing them with an adhesive

R
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substance. Interengaging the joints is fully described in the Patent No

23801. Merely cleosing them by means of an adhesive substance is no invention:

The claim is bad.

Claims 6 and 7 are:
"6. A cardboard or like box or package having side walls composed of two
flat side layers and an intermediate corrugated layer, characterised in
that portion of said intermediate layer is removed at the end edges of said
walls so that the end portions of said side layers #sem form ihner and
outer flaps which may be turned inwardly and adhered to opposite sides of a
gepardte and closing plece substantially as described with reference to
Figures 4 and 5 of the accompanying drawings®.
"Z. The method of sealing the ends of cardboard or like boxes or packages
substantially as described and as illustrated in Figures U4 and 5 of the
accompanying drawings." ~
These claims relate tovan alternative method of constructing a cardboard
box and sealing its ends. Corrugated material is removed from the sides of
the box and a flap is formed'by turning back the portion of the side from muim
which the material is removed. Separate end pieces are then inserted, and

fastened by an adhesive substance to the flaps. All thisrseems to me, after
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2zZ4M an ordinarv develon—
23801, an crdinary 4 jo
ment in the making of cardboard boxes, and one that any competent workman
in the trade would naturally have made had he wished to do so. It in-
volved no exercise of tne inventive faculty. Both claims are bad.
Claim & is: |

"An article or method in accordance with claims 6 or 7,
characterised in that portions of:said end flaps are removed to facilitate
inturningn and prevent puckering thereof substantially as described with
reference to Figure 6 of the accompanying drawings".
This claim has particular reference to hexagonal cylindrical or like

&
packages. The step forward i® suggested is cutting away portion of the side

of the boxes so as to form a V or other suitable figure which will fold l
easily over the end piece and prewent puckering. Certainly a very neat
and attractive looking box or package is broduced; but a housewife with
her gores and gussets and her coverings for jars of comestibles would
readily have peroe&ved this method of closing the ends 6f a cardboard
box cylindrical in shape. And the method is not, I think, beyond the or-
dinary development in the trade) and is one that any competent workman
would have naturally employed had he wished to do so. The new element,
whether taken by itself or in cowbination with the other elements of the

claim, involves no exercise of the inventive faculty. The claim is bad.

The learned counsel for the patentee submitted that the Court
should, before making any order for revocation, give the patentee leave to5
amend his specifications, pursuant to Section &1 of the Patents Act (Dee—

ley v. Perkes 1896 A.C. 496, Geivel's Patent 1903 2 Ch 715). But I cannot

gee my way to do so. The Specifications would require to be rewritten,
and I am not satisfied that any patentable invention is disclosed with

respect to any of the matters brought before me.

Order that Letters P&tént No 23801 of 1925 granted to Clarence .
#Ferdinand Rainsford be revoked as to Claims 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,
13,14, and 23,
Order that Letters Patent No 5116 of 1926 granted to Clarence
Ferdinand Rainsford be revoked as to Claims 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, and &,
Order that Clarence Ferdinand Rainsford do pay the petitioner its
costs of each petition, including therein the costs of shorthand notes.

Order $hat the petitioner do leave an Office Copy of this Order

- ¥ith the Commigsioner of Patentse.




