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In Lane, Fox v. Kensingiton & Kftightsbridge RIec fric Light Co.
<1892), 3 Ch. 424, the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and
Smijth, L..JJ.), affiming a judgment of Smnith, J., held a patent
voici because the cornpleted specificatioris were for a différent in-
vention fromn the ýoriginal specifications, and because the inven-
tion was not, when the patent issued, used for the main purpose
designated, and also tecause the specifications %vere insufficient
to enable anl expert of 'ordinary competence and skill to carry it
out without further experiment and invention. Lindley, L.j.,
-ilso makes soine interesting observations on the différence be-
tween invention and discovery, and lays it down that the mere
discovery that a kiio'vi machine can produce effects flot before
known to be producible by it is not *patentable. To entitie a
person to a patent, he must make somne addition, iiot orily to
knowledge, but to previouslv-known inventions, and mnust pro-
duce either a ne\\, and useful thing or resuit, or a ncw and useful
iiethod of producing ail oid thing or result. "On. the one
hand, the discovery that a known thing can be eniployed for a
usefxil purpose for which it has neyer been nised before is not
alunle a patentable invention ; but, on the other haud, the dis-
covery how to uise such a thing for such a purpose wvill be a
patentable invention if there is novelty in the mode of uising it,
aks distinguished frorn novelty of purpose, or if ais' new~ mnodifica-
tion of the thing or any new appliance is iîtecessary f't using it
for its nri\ purpose, and if suci nmode of user, or modification, or
applianice involves ans' appreciable mient*'
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In T UMS V. JaECSo (1892)e 3 Ch. 441, thot- qutestion %vas raised
\vhether a stipulation in a building contract that disputes shoffld
be referred to the arbitration of the architect, and that his awvard
shouid îiot be in-peachable on any -pretence, suggestion, charge,
or insinuation of fratid, collusion, or conifedlerac\-,'' wý-s valid. It
wu~s contended by the plaintiff that it ,vas contrary to publie
policy, and that lie w'as entitled to imnpeach the certificate for
frRudi on the part of thtc architect ; but Chitty, J., altholigh of
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