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TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, February 12, 1915. 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith, for the information 
of Congress, a detailed statement of the refunds of customs duties, 
etc., for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1914, as required by paragraph 
Y of section 3 of the tariff act of October 3, 1913. 

Respectfully, 
W. G. McApoo, Secretary. 

Exmsir I. 

(T. D. 33527.) 

Metal polish. 

UniteDp STATES v. HOLLAND-AMERICAN TrADING Co. (No. 1126). 

PorLisHE AS A MANUFACTURED ARTICLE. 
This polish appears to be composed of pulverized silicia, alumina, and lime sat- 

urated and mixed with petroleum oil and fat. This combination of materials is not 
fairly to be described as a chemical compound or mixture. It was properly held 
dutiable as an unenumerated manufacture under paragraph 480, tariff act of 1909.
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 26, 1913. 

AprpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 31318 (T. D. 33194). 

[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, of counsel; Anthony P. Ludden, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
States. 

Jules Chopak, jr., for appellees. 
Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BArBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise is metal polish, and was assessed for duty as 

composed of earthy or mineral substances under paragraph 95 of the 
tariff act of 1909 upon the return of the appraiser to that effect. He 
had reported that upon an examination of the merchandise he found 
it to be composed in chief value of earthy or mineral substances. 
The importers protested, claiming that duty should be assessed upon 
the polish as a manufactured article at 20 per cent ad valorem under 
paragraph 480 of the same act. 

At the hearing before the Board of General Appraisers, although 
one witness was called by the importers, his evidence went no further 
than to establish the fact that the samples correctly represented the 
importation, but this fact was conceded by the Government. The 
case was then submitted with the request on the part of the import- 
ers that the samples be submitted to a chemist for a quantitative 
and qualitative analysis, with permission to file briefs 10 days after 
said analysis might be returned. After such return the importers 
preferred a request that the Government chemist be requested to 
determine the component material of chief value of the sample he 
had examined. The Government objected to this upon the ground 
that the chemist was not competent to testify as to values. The re- 
uest was denied and no further proceedings that are material to the 
Ln of the case were had before the board. 

The board in its decision said that from the analysis of the chemist 
of the appraiser’s laboratory it is quite apparent to us that it is not 
such an article as should be classified under paragraph 95 and sus- 
tained the protest. 

The Government appeals, assigning, among other things, error in 
that the board as held the merchandise dutiable as assessed; 
and also that it is dutiable as a chemical compound or mixture under 
paragraph 3 of the same act. 

In its brief here the Government relies mainly upon its claim that 
the merchandise is dutiable under paragraph 3 and asks that the 
judgment of the board be reversed. The importers contend for its 
affirmance. 

No objection was made to the chemist’s analysis being treated as 
evidence by the board and no question as to its competency is made 
here. The analysis is as follows: 

Dake’s Metal Polish. 4 samples. 
Per cent. 

Pree aciA as olelC. cue .s. dil adi bor ia Tl Ca pi a BT 35 22.13 
Volatile petroleum eee Ree SL hl Sle ie we TE ES 5.37 
Unsaponifisble oil (petroleum). .....c..... oi fu db iv liul. sii. 12.15 
Saponiflable fat. co... lini oh Se RE ei 10. 32 
SHHen i i Se a cE A AS I EL 40. 25 
Alumina and fronexide. oo ios. in cid la LR 5.25 
Molsture... ich tc at a a a LIE 2.82
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United States ». Embossing Co. (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 220; T. D. 
32536) and Bartley Brothers ». United States Gb 363) seem to 
reclude the correctness of the collector’s classification and are re- 
erred to for authority and reasoning on that subject. Not only this, 

but they seem to be authority for sustaining the action of the board, 
because we do not think the merchandise here is shown to be a chemi- 
cal compound or mixture within the meaning of paragraph 3. 

This polish is apparently composed of pulverized silica, alumina, 
and lime, saturated and mixed with the petroleum, oil, and fat 
named in the analysis, resulting in a thick, pasty substance, typical 
in appearance of similar articles of common everyday use. Chemi- 
cally speaking, some of the component materials may be chemical 
compounds or the result of chemical mixture, but we are unwillin 
to say on the record here that a substance composed so largely o 
silica, commonly known to be crushed quartz—the sand of the sea- 
shore—alumina, one of the most abundant of earths (see Century 
Dictionary), and petroleum and saponifiable fat is a chemical com- 
pound or mixture under paragraph 3. 

Tariff statutes are addressed to the common understanding and 
speak in the language of the common people, unless a different com- 
mercial meaning is shown, although, of course, recourse may be had 
when necessary to technical and scientific works to elucidate the 
meaning. 

So construed, we do not think it ought to be held in this case that 
the metal polish is a chemical compound or mixture, as claimed. 
Emphasis is given to this conclusion by the fact that this issue was in 
no respect litigated before the board, and the reliance of the Govern- 
ment here is upon certain chemical formulas for several of the ingredi- 
ents of the polish. 

Without designing to here establish a precedent for other cases 
involving similar or Bee articles coming before us on a more complete 
record, we conclude that the judgment of the Board of General 
Appraisers should be, and it is, affirmed. 

  

Exnaisir 2. 

(T. D. 33482.) 

Rotten fruit. 

LAURICELLA et at. v. UNITED STATES (No. 1063). 

1. REARRANGING LANGUAGE IN A STATUTE. 
It is a familiar principle of statutory construction that for the determination of 

legislative intent courts may assemble provisions of a statute in accord with that 
intent. 

2. SuBsEcTION 22, SECTION 28, TARIFF ACT OF 1909. 
Nonimportation of a part of the cargo of lemons was claimed. The provision of 

the statute is that “proof” of destruction or nonimportation ‘‘shall be lodged with 
the collector of customs,’’ etc. There is no limitation in the language of the statute 
of the kind of proof or otherwise save as to time when this proof may be made by the 
importer. The statute allows ten days to introduce such proof; to limit this to five, 
as 1s sought in the Treasury regulation, is im excess of statutory power.—Vande- 
grift ». United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 198; T. D. 32470) distinguished.
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 23, 1913. 

ArrEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7398 (T. D. 32881), 
Abstract 30352 (T. D. 32905). 

[Reversed.] 

Brown & Gerry for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (William A. Robertson, special at- - 

torney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

Dx Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This appeal concerns an importation of fruit at the port of New 

York, claimed to have suffered a shortage or nonimportation by reason 
of decay or rot, for which reason such part was condemned by the 
board of health at that port and destroyed. The claim is made under 
subsection 22 of section 28 of the tariff act of 1909, and overruled by 
the Board of General Appraisers. 

That subsection reads: 

Sec. 22. No allowance shall be made in the estimation and liquidation of duties 
for shortage or nonimportation caused by decay, destruction or injury to fruit or other 
erishable articles imported into the United States whereby their commercial value 

Re been destroyed, unless under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Proof to ascertain such destruction or nonimportation shall be lodged with 
the collector of customs of the port where such merchandise has been landed, or the 
person acting as such, within ten days after the landing of such merchandise. The 
provisions hereof shall apply whether or not the merchandise has been entered, and 
whether or not the duties have been paid or secured to be paid, and whether or not a 
permit of delivery has been granted to the owner or consignee. Nor shall any allow- 
ance be made for damage, but the importers may within ten days after entry aban- 
don to the United States all or any portion of goods, wares or merchandise of every 
description included in any invoice and be relieved from the payment of duties on the 
portion so abandoned: Provided, That the portion so abandoned shall amount to ten 
per centum or more of the total value or quantity of the invoice. The right of aban- 
donment herein provided for may be exercised whether the goods, wares or merchan- 
dise have been damaged or not, or whether or not the same have any commercial value: 
Provided further, That section twenty-eight hundred and ninety-nine of the Revised 
Statutes, relating to the return of packages unopened for appraisement, shall in no 
wise pro the right of importers to make all needful examinations to determine 
whether the right to abandon accrues, or whether by reason of total destruction there 
is a nonimportation in whole or in part. All merchandise abandoned to the Govern- 
ment by the importers shall be delivered by the importers thereof at such place within 
the port of arrival as the chief officer of customs may direct, and on the failure of the 
importers to comply with the direction of the collector or the chief officer of customs, 
as the case may be, the abandoned merchandise shall be disposed of by the customs 
authorities under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe, at 
the expense of such importers. Where imported fruit or perishable oe have been 
condemned at the port of original entry within ten days after landing, by health offi- 
cers or other legally constituted authorities, the importers or their agents shall, within 
twenty-four hours after such condemnation, lodge with the collector, or the person 
acting as collector, of said port, notice thereof in writing, together with an invoice 
description and the quantity of the articles condemned, their location, and the name 
of the vessel in which imported. Upon receipt of said notice the collector, or person 
acting as collector, shall at once cause an investigation and a report to be made in writ- 
ing by at least two customs officers touching the identity and quantity of fruit or per- 
ishable goods condemned, and unless proof to ascertain the shortage or nonimportation 
of fruit or perishable goods shall have been lodged as herein required, or if the importer 
or his agent fails to notify the collector of such condemnation proceedings as herein 
provided, proof of such shortage or nonimportation shall not be deemed established 
and no allowance shall be made in the liquidation of duties chargeable thereon. 

: One of the questions involved is whether or not the power vested 
in the Secretary of the Treasury in said subsection to make specific
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regulations in the premises extends to the part thereof relating to 
condemnation by a board of health or other legally constituted 
authorities. We think that question is answered by a transposition 
of the provisions of subsection 22 accordingly as they are related by 
reason of subject matter. 

It is a familiar principle of statutory construction that in the ascer- 
tainment of legislative intent courts may assemble provisions of a 
statute to accord with that intent. When the context of a statute 
manifests, as in this case, provisions related according to subject 
matter and unrelated otherwise, though scattered in typographical 
arrangement, the application of the rule and the necessity therefor 
are apparent. 

Words, phrases, and sentences may be transposed when necessary to give effect to 
all the words of a statute and to carry out the manifest intent.—Lewis’s Sutherland 
Statutory Construction (sec. 386). 

If a condition or qualifying clause has been misplaced, so that in the connection 
where it is inserted 1t is absurd or nonsensical, the court will apply it to its proper 
subject and give it effect if the statute affords the proper clues and it can be done in 

an of its obvious intent.—Lewis’s Sutherland Statutory Construction 
sec. . 

This statute embraces three separate and distinct matters The 
first provides an allowance for ‘‘shortage or nonimportation” caused 
by decay, “destruction,” or injury to fruit. The second provides an 
allowance for ‘‘damage,” and permits, under prescribed circum- 
stances, an ‘‘abandonment” to the Government. The third pro- 
vides for an allowance where goods are ‘‘ condemned by the health 
officers or other legally constituted authorities.” 

The provisions of the subsection clearly and unquestionably relat- 
ing to these respective different matters are scattered indiscrimi- 
nately through the subsection. It will be instructive, therefore, as 
stated, in the determination of the legislative intent to assemble 
those provisions relating to the particular subject matter. This 
appeal involves the subject matter of the third provision above stated, 
being a claim for an allowance on account of goods condemned by 
health officers. The provisions of subsection 22 relating to the 
subjects matter may be assembled and quoted as follows: 

(1) SHORTAGE OR NONIMPORTATION. 

Sec. 22. No allowance shall be made in the estimation and liquidation of duties 
for shortage or nonimportation caused by decay, destruction or injury to fruit or 
other perishable articles imported into the United States whereby their commercial 
value has been destroyed, unless under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Treasury. Proof to ascertain such destruction or nonimportation shall be lodged 
with the collector of customs of the port where such merchandise has been landed, or 
the person acting as such, within ten days after the landing of such merchandise. 
* * * Tnless proof to ascertain the shortage or nonimportation of fruit or perishable 
goods shall have been lodged as herein required, * * * proof of such shortage or 
nonimportation shall not be deemed established and no allowance shall be made in 
the liquidation of duties.chargeable thereon. The provisions hereof shall apply 
whether or not the merchandise has been entered, and whether or not the duties 
have been paid or secured to be paid, and whether or not a permit of delivery has 
been granted to the owner or consignee. 

(2) DAMAGE. 

Nor shall any allowance be made for damage, but the importers may within ten 
days after such entry abandon to the United States all or any portion of goods, wares, 
or merchandise of every description included in any invoice and be relieved from
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the payment of duties on the portion so abandoned: Provided, That the portion so 
abandoned shall amount to ten per centum or more of the total value or quantity of 
the invoice. The right of abandonment herein provided for may be exercised whether 
the goods, wares, or merchandise have been damaged or not, or whether or not the 
same have any commercial value: Provided further, That section twenty-eight hun- 
dred and ninety-nine of the Revised Statutes, relating to the return of packages 
unopened for appraisement, shall in no wise prohibit the right of importers to make 
all needful examinations to determine whether the right to abandon accrues. * * * 
All merchandise abandoned to the Government by the importer shall be delivered 
by the importers thereof at such place within the port of arrival as the chief officer of 
customs may direct, and on the failure of the importers to comply with the direction 
of the collector or the chief officer of customs, as the case may be, the abandoned 
merchandise shall be disposed of by the customs authorities under such regulations 
as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe, at the expense of the importers. 

(3) CONDEMNATION. 

Where imported fruit or perishable goods have been condemned at the port of 
original entry within ten days after landing, by health officers or other legally con- 
stituted authorities, the importers or their agents shall, within twenty-four hours 
after such condemnation, lodge with the collector, or the person acting as collector, 
of said port, notice thereof in writing, together with an invoice description and the 
quantity of the articles condemned, their location, and the name of the vessel in 
which imported. Upon receipt of said notice the collector, or person acting as col- 
lector, shall at once cause an investigation and a report to be made in writing by at 
least two customs officers touching the identity and quantity of fruit or perishable 
oods condemned, and * * * if the importer or his agent fails to notify the col- 
ector of such condemnation proceedings as herein provided, * * * no allowance 
shall be made in the liquidation of duties chargeable thereon. 

The predication of two different subjects of the single phrase ‘“no 
allowance shall be made in the liquidation of duties chargeable 
thereon’ requires repetition of that phrase to preserve the congres- 
sional purpose in the arranged text in (1) and (3). ; 

It will be observed, under this arrangement, that the words used 
in the last part of the subsection, as arranged in enactment, ‘‘un- 
less proof to ascertain the shortage or nonimportation of fruit or 
ae goods shall have been lodged as herewn required,” and the 

other provisions relating to proof concerning shortage or nonimpor- 
tation are thereby given an apposite antecedent to the provisions 
relating to ‘‘proot’’ as to that subject matter appearing only earlier 
in the act as follows: 

Proof to acertain such destruction or nonimportation shall be lodged with the 
collector of customs of the port where such merchandise has been landed, or the per- 
son acting as such, within ten days after the landing of such merchandise. 

That this was the view taken by the Treasury Department when 
the regulations in question were promulgated is shown by T. D. 30023 
and as subsequently amended in T. D. 31699 and T. D. 32511. It 
will be noted, in passing, that these regulations of the Treasury 
Department are divided into three separate and distinct classes, 
according to subject matter, exactly as we have hereinbefore indi- 
cated the statute naturally divides itself as to subject matter. 

In this view the question first raised by appellant aforesaid as to 
whether or not the authority therein granted the Secretary of the 
Treasury to make regulations in the application of this subsection 
extended to that part thereof the subject of this appeal, to wit, the 
provisions relating to goods which have been condemned by health 
officers or other legally constituted authorities, is easily solved. 
They are not grammatically or according to their expressly limited 
subject matter applicable to that portion of the subsection.
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Moreover, while the kind or character of proof is left open in the 
provisions relating to shortage and nonimportation, in the provisions 
relating to condemnation the legislature has defined precisely certain 
proof that shall be submitted. The importer must serve a statutor 
notice within 24 hours after condemnation, all requirements of whic 
are obtainable from public records and without an inspection of the 
merchandise. Thereupon the examination is made by two exam- 
iners to corroborate or controvert this notice. If the notice is not 
given, no right of recovery follows; if it is, no further requirement 
seems imposed upon the importer. He may, however, within the 
statutory 10 days offer proof in support of his claim if deemed neces- 
sary or advisable. United States v. Shallus (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 332; 
T. D. 32074). The statute, it seems, in this case furnishes a com- 
plete code of necessary requirements and procedure, hence the absence 
of the necessity for any regulations by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
It furnishes a rule of statutory evidence similar to that of section 
2921, Revised Statutes. United States v. Parks (77 Fed., 608); 
United States v. Shallus (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 332; T. D. 32074). 

The further fact that Congress has expressly granted the Secretary 
the power to make specific regulations as to the disposition of aban- 
doned merchandise argues that, wherever and as to every subject 
matter in the act upon which Oona wished to legislate, subject to 
such regulations, it did so expressly. Therefore such right and duty 
should be confined to those parts of the act only with which such pro- 
visions are immediately and expressly by subject matter associated. 

It is appropriate to state in this connection that the contention is 
made upon behalf of the Government, and it was held in the decision 
by the board that these regulations were held to be reasonable by 
this court in Vandegrift v. United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 198; 

~ T. D. 32470). This assumption overlooks the fact that the part of 
the regulations there commented upon by the court was not that part 
applicable to this subject matter of the subsection ‘‘condemnation,” 
but those applicable to another different and distinct subject matter 
thereof, ‘shortage and nonimportation.” The part of the regulations 
here in question concern the subject matter of section 2 thereof, 
while the part of the regulations therein questioned concerned the 
subject matter of section 1 thereof. 

The above regulations were promulgated October 4, 1909. On 
June 17, 1911 (T. D. 31699), an amendatory regulation was promul- 
ated, which, in so far as here pertinent, required that where an 

mmportation was condemned by the board of health and destroyed 
“the importer shall file with 5 days, exclusive of Sundays and 
legal holidays, after such condemnation a certificate issued by the 
board of health, Pouiving such packages as were condemned and 
destroyed in each line or lot. * * * [In the absence of the proof 
aforesaid that the fruit so condemned was actually destroyed no 
allowance therefor shall be made.” On May 16, 1912 (T. D. 32511), 
the Secretary of the Treasury amended this requirement by extending 
the time within which said certificate of the board of health might be 
filed to 15 days. 

The facts and circumstances of this case make it unnecessary to 
discuss or decide whether the aforesaid regulations, promulgated 
expressly under the authority of said subsection 22, if unauthorized 

H D—63-3—vol 107——33
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as to fruit condemned, are nevertheless of vitality and force under 
the general power of the Secretary to promulgate regulations under 
section 251, Revised Statutes. In (Fi case, in our opinion, the 
regulations as to this subject matter are beyond the statutory authori- 
zation and unreasonable. 

The following facts are incontrovertibly established: Certain fruit 
imported was condemned at the port of original entry within 10 
days after landing by health officers or other legally constituted 
authorities. The importers within 24 hours after such condemnation 
lodged with the collector notice thereof in writing, together with an 
invoice description and the quantity of the articles condemned, their 
location and the name of the vessel in which imported. Upon 
receipt of said notice the collector caused an investigation and areport 
to be made in writing by two customs officers touching the identity 
and quantity of fruit condemned. The customs officers reported 
that the condemnation had in each instance been made in accordance 
with the importers’ notice. No allowance was made in liquidation 
for the duties paid on the condemned fruit. 

These importations were made during the time that the amendatory 
regulation of June 17, 1911, was in full force and effect and before 
that of May 16, 1912, amendatory thereof, was promulgated. 

The question for determination, in view of the stated reservations, 
is whether or not this regulation of the Secretary of the Treasury 
requiring a certificate of the board of health to be filed as a matter 
of proof within five days after condemnation was legal and valid, 
ot whether or not the regulation requiring this certificate of an 
Sxolisive kind of proof upon behalf of the importers was legal and 
valid. 

While it is well settled that the courts have uniformly discriminated 
between regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the Treasury 
under the general power to make such vested in him by section 251 
of the Revised Statutes, and those such as these, vesting in him a 
special power to make regulations affecting a particular importation, 
we think the provisions of this regulation such that the distinction 
is not here controlling. The rule, as stated by this court in United 
States v. Morris European & American Express Co. (3 Ct. Cust. 
Appls., 146; T. D. 32386), is as follows: 

Compliance with such regulations (those made under the general power, vested 
by sec. 251, R. S.) may be had after the acts of fmporsstion and entry. Compliance 
with such may be the subject of proof before the Board of General Appraisers. 
Where, however, an exemption from or reduced rate of duty is claimed under a spe- 
cific provision of tha statutes which, as in this case, is accorded under or subject to 
such regulations as to proof or otherwise that may be prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, it has uniformly been held that such regulations become a condition 
precedent to the right accorded by the statute and must be complied with at the 
time of entry, or as otherwise specifically directed by the statute granting the same. 

We further stated in that case the rule applicable to this regulation: 
While it is the established rule of law that where the right of exemption from, 

or to a reduced rate of, duty is by the Congress made subject to regulations to be pre- 
scribed therefor by the Secretary of the Treasury, these regulations nevertheless must 
be reasonable. The principle is that they must be regulative and not prohibitive. 
The right to import free of duty must not be destroyed or rendered inoperative by the 
prescribed regulations. United States». Goodsell Co. (91 Fed., 519); Morrill ». Jones 
(106 U. 8S., 466); United States ». Dominici (78 Fed., 334).
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The power of the Secretary of the Treasury under this general 
authority and under various grants of specific authority to make 
regulations affecting the character and kind of evidence that may be 
required by such regulations has frequently been the subject of 
decision by the courts. Such was the case in Morrill ». Jones (106 
U. S., 466), decided by the Supreme Court. Therein the right of 
free entry of animals specially imported for breeding purposes was 
ranted ‘‘upon proof thereof satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
reasury, and under such regulations as he may prescribe.” A 

regulation by the Secretary of the Treasury that satisfactory proof 
that the animals are of superior stock must be produced was held 
by the Supreme Court as invalid and beyond the statute. 

It will be noted that in the Morris European & American Express 
Co. case, supra, the special statutory power to regulate the proof was 
vested in the Secretary of the Treasury and in this language: 

But the free importation of such objects shall be subject to such regulations as to 
proof of antiquity as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe. 

In this case the provision of the statute is, ‘‘proof” to ascertain 
such destruction or nonimportation, etc., ‘‘shall be lodged with the 
collector of customs,” etc. In the case, supra, there was an express 
grant to the Secretary of the Treasury to regulate the proof. In 
this case there is an express grant to the importers of an unrestricted 
right to make ‘‘proof.” There is no limitation in the language of the 

- statute of the kind of proof or otherwise save as to time when this 
proof may by the importers be made. The Congress having pre- 
scribed one limitation and given an unrestricted right of ‘‘proof” to 
the importer, the legal assumption must be that the word carried 
with it its natural legal import. In this view it was a grant to the 
importers to introduce any legal proof recognized by the courts of law 
and within the judicially i meaning of that term, provided it 
was done within the statutory period. The limitation of the time 
for the introduction of this proof by the regulation of the Secretary 
of the Treasury to 5 days was clearly beyond his statutory power. 
The statute gave the importers 10 days in which to introduce such 
proof and restricted that right to that period of time. The amenda- 
tory extension of this time by the Government to 15 days seems 
equally beyond the statute. 

We are of the opinion that the statute gives the importer the legal 
right within 10 days to make such proof as is regarded such in a court 
of law and according to the legal limitations of that term, and that 
both the limitation of the time of filing the same and the limitation 
of the character of this proof as to a particular kind thereof is beyond 
the words of the statute and unreasonable. 

While we have rested decision in this case upon the stated grounds, 
we do not wish to be understood thereby to hold that the statute 
makes it incumbent upon the importer in cases of condemnation to 
introduce any ‘‘proof” or do other than duly serve the statutory 
notice of condemnation upon the collector. The point was not 
made or urged that in that class of cases the notice of condemnation 
by the importer and the report of the two examiners satisfied the 
statutory requirements; and that the ‘‘proof” required by the statute 
is not referable to condemnation cases. That point is not necessary 

<
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of decision and is not here decided. United States v. Shallus (2 Ct. 
Cust. Appls., 332; T. D. 32074) ; United States v. Park (77 Fed., 608). 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is reversed. 
Note.—The decision of the Board of General Appraisers, Abstract 

30352 (T. D. 32905), likewise covered by this appeal, is affirmed by 
consent. 

  

Exuaisrr 3. 

(T. D. 33838.) 

Bronze wire cloth. 

UnrTeD STATES v. McCoy Co. et al. (No. 1145). McCoy Co. et al. v. UNITED STATES 
(No. 1146). Un1TED STATES v. NEUMEYER & DimonDp (No. 1147). NEUMEYER & 
Dimonp v. UnrrEp STATES (No. 1148). 

1. CONSTRUCTION. ; 
Courts will be alert to give effect to all of the provisions of a statute, but the case 

must be a very clear one, if it ever arises, in which a court will strike out words 
Dizialy limiting the operation of a clause that would be operative but for those 
words. 

2. WoveN Bronze WIRE CLoTH—RATE. 
The first proviso to paragraph 135, tariff act of 1909, does not establish 35 per 

cent as a primary rate, but does establish it as a minimum rate.—Schloss v. United 
States (3 Ot. Cust. Appls., 459; T. D. 33038). 

3. Isp. 
The second proviso requires that articles manufactured wholly or in chief value 

of any wires the duty upon which is fixed by the paragraph should pay the addi- 
tional rate of 1 cent per pound; but it was not designed to increase the rate upon 
manufactured articles falling under other paragraphs of the act. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, October 24, 1913. 

ArprEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 31676 (T. D. 33280); 
Abstract 31816 (T. D. 33304). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 
attorney, of counsel), for the United States. : 

Comstock & Washburn for appellees. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MarTIN, Judges. 

MonTGcoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
Cross appeals are presented in the two above-entitled cases. The 

same issues are involved, and the cases were submitted as one case. 
The merchandise consists of woven-wire cloth made of brass or 

bronze wire, used in paper machines, 9 to 14 feet in width, in length 
varying up to 50 feet. Duty was assessed thereon at the rate of 45 
per cent ad valorem under the general unprovided-for manufactured 
metal articles provision, paragraph 199, tariff act of August 5, 1909, 
and in addition thereto 1 cent per pound under paragraph 135 of said 
act. Paragraph 135 provides: 

135. Round iron or steel wire, not smaller than number thirteen wire gauge, one 
cent per pound; smaller than number thirteen and not smaller than number sixteen 
wire gauge, one and one-fourth cents per pound; smaller than number sixteen wire 
gauge, one and three-fourths cents per pound: Provided, That all the foregoing shall 
pay duty at not less than thirty-five per centum ad valorem; all wire composed of iron, 
steel, or other metal except gold or silver, covered with cotton, silk, or other material,
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corset clasps, corset steels, dresssteels, and all flat wires, and steel in strips, not thicker 
than number fifteen wire gauge and not exceeding five inches in width, whether in 
long or short lengths, in coils or otherwise, and whether rolled or drawn through dies 
or rolls, or otherwise produced, and all other wire not specially provided for in this 
section, shall pay a duty of not less than thirty-five per centum ad valorem; on iron 
or steel wire coated by dipping, galvanizing or similar process with zinc, tin, or other 
metal, there shall be paid two-tenths of one cent per pound in addition to the rate im- 
posed on the wire of which it is made: Provided further, That articles manufactured 
wholly or in chief value of any wire or wires provided for in this paragraph shall pay 
the maximum rate of duty imposed in this section upon any wire used in the manu 
facture of such articles and in addition thereto one cent per pound: And provided fur- 
ther, That no article made from or composed of wire shall pay a less rate of duty than 
forty per centum ad valorem; telegraph, telephone, and other wires and cables com- 
posed of metal and rubber, or of metal, rubber, and other materials, forty per centum 
ad valorem; barbed fence wire, three-fourths of one cent per pound, but the same 
shall not be subject to any additional or other rate of duty hereinbefore provided; 
wire heddles or healds, twenty-five cents per thousand, and in addition thereto, forty 
per centum ad valorem. 

It is contended by the importers’ counsel that the first proviso of 
the paragraph above quoted providing that— 

all wire composed of iron, steel, or other metal except gold or silver, covered with 
cotton, silk, or other material, corset clasps, corset steels, dress steels, and all flat 
wires, and steel in strips, not thicker than number fifteen wire gauge and not exceed- 
ing five inches in width, whether in long or short lengths, in coils or otherwise, and 
whether rolled or drawn through dies or rolls, or otherwise produced, and all other 
wire not specially Provided for in this section, shall pay a duty of not less than thirty- 
five per centum ad valorem— 

should be construed as establishing the rate of the commodity here 
in question at 35 per cent as a primary rate. Such construction would 
clearly do violence to the language of the paragraph, as it involves a 
reading of the words ‘‘not less than thirty-five per centum’’ as though 

~ the words ‘‘not less than’ had been omitted, and as though the provi- 
sion had read ‘‘shall pay a duty of thirty-five per centum.” This con- 
tention is based upon the claim that all the materials named in this 
proviso are made dutiable by other provisions of law (if held to fall 
without the proviso) at a rate higher than 35 per cent, thus leaving the 
proviso as it appears in the paragraph wholly inoperative and unnec- 
essary, and it 1s contended that a construction should be given which 
would leave some room for the application of the 35 per cent rate. 
Without doubt courts should, where it can be consistently done, so 
construe a statute as to give effect to all of its provisions, and the 
court will be alert to attribute such a meaning to the words employed 
as to give this effect. United States v. White (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 
80; T. D. 31632). Endlich on Interpretation of Statutes, section 295; 
United States ». Kirby (74 U. S., 486). But the case must be a 
very clear one, if it ever arises, in which a court will strike out words 
which in plain terms limit the operation of a clause which, but for 
such words, would be operative. A consideration of the nature of 
this proviso conduces to the conviction that this is not such an 
instance. The proviso is clearly in the main a minimum provision, 
as was held by us in Schloss v. United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 
459; T. D. 33038). The very nature of a minimum provision is to 
provide against a possible oversight by which an article might have 
otherwise fallen within a classification at too low a rate. The enact- 
ment of such a provision does not necessamly imply that such in- 
stances in fact exist, but are inserted as an added safeguard against 
errors in legislation. The question is ruled by Schloss v. United 
States, supra
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The Government contends that by the terms of the second proviso 
there should be added 1 cent per pound to the duty imposed upon 
the articles made of wire, though they are held dutiable under the 
metal paragraph. The idea seems to be that the wires used in this 
article are provided for in this paragraph, although held not dutiable 
under the paragraph at all, but under another paragraph. We do 
not so construe this language. We think what was meant was that 
articles manufactured wholly or in chief value of any wires the duty 
upon which is provided for by the paragraph should pay the additional 
rate of 1 cent per pound. This view is expressed in Schloss v. United 
States, supra. It is sought to distinguish the two cases by stating 
that the articles there considered paid duty as silk and not as wire, 
while the present importation pays duty, it is said, as wire under 
paragraph 199. It does not, however, pay duty as wire eo nomine, 
ut as articles composed of metal. The cases are not to be dis- 

tinguished. 
Affirmed. 

Exnrisrr 4. 

(T. D. 33410.) 

Bungo sulphur. 

NewnALL & Co. et al. v. UniTED STATES (No. 911). 

1. SUBLIMATION OF SULPHUR. 
Sublimation of sulphur is the artificial distillation thereof, in the course of which 

the sulphur content of the article distilled is, after evaporation, deposited, collected, 
and formed according to the commercial or other uses for which it may be designed. 

2. CrupE COMMODITIES. ; 
“Crude” refers commonly to substances or articles in a condition unfit for the 

ultimate purpose or use for which they are intended. 

3. Bunco SurLpHUR NOT REFINED OR CRUDE. 
The sulphur of the importation is from Japan. It is expelled by volcanic force 

from geysers, is drawn off in conduits, and when cooled is broken into various 
shapes and placed in sacks for transportation. This sulphur, very nearly pure, 
can not be said to have been refined; nor is it crude. It falls appropriately within 
the free entry paragraphs of the acts of 1897 and 1909, as sulphur not otherwise 
provided for. : 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 6, 1913. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7351 (T. D. 32420). 

[Reversed.] 

William Hayward for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Before MonTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MArTIN, Judges. 

BARBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This case involves the dutiability of sulphur imported from Japan 

in 1908, 1909, and 1910. It was assessed for duty by the collector, 
and the Government here claims the same to be dutiable under para-
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graph 84 of the tariff act of 1897 and paragraph 81 of the tariff act 
of 1909, the material parts of which are identical and read as follows: 

Sulphur, refined or sublimed, or flowers of, * * ¥*, 

A duty of $8 per ton was imposed by the earlier and $4 per ton 
by the later act. 

The importers, and there are several in this case, claim the mer- 
chandise to be entitled to free entry under paragraph 674 of the act 
of 1897 and paragraph 686 of the act of 1909, which are identical 
and read as follows: 

Sulphur, lac or precipitated, and sulphur or brimstone, crude, in bulk, sulphur ore 
as pyrites, or sulphuret of iron in its natural state, containing in excess of twenty-five 
per centum of sulphur, and sulphur not otherwise provided for in this section. 

The Board of General Appraisers overruled the protests. 
There appears to be no controversy as to the manner of obtaining 

this sulphur, which in substance is as follows, as stated by a Govern- 
ment witness: 

In Bungo Province, Japan, there are many geyserlike craters 
which intermittently emit sulphurous gases, fumes, or vapors, and 
whose action is produced by volcanic activity. During their inactive 
periods the Japanese have placed pipes in the ground and in the 
crevices about the craters of these so-called geysers in such position 
that when activity is resumed these gases, fumes, or vapors are col- 
lected in pipes and thereby conducted into hermetically tight reser- 
voirs, several pipes leading to the same reservoir, where they are con- 
densed into sulphur, and from which reservoirs thesulphur flows down 
the mountain side in long tight conduits, where it hardens and from 
which it is taken, broken into various shapes, put into sacks, trans- 
ported by coolies down the side of the mountain, and becomes a 
subject of commerce under the name of Bungo sulphur. 

The merchandise involved in this case is imported in sacks or other 
packages and is conceded to be racially pure sulphur. Various 
samples have been analyzed and the analyses given in evidence. 
Therefrom it appears that every sample contains more than 99 per 
cent of pure sulphur and some samples run as high as 99.9 per cent 
pure, and the evidence shows that this sulphur is as pure as artificially 
refined sulphur, which appears to be the purest sulphur otherwise 
obtained. 

The main contention of the importers is that this Bungo sulphur 
is a natural or crude sulphur and not refined, and that the word 
“refined” as used in the quoted paragraph implies a sulphur product 
which is the result of artificial processes applied to A the con- 
dition of purity. 

The chief contentions of the Government are, first, that the term 
‘‘refined,” as used in the paragraph, means sulphur containing prac- 
tically no impurities, regardless of how it is produced; that is, it means 
a condition and not a result, and, further, that the facts in this case 
show what is the equivalent of an artificial refining process. 

Evidence was introduced by the importers which tended to show 
that in trade and commerce this merchandise was known as natural 
or crude sulphur, while the evidence on the part of the Government 
tended to show that it was commercially known as refined sulphur, 
but, as we understand, it is not ed by either side that a com- 
mercial designation has been established.
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It is agreed that in the process of refining sulphur by wholly arti- 
ficial means a considerable degree of heat is always required, and it 
appears that the throwing off of the sulphurous fumes, gases, or 
vapors from which the sulphur is obtained from these so-called 
geysers in Japan is always accompanied by the presence of a con- 
siderable degree of heat. It also appears that unless these fumes, 
gases, or vapors are collected they pass into the atmosphere; that 
there does not follow therefrom a deposit of sulphur on the surface 
of the ground to any considerable extent, and that whatever is so 
deposited is not practically pure as is the merchandise here, but is 
mixed with impurities of various kinds. 

This sulphur, although practically pure, has not been brought to 
that condition by wholly artificial means, and, indeed, to know, if 
the fact were material, whether it is chiefly produced by artificial 
means, would involve a knowledge as to the form in which the sulphur 
existed in the crater of the geyser and the natural forces or processes 
which produced therefrom the sulphurous fumes. 

But we are of opinion that this sulphur is not the refined or sublimed 
sulphur referred to in the duty paragraphs, and are satisfied that 
such sulphur is that which is produced by artificially applying the 
process of sublimation to a cruder form thereof whith may be arti- 
ficially or naturally brought into existence. 

Without going into the details of the processes employed, sublima- 
tion of sulphur is the artificial distillation thereof, in the course of 
which the sulphur content of the article distilled is, after vaporiza- 
tion, deposited, collected, and formed according to the commercial 
or other uses for which it may be designed. 

It was said by the Board of General Appraisers in G. A. 3742 
(T. D. 17756), decided in 1894, construing language identical with 
that in the duty paragraphs before us, that the terms ‘ ‘sulphur 
refined, sublimed, or flowers of’ are interchangeable, refined sulphur 
being obtained only by sublimation and one of the forms evolved 
therefrom being flowers of sulphur.” 

In G. A. 432 (T. D. 10937), decided in 1891, it was stated by the 
board that to produce refined sulphur it was sometimes necessary to 
resort to more than one subliming process, depending apparently 
upon the quantity and kind of impurities present in the article from 
which the sublimed sulphur was to be produced. 

The Treasury Department in 1876, by Synopsis 3032, construing 
the meaning of the term ‘‘brimstone, crude,” given free entry in the 
act of 1870 and which was taken out of the duty provisions of the 
act of 1864, where it was used in contradistinetion to the term ‘‘brim- 
stone in rolls or refined,” said, in substance, that crude brimstone 
was procured from sulphurous ore by roasting, fusing, or smelting, 
and that refined brimstone was obtained from the crude brimstone 
by the process of vaporization and sublimation, which released all 
foreign matter and left the article chemically pure. 

In this connection, also, reference may be had to rulings of the 
department in Synopsis 8442 and T. D. 31962, which are consistent 
with the view that to be dutiable as refined the sulphur must be - 
the product of sublimation processes, although we do not fail to 
note that in the last-mentioned Treasury decision Bungo sulphur 
was claimed to be refined within the meaning of the duty paragraph.
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Inasmuch, however, as the question of its dutiability was then chal- 
lenged by the protests in the case now before us, the department’s 
reserve as to this sulphur was proper. 

We think that the treatment of the subject of sulphur or brim- 
stone, which, as the latter word is commonly used, is sulphur or a 
form thereof, by Congress and by the department for more than 
25 years clearly indicates that the refined or sublimed sulphur 
referred to in the duty paragraphs was understood to be the result 
of one or more processes of artificial sublimation and did not, and 
does not now, refer to a pure or substantially pure sulphur naturally 
produced or to one in the production of which artificial processes are 
employed to no greater an extent than in this case. The fact that 
Congress has not seen fit to use the words ‘‘ pure or substantially pure” 
or their equivalent in describing dutiable sulphur seems to corroborate 
this conclusion. 

If it be conceded that the question is a doubtful one, the settled 
rule is that the importer in such a case is entitled to the benefit of 
the doubt. 

The various other court and board decisions referred to by the 
Government are not inconsistent with this conclusion, because, as 
we understand them, it was found in every instance that the sulphur 
was in fact refined, and in none does it appear that it was produced 
in the same manner as the merchandise here. 

It remains, however, to determine the application of the free-entry 
aragraphs to this sulphur. The Government urges that if it be 
a that the sulphur is crude these importations are not in bulk, 
and therefore not entitled to free entry. The words “in bulk’ have 
received such legislative definition and administrative construction 
that we think this contention is sound. In paragraph 295 of the 
act of 1909 salt “in bags, sacks, barrels, or other packages’ is made 
dutiable at one rate and salt “in bulk’ at another. This indicates 
that in legislative contemplation the term “in bulk” excludes such 
containers as used in the importation here. Again, section 2990 of 
Revised Statutes and a ruling of the Treasury Department in Synop- 
sis 2980 (1876), clearly are to the same effect and the common under- 
standing of the term “in bulk” would seem to render further dis- 
cussion of that subject unnecessary. 

But we do not think this merchandise is the crude sulphur or brim- 
stone of the free-entry paragraphs. 

It does not follow because it is not refined within the meaning of 
the duty paragraphs that it must be crude in the sense that word is 
used in the free-entry paragraphs. Neither does it follow that any 
article that is not refined or pure in the common meaning of the 
term must necessarily be crude within the same meaning. 

Without undertaking to define with precision the meaning of the 
word “crude,” and it 1s evident its meaning should be determined 
with reference to the article to which it is applied, it would seem to 
commonly refer to substances or articles in a condition unfit for the 
ultimate purpose or use for which they are intended. 

In United States ». Chemical Co. (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 165; T. D. 
31679), this court, in discussing the meaning of the word ‘crude’ in 
paragraph 482 of the act of 1897, referring to articles in a crude state 
used for dyeing, etc., said that the merchandise there was crude in two 
respects: Kirst, that it was an article in the state of its first produc-
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tion without being refined by additional treatment applied for the 
purpose and was mixed with various impurities; second, that it was 
crude because not in a condition fit for use for dyeing, etc., but was 
only the raw material which by further treatment could be made fit 
for such uses. 

In United States v. Danker (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 522; T. D. 32251), 
the same paragraph as in the preceding case was again under consid- 
eration, and it was there said that ‘“ as applied to materials crudeness 
is a relative term, and to determine whether or not a thing is crude 
for industrial purposes some account must be taken of its intended 
use. However much a thing may be processed, if, as a matter of 
fact, it must go through some additional process of substantial 
preparation or manufacture in order to fit it for its chief or only use, 
1t is, so far as that use is concerned, a crude article.” 

In United States v. Sheldon (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 485; T. D. 32245), 
the question of whether the merchandise was gum resin, crude, was 
under consideration by this court, and it was said (p. 489) that the 
resin there which was held to be crude within the meaning of para- 
graph 559 of the act of 1909 was in a condition which forbade its 
“being subjected per se to final or further uses without substantial 
processes being applied.” 

The sulphur in this case, as appears from the evidence, is not only 
practically pure, but in its imported condition is fit and ready for 
nearly all the uses to which refined sulphur may be applied. It is 
not in the form nature first presented it or in a form resulting directly 
therefrom, but is instead in a form which is brought about by the 
intervention of human appliances and which have resulted in a much 
urer article than nature, if left alone, would have produced. 
hether it is referred to as natural or elementary sulphur or by some 

other of the terms which are employed in Synopsis 3032 and T. D. 
10936 is not of special importance, because, being sulphur and not 
being crude, it falls within the descriptive term ‘sulphur not other- 
wise provided for” in the free-entry paragraphs. 

The judgment of the board of general appraisers is reversed. 

  

ExuIBIT 5. 

(T. D. 34170.) 

Chamois skin. 

Unitep STATES v. AMERICAN Express Co. (No. 1261). 

CrAMO1S OR CHAMOIS SKIN. 
These pieces of chamois or chamois skin, the terms being interchangeable, have 

not become manufactures of leather by being cut into particular sizes and by having 
their edges scalloped. They remain chamois or chamois skin and were dutiable as 
such under paragraph 451 tariff act of 1909. : 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 29, 1914. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32274 (T. D. 33578). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 
Silom, of counsel; Charles D. Lawrence, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
tates. 
Comstock & Washburn for appellee.
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Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BarBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The question in this case is whether an importation described in the 

answer to the protest as “articles of chamois, with cut-out edges, 
known as face chamois’ is dutiable at 40 per cent ad valorem as a 
manufacture of leather under paragraph 452 of the tariff act of 1909, 
as assessed, or at 20 per cent ad valorem as “chamois skin” under 
paragraph 451, as claimed by the importer and held by the Board 
of General Appraisers. 

The sample of the merchandise used as an exhibit is a small piece 
of ordinary chamois about 9 by 6% inches with scalloped edges. The 
case is here upon the record and files, no parol testimony having been 
taken by the board. It is unnecessary to quote in full either of the 
competing paragraphs. Paragraph 452, so far as pertinent, relates to 
“manufactures of leather not specially provided for” and paragraph 
451 to “chamois skin,” and if the latter term more specifically 
scribes the merchandise in question than the former, the board should 
be sustained. ; 

It is well known that originally the term “chamois or chamois 
skin,” as applied to merchandise of this character, related to the skin 
or some product thereof of the chamois, an animal found in the moun- 
tainous districts of Europe and Asia, said to be about the size of a 
full-grown goat. 

We think it is equally now well known that it relates to a soft 
leather made from various skins, perhaps most often from sheepskin, 
so tanned, dressed, or prepared that it 1s very soft and pliable. (See 
Century and Murray’s New English dictionaries.) 

As it is commonly understood we think the term “chamois” or 
“chamois skin,” and we also think they are used interchangeably, 
relates to this kind of tanned and dressed skin often if not generally 
in pieces smaller than the size of the skin of the animal from which it 
was originally taken. It is a commodity that is devoted to a multi- 
tude of uses. We assume that by the term “face chamois’ adopted 
by the appraiser in his answer to the protest it is implied that the 
particular importation in his opinion was designed to be used for 
toilet purposes, but there is nothing about the article itself that limits 
or confines it to that use and it may equally well be applied to some 
of the many other uses to which chamois itself is apeliod 

Whatever may be the use or uses to which it may be applied it is, 
however, chamois or chamois skin, and therefore specifically provided 
for in paragraph 451. It has not been manufactured into any of the 
articles named in paragraph 452 and is in no sense a manufacture of 
leather thereunder unless the cutting into the particular size in ques- 
tion and the scalloping of the edges be so regarded. We think the 
operations thereby involved do not have that effect, for, as stated, 
the article is still chamois or chamois skin within the common under- 
standing of the meaning of that term. 

A similar view was adopted by the Board of General Appraisers in 
G. A. 7425 (T. D. 33143). 

The judgment of the Board of General Appraisers ought to be, and 
it is, affirmed. ;
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ExmisiT 6. 

(T. D. 33413.) 

Horse-radish roots. 

UNITED STATES 0. WALLACE ef al (No. 1086). 

Horse-RapisE Roors Nor VEGETABLES. 
A review of the decisions shows that the word ‘“vegetables’” has not been 

employed in tariff acts in a strictly botanical sense, but rather has been applied to 
vegetables commonly used as food. Horse-radish is botanically a LL Its 
use, however, is not as a food, but as a condiment. Itis free of duty under paragraph 
630, tariff act of 1909, as a vegetable substance, unmanufactured, not otherwise 
specially provided for. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 6, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 30673 (T. D. 32997). 
and Abstract 30988 (T. D. 33055). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles Duane Baker, special attor- 
ney, on the brief), for the United States. 

Comstock & Washburn for appellees. 

Before MonTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MARTIN, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This appeal relates to certain entries of crude horse-radish roots 

~ which were imported in their natural state. They were returned by 
the appraiser as vegetables in their natural state, not specially pro- 
vided for, and accordingly were assessed with duty at the rate of 25 
per cent ad valorem under paragraph 269 of the tariff act of 1909. 

The importers protested against this assessment, claiming that 
the merchandise was entitled to free entry as a vegetable substance, 
unmanufactured, under paragraph 630 of the same act. 

This protest was sustained by the Board of General Appraisers, 
and the Government now Dpos s from that decision. 

The following is a copy of the two competing paragraphs: 

269. Vegetables in their natural state, not specially provided for in this section, 
twenty-five per centum ad valorem. 

(Free list.) 630. Moss, seaweeds, and vegetable substances, crude or unmanu- 
factured, not otherwise specially provided for in this section. 

The word ‘‘vegetables’” has been defined in numerous decisions of 
the courts, and these definitions indicate the proper decision of the 
present case. 

The case of Robertson ». Salomon (130 U. S., 412) raised the issue 
whether white beans were classifiable as vegetables in their natural 
state or as seeds not specially provided for under the tariff act of 
1883. In the course of the opinion delivered in that case, Bradley, 
Judge, speaking for the court, said: 

On the other hand, in speaking generally of provisions, beans may well be included 
under the term ‘‘vegetables.”” As an article of food on our tables, whether baked or 
boiled, or forming the basis of soup, they are used as a vegetable, as well when ripe 
as when green. This is the common use to which they are put. Beyond the common 
knowledge which we have on this subject, very little evidence is necessary or can 
be produced.
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Accordingly the court held in the foregoing case that white beans 
were vegetables within the tariff meaning of that term, although 
botanically speaking they were also seeds. 

In the case of Nix ». Hedden (149 U. S., 304), the Supreme Court 
passed upon the question whether tomatoes were vegetables in their 
natural state or were fruits not specially provided for. In the 
decision of the court Gray, Judge, said: 

Botanically speaking, tomatoes are the fruit of a vine, just as arecucumbers, 
squashes, beans, and pease. But in the common language of the people, whether 
sellers or consumers of provisions, all these are vegetables, which are grown in kitchen 
gardens, and which, whether eaten cooked or raw, are, like potatoes, carrots, parsnips, 
turnips, beets, cauliflower, cabbage, celery, and lettuce, usually served at dinner in, 
with, or after, the soup, fish, or meats which constitute the principal part of the repast, 
and not, like fruits generally, as dessert. 

In the case of Von Bremen ». United States (168 Fed., 889), the 
Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit, had before it the question 
whether, under the tariff act of 1897, truffles in tin packages were 
dutiable as vegetables prepared or preserved, not specially provided 
for, or were dutiable by similitude with mushrooms in tins. The 
court said, speaking by Ward, Judge: 

Though truffles belong to the vegetable kingdom, they are used solely as a condi- 
ment in cooking and never separately served as a table dish, and are not included 
in the trade or in ordinary usage among vegetables. 

In the case of Pierce v. United States (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 171; 
T. D. 31215), this court held that under the tariff act of 1897 capers 
were not classifiable as vegetables, but were dutiable as an unenu- 
merated article. In the opinion De Vries, Judge, speaking for the 
court, said: 

This court, therefore, is of the opinion that capers, being a condiment used to flavor 
vegetables and meats rather than to be eaten as a vegetable, is not included within 
the provisions of paragraph 241 of the tariff act of 1897. It is not a vegetable, nor is it 
a vegetable pickle in the sense those words are used in the tariff act. 

In the case of United States v. Shing Shun & Co. (2 Ct. Cust. 
Appls., 388; T. D. 32113), this court held that melon seed, which had 
been reduced in size by peeling and which had been roasted and 
salted for food, are not Vota under the tariff act of 1909, but 
are within the provisions of the act for nonenumerated manufactured 
articles. De Vries, Judge, speaking for the court, said: 

The fact that they are prepared for and eaten as a relish would seem to put them 
beyond the category of vegetables, as that term is used in customs acts. 

The foregoing decisions indicate that in the tariff acts the word 
‘“vegetables” has not been employed in a strictly botanical sense, 
but rather has been applied to those articles of food which constitute 
in common acceptation the vegetable part of a repast. These are 
such articles of food as commonly grow in kitchen gardens. This 
definition excludes horse-radish, because that article, while botani- 
cally a vegetable, is not commonly given that name when it appears 
upon the dinner table, and in use is not a food at all, but only a 
condiment. 

Therefore the court is of the Opi that the horse-radish roots 
in question are not vegetables within the purview of paragraph 269, 
above copied.
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The question which next arises in the case is whether or not the 
importation is entitled to free entry as a vegetable substance, unmanu- 
factured, under the provisions of paragraph 630 of the act. 

The Government contends that the use of the words ‘‘vegetable 
substance” in paragraph 630, in conjunction with the provisions 
for moss and seaweed, implies that the classification in question was 
intended to include only such vegetable substances as are generi- 
cally similar to moss and seaweed. It is claimed by the Government 
that moss and seaweed are never eaten either as food or condiments, 
and that this fact establishes a generical difference between those 
articles and horse-radish, since the latter article is almost exclusively 
used as a condiment. 

The following quotations, however, contradict the premise upon 
which the foregoing argument of the Government rests: 

Standard Dictionary: 
Moss, n. * * * (leylon moss, any one of various seaweeds of the rosetangle 

family, * * * forming an extensive article of trade and used for food and various 
other purposes. 

Iceland moss, an edible lichen of the arctic regions, which, after steeping several 
hours for the expulsion of a bitter principle, is made into a nutritious jelly and some- 
times used medicinally for lung troubles. 

* * * * * * * 

Carrageen, n. A small purplish-colored edible marine alga of rocky coasts; when 
bleached, the Irish moss of commerce. 

New International Encyclopaedia: 

Seaweed. In a wide sense, any plant of the class algse; in a more restricted sense, 
only plants of this class which live in the sea. The term is also applied to any plant 
rowing in the sea. Several species are edible, the most important of these being 
SG or carrageen moss, used as a cattle food and also in the preparation of jellies 
(blanc mange and similar dishes). Dulse, or dillesk, and kelp, or tangle, are also used 
to a limited extent as human food. 

In fact it appears from the board’s decision that certain kinds of 
seaweed have been imported into this country for human consump- 
tion; and that the board held such importations to be free of duty 
under the provisions for “moss, seaweeds, and vegetable substances.” 
(T. D. 24151.) This point of resemblance of horse-radish roots with 
moss and seaweeds differentiates the present case from that of 
Dodge v. United States (84 Fed., 449), the importation in that case 
being crude camphor oil. 

The provisions for vegetables in their natural state, and those for 
moss, seaweed, and vegetable substances, unmanufactured, which 
severally appear in paragraphs 269 and 630 of the act of 1909, also 
appeared in the same form in the tariff revisions of 1890, 1894, and 
1897. A number of board decisions interpreting and applying the 
provisions in question were reported, and it appears that under those 
acts many diverse articles were given free entry under the name of 
vegetable substances. Among these were cottonseed hulls, com- 
monly used as food for cattle (T. D. 14705); mustard hulls, used as an 
ingredient in mustard and spice preparations (T. D. 14739); aromatic 
tonka-bean crystals (T. D. 14836); copra or dried coconut meat, 
from which the oil was to be pressed, the residuum to serve as cattle 
feed (T. D. 15417); oat chaff (T. D. 16228); pea hulls, intended to be 
mixed with screenings and used as cattle feed (T. D. 18020); pine 
cones (T. D. 20038); angelica stalks, intended to be candied and
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made into sweetmeats (T. D. 24917); gourd pith, to be used as a flesh 
brush (T. D. 24962). 

It therefore appears that certain seaweeds are in fa-t edible and 
are so known in commerce. It also appears that such seaweeds and 
other edible vegetable substances, when imported under former 
tariff acts, were held by the board to be free under the provisions 
for ‘“moss, seaweeds, and vegetable substances,” and that those 
provisions were repeated in the same terms in successive tariff 
revisions. 

Upon these facts the court is of the opinion that horse-radish roots 
also are within the classification in question and are entitled to free 
entry by its terms. The decision of the board to that effect is there- 
fore affirmed. 

  

Exuisrr 7. 

(T. D. 33371.) 

Ladder tapes. 

UniTED STATES v. WALTER et al. (No. 1058). 
1. CONSTRUCTION. 

In tariff statutes words describing merchandise are to be taken as used in their com- 
mercial sense, but the common and the commercial meanings are presumed to be the 
same. If a difference in meaning is attempted to be shown, the party seeking to 
show a difference has the burden of proof. 

2. Tares AND LappERrR TAPES. 
To bring these articles within the commercial designation of ‘‘tapes” it would be 

necessary to show that they are known as such. This is not here shown. On the 
contrary, the evidence discloses that, instead of being known commercially as tapes, 
they are commercially known as ladder tapes. Tapes and ladder tapes are not the 
same thing. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, April 22, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7396 (T. D. 32871). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 
attorney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Broun & Gerry for appellees. 

Before MONTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BARBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise here is known as ladder tapes, and is identical 

with that before this court in Burlington Venetian Blind Co. wv. 
United States (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 374; T. D. 31456), and United 
States v. Burlington Venetian Blind Co. (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 378; 
T. D. 32967). 

In the earlier of these cases the issue as to the classification of the 
merchandise was between the provisions of paragraph 349 and para- 
graph 332 of the tariff act of 1909. The importer claimed that the 
articles were dutiable as manufactures of cotton under paragraph 332; 
that under the doctrine of noscitur a sociis it should be beld that para- 
graph 349 related entirely to articles of personal or household use, 
ornamental in character; and that the ladder tapes, not being ejusdem
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generis with the merchandise named in the paragraph, should therefore 
be excluded from classification thereunder. It was not claimed that 
the articles were not in fact tapes, nor was there any claim of com- 
mercial designation. The merchandise had been assessed under 
paragraph 349, and the action of the board sustaining the collector’s 
assessment was affirmed. 

In the later case the same paragraphs were involved as in the 
former and the claim relied upon by the importer was that the 
merchandise was not in fact tapes within the meaning of that word 
as used in the paragraph. Although it was claimed by the Govern- 
ment that its evidence of commercial designation brought the articles 
within the meaning of the word ‘tapes’ as used in the paragraph, 
this contention was not upheld and the judgment of the Board of 
General Appraisers ordering its assessment under paragraph 332, as 
a manufacture of cotton not specially provided for, was i 

In the case at bar the evidence in the other cases has been imported 
into the record and it also contains the evidence of one additional 
witness whose testimony seems to be wholly directed to an effort to 
show that these articles are commercially known as ‘““ladder tapes.” 

The Government here contends in substance that if it shall be 
found that the trade knows and refers to this merchandise under the 
name of “ladder tapes’ it is thereby brought within the meaning of 
the word ‘“tapes’ as used in paragraph 349. 

We assume for the purposes of this decision that the trade and 
commerce dealing with this commodity designate it as ‘‘ladder tapes.” 

It is established that the use of these ladder tapes is confined to 
the manufacture and repairing of Venetian blinds, to which they are 
attached, and by means of which the blind slats are turned, or raised 
and lowered. 

It may here be stated that a ladder tape consists of two strips of 
woven fabric of indefinite length, about 1} inches wide, connected 
at regular distances by lighter woven fabrics about 2% inches long 
and inch wide, produced by the loom from cotton threads of suit- 
able sizes. After coming from the loom certain small connecting 
threads are cut by hand, resulting in the product assuming the ladder- 
like shape which its name indicates. 

For further information as to the production of the merchandise 
and discussion of the questions raised therein reference is made to 
the decisions above mentioned. 

The collector assessed the merchandise in this case as tapes under 
said paragraph 349, while the importer here claims that it is dutiable 
as a manufacture of cotton not otherwise provided for under para- 
graph 332. The board sustained the protest. 

The learned counsel for the Government strenuously contends that 
having established that the merchandise is known commercially as 
“ladder tapes’ it is thereby embraced within the commercial mean- 
ing of the word ‘‘tapes’ as used in paragraph 349. 

othing has occurred to change our opinion, as expressed in the 
later of the cited cases, that these articles are not in fact tapes within 
the common meaning of the word. 

While if the respective parts had been produced separately and 
had become a separate entity before being combined, as in the ladder 
tapes, they might perhaps with propriety be said to be manufac- 
tures of tapes, the truth is that there has never in fact existed the
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entity, tapes, in these articles. As first produced from the cotton 
threads they appear substantially as we find them here. To bring 
these articles within the commercial designation of tapes we think it 
must be shown that they are commercially known as such; but it is 
not so shown. On the contrary, the evidence plainly shows that 
instead of being commercially known as ‘‘tapes’ they are known 
commercially as ‘‘ladder tapes,” which is not the same thing. To 
illustrate: The tomato in earlier days, if not now, was frequently 
referred to in common speech as a ‘‘love apple.” Suppose a para- 

aph of the tariff law had imposed a duty upon ‘apples’ without 
Further descriptive language. Would it be urged or ought it to be 
held that if the tomato was shown to be designated in commerce as 
a ‘‘love apple” that tomatoes by reason thereof were placed within 
the commercial meaning of the word ‘‘apples” as it might be used 
in the supposed paragraph without any evidence whatever as to the 
an meaning of the word ‘‘apples’ itself ¢ 

We are unable to glean from the authorities cited by the Govern- 
ment or to find upon principle that such a supposed classification 
could or ought to be upheld. 

One of the elementary principles in the construction of tariff 
statutes is that words describing merchandise are used in their com- 
mercial sense, but the common and commercial meanings are pre- 
sumed to be the same unless it is otherwise shown, and upon bin 
who claims a different commercial sense devolves the burden of 
making good his contention. To do that it is incumbent to show 
that the given word or term has a definite, uniform, and general 
meaning among those who are wholesale dealers therein which is 
different from its ordinary meaning. United States v. Kwong Yuen 
Shing (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 14; T. D. 30773); Acker ». United States 
(1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 328; T. D. 31431). 

As pointed out in the decision of the board in this case, no effort 
has been made to conform to this rule, the Government contenting 
itself by showing that the merchandise is commercially known as 
‘ladder tapes’ without showing that the word ‘‘tapes’ itself is used 
in commerce as referring to the merchandise in question, or that the 
commercial meaning of the word ‘tapes’ is other than its ordinary 
meaning. : 

The judgment of the Board of General Appraisers is affirmed. 
  

ExHIBIT 8. 

(T. D. 33536.) 

Jewelry. 

ConN & ROSENBERGER v. UNITED STATES (No. 1100). UnrreD STATES v. CORN & 
RosENBERGER (No. 1108). UnrreEp STATES 9. CrAFLIN Co. et al. (No. 1109). 
GurHMAN, SoLoMoNs & Co. et al. v. Unrrep States (No. 1110). 

ArTicLES COMMONLY OR COMMERCIALLY KNOWN AS JEWELRY. 
Avoiding a construction that would work inconsistent or absurd results, but not 

on that ground alone, it is held that in paragraph 448, tariff act of 1909, where 
jewelry is treated comprehensively, it was intended that to all articles commonly 
or commercially known as jewelry the lower rate of 60 per cent ad valorem should 
apply, notwithstanding the fact that such articles fall within the apparent eo nomine 
rovisions in a preceding part of the paragraph.—United States v. Guthman et al. 

0 Ct. Cust. Appls., 276; T. D. 32572). 

H D—63-3—vol 107——34
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 31, 1913. 

APPEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7424 (T. D. 33142). 

[Affirmed as to part, reversed as to part.] 

Hatch & Clute (Walter F. Welch of counsel) and Comstock & Washburn for appellants, 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, on the brief), for the United States. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BARBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
These cases were heard together by the Board of General Appraisers 

and are so considered here. 
In the board’s opinion the merchandise was arranged in the fol- 

lowing classes, the correctness of which is not questioned: 

(1) Brooches; (2) hatpins, bar pins, chatelaine pins, scarf pins, veil pins, and col- 
lar pins; (3) necklaces and necklets or lavallieres; (4) chains and neck chains; (5) 
lockets; (6) crosses and earrings; (7) steel chains in imitation of gun metal. 

The board held that part of the merchandise covered by class 7 to 
be dutiable as a manufacture of metal under paragraph 199 of the 
tariff act of 1909; that the part described in oe 6 was dutiable at 
60 per cent ad valorem under the last clause of paragraph 448 of the 
same act; and there is no claim made here that the board erred 
therein. 

All the merchandise was assessed by the collector at rates equiva- 
lent to 85 per cent ad valorem under the first part of said paragraph 
448, which is hereinafter inserted. 

The board adjudged that the merchandise described in its said 
second, fourth, and fifth classes was dutiable at rates equivalent to 
85 per cent ad valorem under the first part of paragraph 448, from 
which judgment the importers appeal, and that so much thereof as 
was found to be included within its said first and third classes was 
dutiable at 60 per cent ad valorem under the last clause of the same 
aragraph, from which judgment the Government appeals. The 

Pend however, found that some merchandise claimed to be within 
its class 1 belonged in class 2. 

It is agreed by all parties here, and the board has found as a fact, 
that all the merchandise involved in these appeals is commonly and 
commercially known as jewelry, and it is assumed in argument that 
if the last clause of paragraph 448 does not apply thereto, it is, in 
view of the findings of the board, all dutiable under the first part 
thereof. 

The paragraph we quote, but for convenience reproduce it sub- 
divided as was done in United States ». Guthman et al. (3 Ct. Cust. 
Appls., 276; T. D. 32572), as follows: 

1. Chains, pins, collar, cuff, and dress buttons, charms, combs, millinery and mili- 
ornaments, together with all other articles of every description, finished or partly 

finished— 
a) If set with imitation precious stones composed of glass or paste (except imitation 

jet), ; : ; 
b) Or composed wholly or in chief value of silver, German silver, white metal, 

brass, or gun metal, 
(¢) Whether or not enameled, washed, covered, plated, or alloyed with gold, silver 

or nickel, 
(d) And designed to be worn on opp) or carried on or about or attached to the person, 
(e) Valued at twenty cents per dozen pieces, one cent each and in addition thereto 

three-fifths of one cent per dozen for each one cent the value exceeds twenty cents per 
dozen;
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2. All stampings and materials of metal (except iron or steel), or of metal set with 
glass or paste, finished or partly finished, suitable for use in the manufacture of any 
of the foregoing articles (except chain valued at less than thirty cents per yard other 
than nickel or nickel-plated chain), valued at seventy-two cents per gross, three cents 
per dozen pieces and in addition thereto one-half of one cent per gross for each one 
cent the value exceeds seventy-two cents per gross; 

3. Rope, curb, cable, and other fancy patterns of chain, without bar, swivel, snap 
or ring, composed of rolled-gold plate or of silver, German silver, white metal, or brass, 
not exceeding one-half of one inch in diameter, breadth or thickness, valued at thirty 
cents per yard, six cents per foot, and in addition thereto three-fifths of one cent per 
yard for each one cent the value exceeds thirty cents per yard. 

4. Finished or unfinished bags, purses and other articles, or parts thereof, made in 
chief value of metal mesh composed of silver, German silver, or white metal, valued 
at two dollars per dozen pieces, ten cents per piece and in addition thereto three-fifths 
of one cent per dozen pieces for each one cent the value exceeds two dollars per dozen; 

5. All the foregoing, whether known as jewelry or otherwise and whether or not 
denominatively or otherwise provided for in any other paragraph of this act, twenty- 
five per centum ad valorem in addition to the specific rate or rates of duty herein provided; 

6. All articles commonly or commercially known as jewelry, or parts thereof, finished 
or unfinished, including chain, mesh, and mesh bags and purses composed of gold or 
platinum, whether set or not set with diamonds, pearls, cameos, coral, or other 
precious or semiprecious stones, or imitations thereof, sixty per centum ad valorem. 

In the Guthman case, supra, the merchandise was brooches, which 
were agreed to be within the class of merchandise described in the 
first part of the paragraph and also to be commonly and commer- 
cially known as jewelry. The following discussion of the paragraph 
as relates to the merchandise then before this court is quoted as 
expressing our present views as to its meaning: 

Some general considerations are pertinent. The legislative and administrative his- 
tory of this paragraph in harmony with its internal evidences make very clear the 
congressional intent. The purpose was dual: 

First. Prompted by continuous endeavors to exclude from the classification as 
jewelry many articles so assessed for duty by customs officials, the Congress endeav- 
ored to enlarge the scope of that term so as to include everything, and parts thereof, 
either commonly or commercially known as jewelry. The language of the correspond- 
ing parareph of the tariff act of 1897 (434) as compared with that of the present act 
(448) and the vast number of cases arising under the previous act, many of which are 
cited in ‘‘Notes on Tariff Revision” at pages 591 and 592, conclusively establish this 
fact: 

Secondly. The language of the first five provisions of paragraph 448 equally well 
indicate the congressional purpose to place upon certain classes of cheap, but not the 
cheapest, articles of personal adornment an unusually high duty of 85 per cent ad 
valorem. The precise and exact language of the law clearly indicates the purpose 
to confine this rate to those particular articles only within its words. The first pro- 
vision of this paragraph is manifestly intended to levy duties upon ornaments for 
personal adornment of certain defined characteristics and uses. The predicated 
provision of descriptive scope thereof relates to ‘‘all other articles of every description, 
finished or partly finished.” This provision, however, with the other subjects of the 
paragraph, 18 limited by the very language thereof that such articles must be (a) either 
‘set with imitation precious stones,” or (b) ‘‘composed wholly or in chief value of 

silver, German silver, white metal, brass, or gun metal,” and i) in every case ‘‘de- 
signed to be worn on apparel or carried on or about or attached to the person,” and 
(e) “valued at twenty cents per dozen pieces or over.” 

The office of the fifth provision of the paragraph seems to be not alone to levy a 
cumulative rate on the previously defined paragraph, but to avoid classification 
thereof under other paragraphs of the law. Nevertheless, it is not made competitive 
with the last provision of the paragraph. It is expressly, as before pointed out, so 
drawn not to compete with the latter. 

This division of the paragraph is confined by its language in its application to those 
articles alone which are primarily within one of the preceding specific descriptions. 
It seems to be designed to reach out into all other paragraphs of the tariff acts denomi- 
native and descriptive, and withdraw therefrom and make in the first instance spe- 
cifically primarily dutiable under the preceding provisions of this paragraph all 
articles within any one of the preceding descriptions, and to add duty thereto of 25
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per cent ad valorem. Obviously it does not extend to the last provision of para- 
graph 448 in that by language it is expressly related to ‘‘the foregoing” designation 
of merchandise and its cumulative duty is added only ‘“to the specific rate or rates 
of duty herein provided.” The final paragraph is not of ‘‘the foregoing,” is not 
an ‘‘other paragraph of this act,” and does not levy ‘specific rate or rates” of duty. 

The omission of the customary word ‘‘other” in such a relative provision of law so 
very precisely worded, in conjunction with the very broad language following ‘‘com- 
monly or commercially known,’ which, while broad in its scope, is under all decisions 
from its wording regarded of first application in its inclusiveness when read in con- 
junction with the fifth provision of the paragraph, which expressly excepts, for the 
reasons stated, this last provision from its terms, the reasons multiply which compel 
the conclusion that it was the congressional purpose that the scope of this provision 
of the law was not to be contracted or invaded by any other provision of the act and 
everything ‘commonly or commercially known as jewelry” was to be so assessed 
thereunder regardless of every other provision of the law, and as if this stood alone 
a complete act. 

It seems to us the absence of the word ‘‘other,’’ or words of similar import, assigning 
to the last provision a scope beyond what precedes, the use of language of first impor- 
tance known to customs legislation ‘commonly or commercially known as jewelry,” 
and the express limitation of the fifth provision of the paragraph to all other paragraphs 
of the act, all conduce to this conclusion. 

Whether or not the language employed in this and the contrasted and competitive 
provisions of the Yorageph and act has rendered effectual this purpose in all cases 
can not and should not be here decided. : 

We are not by this record called upon and do not decide, for example, if a certain 
cuff button otherwise within the first provision should be by the trade classed as 
jewelry that it would be dutiable under one or the other, the first or last provisions of 
the paragraph. Issues presented by such conditions might be controlled by the 
record or law of the individual case. What is here said is confined to the records and 
issues in the appeals now before the court, and in pertinent consideration of the scope 
of paragraph 448 as therein made issuable. 

These articles, brooches, valued at less than 20 cents per dozen, are expressly 
excluded from all the preceding provisions of paragraph 448 but the last. 

Comparing paragraph 199 of the same act with the last part of said 
aragraph 448, we said in United States v. Goldberg et al. (3 Ct. 

Oust. Appls., 282; T. D. 32573): 

The two tariff designations ‘‘commonly” and ‘‘commercially” are manifestly 
aimed to include, first, that which is commercially known as jewelry; that is to say, 
that which the wholesale jewelry trade of this country generally and uniformly 
throughout the country in the wholesale trade thereof regards and classifies as jewelry; 
and, secondly, that which is commonly known as jewelry; that is to say, that which 
the general public in its everyday understanding and converse regards and classifies 
as jewelry. The provision extends the scope of the paragraph to everything which 
the commercial and popular understanding denominates and classifies as jewelry. 

The one paragraph (199) extends to all articles made wholly or in chief value of 
metal not specially provided for, while the other (448) extends only to those articles 
wholly or in part of metal ‘known as jewelry.”” This latter is the more specific. 

In Guthman ». United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 286; T. D. 
32574) and in Cohn ». United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 288; T. D. 
32575) hs views expressed in the first Guthman case were in effect 
approved. 

i t is clear that these cases hold that all articles commonly or 
commercially known as jewelry and which are not eo nomine men- 
tioned in the first subdivision of paragraph 448 are dutiable under 
the last subdivision thereof at the rate of 60 per cent ad valorem, and 
that the question, whether articles within the eo nomine provision of 
said first subdivision that are also commonly or commercially known 
as jewelry are likewise dutiable under the last subdivision, was left 
undecided. These cases require the determination of that question. 

The rule invoked by the Government that an eo nomine description, 
other things being equal, must prevail in tariff statutes is sound and
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well founded upon both logic and precedent, but it is manifestly 
controlled by the higher rule, that if Congress has indicated in a 
given case its intent that such rule is not to apply, effect must be 
given to such intent, because the eo nomine rule itself is but one 
means of discovering legislative intent which, if and when ascertained, 
must control. ; 

It should, however, be observed, when the application, force, and 
effect of this rule is considered, as it relates to this case, that the eo 
nomine provisions in subdivision 1 of the paragraph are not designed 
to fix the classification of merchandise coming within the same, 
because, although it may be eo nomine within subdivision 1, it must, 
to warrant its classification thereunder, also fall within either a or b 
and within both d and e¢ of the subparagraphs of said subdivision. 
When this is realized and the arrangement, scope, and purpose of the 
whole paragraph is considered, what we have called the eo nomine 
rovision loses much of its supposed force because it is the ultimate 

Fact that the articles must be within both subparagraphs d and e¢ and 
either a or b and not their so-called eo nomine description that settles 
their classification. The specific mention of chains, pins, charms, 
etc., does not limit the words ‘all other articles of every description” 
which immediately follow the specific words. Nor are we able to 
see how such specific words render anything subject to said sub- 
‘paragraphs which would not be subject thereto were not such words 
employed. If the expression ‘all articles of every description’ had 
been employed instead of the language that was used, it would have 
brought within subdivision 1 the same merchandise that is now 
within its terms, because the use of the word ‘‘ other” between ‘‘all”’ 
and “articles,” as the statute now is, does not limit the scope of the 
words which follow it. Their limitations are to be found in the 
subparagraphs we have mentioned. : 

Our conclusion is that while the words specifically naming certain 
articles in subdivision 1 serve to indicate that they are of those which 
may fall within the subparagraphs they were used for precautionary 
Jase and are not entitled to the construction and effect claimed 

y the Government. : 
If further reason were necessary for the employment of these specific 

words, it may be found in the fact that Congress was fully advised of 
the great amount of litigation which had grown up over jewelry 
importations; that some of the cases had involved articles bearing 
the precise names which were employed in these specific designations, 
and it doubtless, from excess of caution, as we have already suggested, 
employed these words to indicate its intent, that, whatever might 
have been the effect of decisions in the past as to the classification 
of any of the merchandise to which these specific names might apply 
(and as to what it in fact had been, counsel seem to disagree), in the 
future, whether the merchandise bore the name ‘‘ chains” or “pins” 
or any other of the eo nomine designations employed, it was, 
nevertheless, to be classified with the “all other articles of every 
description’ as limited by d and e¢ and a or b, and that such eo nomine 
description has no further force. : 

It is manifest that if the contention of the Government be adopted, 
an inconsistent, not-to say an absurd, result may happen. 

Articles concededly known either commonly or commercially as 
jewelry, but specifically mentioned in subdivision 1, would, if designed
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to be worn on apparel or to be carried on or about or attached to the 
person, and of the prescribed value, pay the high duty rate of at 
east 85 per cent ad valorem, while other articles also commonly or 
commercially known as jewelry, of like material and value, of similar 
construction, and designed also to be worn on apparel or to be carried 
on or about or attached to the person, would pay the lower rate of 60 
per cent ad valorem, simply because they were not eo nomine men- 
tioned in subdivision 1. 

While this inconsistency alone is not a sufficient reason for placing 
the construction we do upon the paragraph, because whatever may 
be the results, if the language of a statute is clear and plain, its 
obvious meaning must be adopted by the courts; yet, in the presence 
of ambiguity, the fact that inconsistent or absurd results may flow 
from one construction and not from another will often lead the court 
to adopt the latter as most likely expressing the legislative intent. 

In the first case cited it was said that the purpose of Congress was 
to declare that the scope of the last subdivision of paragraph 448 
‘““was not to be contracted or invaded by any other provision of the 
act, and everything ‘commonly or commercially known as jewelry’ 
was to be so assessed thereunder, regardless of every other provision 
of the law and as if this stood alone a complete act.” 

~ In the determination of the issues here we think that the last 
subdivision of the paragraph may be regarded as if preceded by the 
word “but” or “nevertheless” or by the words ‘‘provided, however, 
that’ and that this manner of introducing it serves more completely, 
accurately, and clearly to bring out its meaning as a whole. The 
subdivision is the last of a paragraph which comprehensively treats 
of jewelry and in concluding the expression of its will as to the 
assessment, of duties upon that class of merchandise Congress, we 
think, meant to say that as to all articles commonly or commercially 
known as jewelry the lower rate of 60 per cent ad valorem should 
apply, notwithstanding the fact that such articles happened to fall 
within the apparent eo nomine provisions of the first subdivision of 
the paragra 2 

The fact that this language is Congress’s last word upon the subject 
we think confirms such conclusion. 

The term “85 per cent ad valorem or its equivalent’ is used in 
this opinion because the specific and ad valorem rates imposed under 
subdivisions 1 and 5 of the paragraph aggregate at least that rate 
and also because counsel so refer i, 

We have not here undertaken to review the various cases and 
other matters referred to in argument, because our opinion, as stated, 
is that the paragraph itself, as analyzed in the first Guthman case 
by De Vries, Judge, and in view of all matters proper to be considered 
in its interpretation, most of which were there adverted to, furnishes 
its own rule of interpretation, leads to the conclusion we have reached 
in these cases and renders unnecessary the consideration of any other 
issues discussed by counsel. 

As to such of the merchandise in these cases brought before us for 
consideration, either on appeal or cross appeal, as was held by the 
board to be dutiable at the rate imposed under the first part of 
paragraph 448, the judgment of the board is reversed and the same 
are held dutiable under the last clause of said paragraph, and as to
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such of said merchandise as was by it found to be dutiable under 
the said last clause the judgment is affirmed. As thus modified, the 
cases are remanded iy mandate that the necessary reliquidation 
be had accordingly. 

  

Exnarsrr 9. 

(T. D. 34128.) 

Artificial flowers— What not. 

Unitep States v. Epson Kerra & Co. (No. 946). 

1. BurDEN OF PROOF. 
The burden of proof never shifts, but here the importer had sustained that burden 

prima facie. proving his case by a preponderance of evidence, and the Government 
was thereby called to offset that evidence by proof of equal weight tending either to 

“sustain the collector’s action or to prove the goods were not dutiable as aT 
2. MANUFACTURES IN PART oF METAL. 

Although the provisions for manufactures in chief value of cotton or silk are more 
specific than the provision for articles in part of metal, the goods here fell within the 
Hes paragraph (paragraph 193, tariff act of 1897), A to the weight of the 
evidence. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 22, 1914. 

Appear from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 28964 (T. D. 32655). 

[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, on the brief), for the United States. 
Lester C. Childs for appellees. 

Before MONTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SmitH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This case involves the classification of wreaths, clusters, sprays 

bouquets, aigrettes, pompons, and artificial plants, made of artificial 
leaves, fruits, flowers, and grasses, branched or bound together by 
wire. The merchandise was classified by the collector of customs as 
artificial leaves, fruits, and flowers, dutiable at 50 per cent ad valorem 
under the provisions of that paragraph of the tariff act of 1897 which 
in part reads as follows: : 

425. * * * Artificial or ornamental feathers, fruits, grains, leaves, flowers, and 
stems or parts thereof, of whatever material composed, not specially provided for in 
this Act, fifty per centum ad valorem. 

The importers claimed that the goods were manufactures in part of 
metal and therefore dutiable at 45 per cent ad valorem AE the 
provisions of paragraph 193 of said act, which is as follows: 

193. Articles or wares not specially provided for in this Act, composed wholly or in 
part of iron, steel, lead, copper, nickel, pewter, zinc, gold, silver, platinum, aluminum 
or pier metal, and whether partly or wholly manufactured, forty-five per centum ad 
valorem. 

The Board of General Appraisers sustained the protest. On appeal 
from that decision this court held, first, that the goods were not arti- 
ficial leaves, fruits, or flowers, but manufactures of such wares and
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wire, and having a name and a use so distinct and different from that 
of their components as to take them out of the category of artificial 
leaves, fruits, and flowers; second, that the constituents of the 
wreaths, clusters, sprays, bouquets, aigrettes, pompons, and artificial 
plants were not silk and cotton and wire, but artificial leaves, fruits, 
flowers, and wire, and that as there was no provision for articles com- 
posed of artificial leaves, fruits, or flowers the goods were dutiable as 
wares composed in part of metal. 

On February 11, 1913, a rehearing was granted, and on that rehear- 
ing it was insisted by the Government that if the merchandise could 
not be classified as artificial or ornamental fruits, grains, leaves, or 
flowers they should be classified as manufactures in chief value of 
cotton or silk. When it came to the consideration of this point, 
however, it was found that there was no evidence from which we 
could determine whether silk, wire, or cotton was the component of 
chief value. A reargument was therefore ordered by the court on its 
own motion and discussion invited as to whether the burden of proof 
rested on the Government of establishing that the goods were in 
chief value of silk or cotton. If the Government was bound to show 
that the merchandise was made in chief value of silk or cotton, and 
therefore not dutiable under the metal paragraph as claimed by the 
importers, it failed to meet that burden and the decision of the board 
should be affirmed. 

The Government contends, and correctly, that the burden of proof 
was on the importers all the way through the case to show that the 
collector was wrong and that he was right. As a corollary to that 
proposition it follows that unless the importers produced some evi- 
dence substantiating prima facie the correctness of his claim, no duty 
was imposed on the Government to sustain the correctness of the 
collector’s classification or to make proof that the importers were 
wrong. 

The burden of proof—that is to say, the obligation imposed by law 
on a litigant of establishing a fact by evidence—never shifts; but the 
duty of meeting or overcoming evidence in favor of or against any 
given contention may shift from one side to the other i the 
Drosroms of the trial, according as the nature and weight of the proofs 
tend to support or controvert the fact or facts, the ascertainment of 
which is necessary for the proper judicial determination of the case. 
Central Bridge Corporation ». Butler (2 Gray, 68 Mass., 130-132); 
Scott v. Wood (81 Cal., 398, 400-402). 

With this principle laid down, the question in the present contro- 
versy, as we see it, is not whether the importers were charged with the 
burden of proof, but whether they met their Obligations by introducing 
credible, material, and competent evidence which showed, at least 
prima facie, that the collector’s classification was incorrect and that 
the goods were dutiable under the paragraph claimed in the protest. 
If he did, then at the very least it was incumbent on the Government 
to offset that evidence by proof of equal weight tending either to 
sustain the collector's action or to prove that the goods were not 
dutiable under the paragraph ies in the protest. The importers 
were not bound to make out their case to a moral certainty and beyond 
a reasonable doubt. To put the Government to its proofs, it was 
sufficient for the importers to show prima facie that their classification
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was correct and that the collector's classification was wrong, and 
once that was done the burden of proceeding shifted to the Govern- 

“ment—not because the burden of proof had shifted, but because 
prima facie the importers had sustained that burden and proved their 
case by a preponderance of evidence. McKelvey on Evidence (2d ed., 
p. 66 et seq.); Powers v. Russell (13 Pick., Mass., 69, 76-77). 

Here the testimony introduced by the importers established, first, 
that the wares were not artificial leaves, fruits, or flowers, but articles 
made out of such wares, entitled to a new name and adapted to uses 
for which the original leaves, flowers, and fruits were not suitable; 
and from that it followed that the goods were new manufactures not 
provided for in paragraph 425 and consequently not dutiable as 
assessed; second, that the articles in controversy were composed in 
part of metal and therefore prima facie dutiable under paragraph 
193 of the act of 1897, as claimed in the protest. This evidence was 
not contradicted by the Government. The board gave it full faith 
and credit, and the weight to which it was entitled when produced 
and submitted to the trial tribunal can not now be denied to it on 
the surmise that cotton or silk may be the component of chief value, 
a surmise, by the way, predicated on no evidence and fairly deducible 
from none of the facts in the case. 

True, when the importers proved that the goods were in part of 
metal they at the same time proved that they were in part of silk and 
cotton, but that did not show that the articles were in chief value 
of silk or cotton and therefore dutiable as manufactures in chief 
value of silk or cotton and not as articles in part of metal. Of course, 
if the collector had assessed the goods as articles composed in chief 
value of cotton or silk, proof that they were in part of metal would 
be entirely consistent with the presumption that they were in chief 
value of cotton or silk and therefore entirely consistent with the 
presumption that the goods were dutiable as assessed. But that 
1s not this case. The goods were not classified as articles composed 
in chief value of cotton or silk and there was neither presumption 
nor evidence of any kind that the merchandise was of that character. 
There was evidence that it was of the character claimed by the 
importers. Consequently, although the provisions for manufactures 
in chief value of cotton or silk are more specific than the provision for 
articles in part of metal, the goods here in controversy must be 
classified under the metal paragraph in accordance with the weight 
of the evidence, there being no evidence showing or tending to show 
that they are in chief value of silk or cotton. 

The protest as to single leaves and single flowers was abandoned 
by the importers upon the hearing, and as to such single leaves and 
flowers this decision does not ap ly. 

The decision of the Board of earl Appraisers is affirmed.
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Exa1BIT 10. 

" (T. D. 33392.) 

Rotten fruit. 

Unirep States ». HARRIS & Co. ef als. (No. 987). 

CLAMS FOR ALLOWANCE. 
The importation of grapes for the Boston market were entered partly at Boston, 

partly at New York for transshipment thence to Boston. Were the grapes immedi- 
ately transshipped from New York “landed” there or in Boston? The fair inference 
from the acts and regulations that govern is that the ‘landing ”’ referred to in subsec- 
tion 22 of section 28, tariff act of 1909, is the landing at the post of actual destination; 
in this case, at the port of Boston. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, April 29, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 28947 (T. D. 32655) 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant attor- 
ney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Searle & Waterhouse (William E. Waterhouse of counsel) for appellees. 

Before MONTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

De Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The importations were of grapes at the port of Boston. Some of 

the importations were made direct from abroad, whilst others were 
made via New York, arriving at the port of Boston via Metropolitan 
Steamship Co. The protestants, who are appellees here, rest their 
claim upon the contention that a part of the grapes in every case 
were rotten or worthless and that allowance should be made in 
the assessment of duties for their depreciation in value and such loss 
and decay. The claim is asserted under subsection 22 of section 28 
of the tariff act of 1909, which reads as follows: 

22. No allowance shall be made in the estimation and liquidation of duties for 
shortage or nonimportation caused by ascay, destruction or injury to fruit or other 
erishable articles imported into the United States whereby their commercial value 
as been destroyed, unless under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 

Treasury. Proof to ascertain such destruction or nonimportation shall be lodged 
with the collector of customs of the port where such merchandise has been landed, 
or the person acting as such, within ten days after the landing of such merchandise, 
The provisions hereof shall apply whether or not the merchandise has been entered, 
and whether or not the duties have been paid or secured to be paid, and whether or 
not a permit of delivery has been granted to the owner or consignee. Nor shall any 
allowance be made for damage, but the importers may within ten days after entry 
abandon to the United States all or any portion of goods, wares or merchandise of 
every description included in any invoice and be relieved from the payment of 
duties on the portion so abandoned: Provided, That the portion so abandoned shall 
amount to ten per centum or more of the total value or quantity of the invoice. . The 
right of abandonment herein provided for may be exercised whether the goods, wares 
or merchandise have been damaged or not, or whether or not the same have any 
commercial value: Provided, further, That section twenty-eight hundred and ninety- 
nine of the Revised Statutes, relating to the return of packages unopened for appraise- 
ment, shall in no wise prohibit the right of importers to make all needful examinations 
to determine whether the right to abandon accrues, or whether by reason of total 
destruction there is a nonimportation in whole or in part. All merchandise abandoned 
to the Government by the importers shall be delivered by the importers thereof at 
such place within the port of arrival as the chief officer of the customs may direct, 
and on the failure of the importers to comply with the direction of the collector or
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the chief officer of customs, as the case may be, the abandoned merchandise shall be 
disposed of by the customs authorities under such regulations as the Secretary of the 
Treasury may prescribe, at the expense of such importers. Where imported fruit or 
perishable goods have been condemned at the port of original entry within ten days 
after landing, by health officers or other legally constituted authorities, the importers 
or their agents shall, within twenty-four hours after such condemnation, lodge with 
the collector, or the person acting as collector, of said port, notice thereof in writing, 
together with an invoice description and the quantity of the articles condemned, 
their location, and the name of the vessel in which imported. Upon receipt of said 
notice the collector, or person acting as collector, shall at once cause an investigation 
and a report to be made in writing by at least two customs officers touching the identity 
and quantity of fruit or perishable goods condemned, and unless proof to ascertain 
the shortage or nonimportation of fruit or perishable goods shall have been lodged 

.as herein required, or if the importer or his agent fails to notify the collector of such 
condemnation proceedings as herein provided, proof of such shortage or nonimporta- 
tion shall not be deemed established and no allowance shall be made in the liquidation 
of duties chargeable thereon. : 

There seems to be no serious contention as to the claim of the 
importers with reference to the direct importations. As to those 
importations, however, made via New York, serious controversy 
arises. It seems that at the port of New York the goods were trans- 
shipped from the importing vessels arriving at that port and contin- 
or in their course via the Metropolitan Steamship Co. to the port 
of Boston, their ultimate destination. At the port of New York they 
were entered for immediate transportation. 

Under said subsection 22 the Secretary of the Treasury in T. D. 
30023 promulgated regulations. These regulations were in part the 
subject of consideration by this court in Vandegrift ». United States 
(3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 198; T. D. 32470). They provide in that part 
(section 1 thereof) that whenever the importer intends to make claim 
of allowance ‘““on account of shortage or nonimportation caused by 
decay, destruction, or injury to imported fruit,” he shall within 48 
hours after the arrival of the importing vessel give a prescribed notice 
that he so intends. That part of the regulations further provides 
for a detail of examiners for that purpose, who shall cause to be set 
aside 5 per cent of each lot, reporting thereupon to the appraiser, 
who shall within 10 days “after the landing of the merchandise” 
make return, ete. 

There seems to be no question as to the compliance by the importer 
with these regulations so far as the detail of procedure is concerned, 
and the sole question in the case is whether or not this provision of 
the statute relates to the ‘“landing’’ of the goods at the port of Boston 
or to the “landing’’ of the goods at the port of New York, whereupon 
they were transshipped to the port of Boston. If the former, the 
proofs were filed in time; if the latter, otherwise. 

The claim is asserted under the first provision of subsection 22. 
That subsection authorized allowances in such case and prescribes 
that— . 

Proof to ascertain such destruction or nonimportation shall be lodged with the col- 
lector of customs of the port where such merchandise has been landed, or the person 
acting as such, within 10 days after the landing of such merchandise. 

These goods were landed in the course of their importation to the 
port of Boston at both New York and Boston. The issue is which 
“landing” is contemplated by the statute. In the ascertainment of 
this question the statute must be read in connection with the act of
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June 10, 1880, in relation to immediate transportation of dutiable 
goods and for other purposes. United States Statutes at Large 
(vol. 21, chap. 190, p. 173). That statute authorizes in section 1 
collectors at certain ports, of which New York is one, where the 
merchandise “shall appear by the invoice or bill of lading and mani- 
fest of the importing vessel to be consigned to and destined for either 
of the ports specified in the seventh section of this act’ [of which 
Boston is one], “the collector at the port of arrival shall allow the 
said merchandise to be shipped immediately after the entry prescribed 
in section 2 of this act has been made.” 

Section 2 reads as follows: 

2. That the collector at the port of first arrival shall retain in his office a permanent 
record of such merchandise so to be forwarded to the port of destination, and such 
record shall consist of a copy of the invoice and an entry whereon the duties shall be esti- 
mated as closely as possible on the merchandise so shipped, but no oaths shall be required 
on the said entry. Such merchandise shall not be subject to appraisement and liqui- 
dation of duties at the port of first arrival, but shall undergo such examination as the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall deem necessary to verify the invoice; and the same 
examination and appraisement thereof shall be required and had at the port of destination 
as would have been required at the port of first arrival if such merchandise had been 
entered for consumption or warehouse at such port. 

Then follows section 3 for the designation by the Secretary of the 
Treasury of certain transportation companies as bonded carriers; 
section 5, that the merchandise shall, under this paragraph, be kept 
under lock and key and under the constant supervision of Treasury 
agents at the expense of the bonded transportation companies; that 
it shall not be unladen en route except in certain emergency cases; 
and in no case shall there be permitted any breaking of the original 
packages of such merchandise. 

Section 6 provides as follows: 

6. That merchandise so destined for immediate transportation shall be transferred, 
under proper supervision, directly from the importing vessel to the car, vessel, or vehicle in 
which the same 1s to be transported to its final destination. 

Section 9 is as follows: 

9. That no merchandise shall be shipped under the provisions of this act after such 
merchandise shall have been landed 10 days from the importing vessel, and merchan- 
dise not entered within such time shall be sent to a bonded warehouse by the col- 
lector as unclaimed, and held until regularly entered and appraised. 

It will be observed from the provisions of this act that the Congress 
has exercised diligent care that merchandise taken from importing 
vessels and transshipped by immediate-transportation entries to 
other common carriers, be they vessels or otherwise, shall be con- 
stantly in the customs custody and under active supervision of the - 
customs officials. It is further expressly provided that utmost 
expedition be had in such cases. The statute provides that the 
“merchandise must be shipped immediately after the entry prescribed 
in section 2 of this act has been made,” which is the immediate- 
transportation entry; and, ‘under proper supervision,” shall be 
transferred ‘directly from the importing vessel to the car, vessel,” 
etc., ‘‘in which the same is to be transported.” 

It will be observed by a careful reading of the act of June 10, 1880, 
that no appraisement of the merchandise is provided at the port of 
arrival, such as would require an opening and inspection of the goods 
themselves, but the contrary is the mandate of the statute. It will
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be further observed that the detailed language of that section indi- 
cates that the only examination made at the port of arrival is to 
check up the number of packages and to note any shortage in that 
particular. Indeed, while the express provision of the statute that 
“in no case shall there be permitted any breaking of the original 
packages’ strictly applies alone to one of the bonded carriers, the 
spirit of the act, as expressed in its words, applies clearly to all 
officials and other carriers. 

We are unable to see, therefore, how the provisions of subsection 22 
and the regulations made thereunder (arts. 407 to 414, Customs 
Regulations, 1908) can be advantageously exercised, if at all, by 
an importer while the Government officials and bonded carriers 
are performing their duty according to the act of June 10, 1880. 
For while that act enjoins zealous care and strict noninterference 
and expeditious delivery of the merchandise in transit, the other act 
and regulations thereunder, in any practicable observance, require an 
opening of the packages, inspection of the merchandise, a dela 
in its transit, oh an interference by the importer or his agents wit, 
the expeditious transportation of the merchandise. 

That the Congress did not contemplate further examination of 
the merchandise at the port of arrival than to compare the number 
of packages and cases arriving with those on the invoice is empha- 
sized by a corresponding provision in subsection 22, wherein the 
richt to examine those in the custody of the customs by virtue 
of section 2899, Revised Statutes, is expressly granted the importer. 
This provision is significant that Congress deemed it had nowhere in 
this subsection Fonte the right of examination of the goods to 
the importer while in the customs custody, and as only those pack- 
ages mentioned in said section 2899 were so held, after arrival at 
the port of final destination and granting of a Jarl of delivery, 
Congress must have deemed such express grant of the right of exam- 
ination necessary whenever it was to be exercised. 

Indeed, it may well be said that if the act of 1880 is at all observed 
the goods would have already, in the ordinary course of transporta- 
tion, been transshipped from the port of arrival before the 48 hours 
would have expired within which the importer under the regulations 
should serve his notice upon the collector. It follows that if the 
importer had the right at the port of arrival within 48 hours to serve 
notice upon the collector, as within the regulations provided, and the 
oods had entered upon their course of transit, that notice would be 
utile, and the duty would be incumbent upon the collector at the 
port of New York to recall if possible the shipment in order that he 
should duly exercise his duties as otherwise prescribed by the law 
and regulations. Or, forsooth, should any passage have been reserved 
for the goods at a particular time by the shipper, examination by 
customs officials might seriously interfere with such. 

And, if the point be rested upon the language of the act instead of 
the regulations, the same consequence might follow the contended 
interpretation, for it is provided that proof shall be lodged with the 
collector at the port where the goods were “landed” ‘‘within 10 
days after the landing.” Why file the proof or serve the notice afore- 
said with the collector, who is not to determine the case? And, if the 
collector in the first instance is to determine the shortage, why so 
require, when the best evidence, the fruit, may have gone beyond his
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possession; or, if in his possession, when he is authorized by law to 
make only such examination as will verify the invoice? For examina- 
tion for appraisement is to be made, under said act of 1880, only at 
the port of final destination. A fortiori, the statute expressly pro- 
vides that the notice and proof can be made after “entry” after 
“duties have been paid or secured to be paid” and after ‘a permit of 
delivery has been granted.” Under the law no one of these matters 
occurs at the port of arrival, and in consequence we infer Congress in 
the enactment had in mind the port of final destination and referred 
to the “landing” thereat. 

It is not without significance that in another part of subsection 22, 
which treats of such goods condemned by the health authorities, 
Congress there speaks of the ‘‘port of original entry.” The enforce- 
ment of that provision of the subsection at the port of original entry 
being one wherein the condition of the goods were such as they must 
be seized by the health officers, a matter of emergency, it is perfectly 
consistent with the views hereinbefore expressed. The enforcement 
of that section does not call for an interference with or examination 
of the goods by the importer or his agents. 

We are unable to see why, if Congress intended the landing herein 
referred to to be the landing at the port of original entry, why it did 
not use the same language as it later did in the same section when 
speaking of certain action proceeding from and upon authority of the 
health officers. We are further constrained to this view of the case 
by the obvious fact that any other conclusion upon part of the court 
would result in a discrimination of one port against another in the 
enforcement of the tariff laws. 

The cases of United States v. The Express (25 Fed. Cas., 1035; 
case 15066) and United States ». Smith (27 Fed. Cas., 1246; case 
16343) are in harmony with the views herein expressed. 

Reading the two acts together, we think the logical and fair in- 
ference is that the ‘‘landing’’ referred to in subsection 22, supra, is 
the landing at the port of destination, in this case Boston. Of 
course, the condition of the fruit at the time of arrival within the 
customs district of original arrival is the time of ascertainment and 
should be borne in mind in all such determinations. United States 
v. Shallus (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 332; T. D. 32074). 

For the reasons herein stated we are of the opinion that the decision 
of the Board of General Appraisers should be affirmed. 

  

ExHIBIT 11. 

(T. D. 33879.) 

Books for private circulation. 

Unirep States 0. Gres (No. 1168). 

Books GRATUITOUSLY AND PRIVATELY CIRCULATED. 
These books appear to have been printed by the Brusse Publishing House, of 

Rotterdam, for the Holland-American Line. This shipping company circulates 
the books gratuitously to excite interest in foreign travel and so secure patronage 
for its steamers. The mere size of the circulation of these books, an edition of 40,000 
being printed, does not negative the importer’s contention that they were gratui- 
tously privately circulated.—United States ». Badische Co. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., —; 
T. D. 33170).
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, November 11, 1913. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 31839 (T. D. 33304). 

+ [Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Martin T. Baldwin, special at- 
torney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Brooks & Brooks (F. W. Brooks, jr., of counsel) for appellee. 

Before MonTcOMERY, SmiTH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MarTIN, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The importation now in question consists of 1,000 copies of a book 

entitled ‘With Roosevelt through Holland,” written in the English 
language by M. J. Brusse and illustrated with pen and ink sketches 
by J. G. Veldheer. 

The appraiser reported that the importation consisted of ‘‘illus- 
trated books containing advertising matter printed by a corporation,” 
and returned an advisory classification as books not specially pro- 
vided for, dutiable at 25 per cent ad valorem under paragraph 416 
of the act of 1909. Duty was assessed by the collector in accordance 
with this return. 

The importers duly filed their protest against the assessment, 
claiming the books to be publications of an individual for gratuitous 
private circulation, and free of duty under that description by force 
of paragraph 501 of the act. 

The protest was submitted upon evidence to the Board of General 
Appraisers and was sustained, from which decision the Government 
now prosecutes this appeal. 

The following is a copy of the pertinent parts of the paragraphs 
severally relied upon by the parties: 

416. Books of all kinds, bound or unbound, including blank books, slate books 
and pamphlets, engravings, photographs, etchings, maps, charts, music in books 
or sheets, and printed matter, all the foregoing wholly or in chief value of paper 
and not specially provided for in this section, twenty-five per centum ad 
valorem. RX 

FREE vist: 
517. * * * And publications issued for their subscribers or exchanges by sci- 

entific and literary associations or academies, or publications of individuals for gra- 
tuitous private circulation, * * ¥, 

The books in question are bound in paper and contain 62 pages 
Upon the front of each copy is the imprint ‘Published by the 
Holland-American Line.” Upon the inner title page appears the 
statement ‘Published by the Holland-America Line, W. L. & J. 
Brusse, publishers, Rotterdam.” It appears that the author of the 
work is a Dutch journalist who accompanied ex-President Roosevelt 
upon a tour through Holland, and the book contains a description of 
the trip, with illustrations. Upon the last page of the volume ap- 
ears a schedule of the steamship service of the Holland-America 

Dr with the location of its principal agencies, illustrated with a 
cut of one of its steamships. e firm of W. L. & J. Brusse, printers 
and publishers, of Rotterdam, printed 40,000 copies of the book, all 
of os were purchased by the Holland-America Line. The Brusse 
firm did not issue any of the books to any pereay other than the com- 
any, and no copy of the work has ever been put upon the market 
or sale. The importer is the agent in this'country of the Holland- 
America Line, and the present importation is made for the sole pur-
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pose of gratuitous distribution among the patrons of the company 
and among other persons selected by the company who are likely to 
become interested in foreign travel. For this purpose the company 
preserves lists containing the names of its patrons and of other per- 
sons recommended by them, and in addition thereto it purchases 
lists of names from agencies which prepare such lists for various 
urposes. This work is sent gratuitously to the recipients, none 
Br sold, and the purpose of the company is to excite interest in 
foreign travel and there y to secure patronage for its line of steam- 
ships. It is said that half of the 40,000 copies have already been dis- 
tributed by the company in this manner and for this purpose. A 
very few copies, however, have been sent to school teachers for edu- 
cational purposes, this also gratuitously. 

Upon the foregoing facts the Government presents two conten- 
tions: First, that the books in question were actually published by 
the Brusse firm, and not by the steamship company: and, second, that 

~ the distribution of the books by the steamship company to the extent 
and in the manner above stated is actually a public and not a private 
circulation of them under the statute. Upon these grounds the Gov- 
ernment claims a reversal of the board’s decision. 

It seems to the court, however, that it can not be said that the 
Brusse firm really published the books in question. It is conceded 
that they printed the books. But, on the other hand, they never 
issued or distributed any of the volumes or brought any of them to 
the hands of the public or the book trade. In the transaction under 
review the publication of the volumes is properly to be found in the 
distribution of them by the steamship company rather than in the 
Printing of them by the Brusse company. The books bear the con- 
using imprint that they are published by both companies, and the 
only witness examined in the case stated that the books were pub- 
lished by the Brusse firm, who thereupon sold the entire edition to 
the steamship company. However, it seems improbable that an edi- 
tion of 40,000 copies of this English book should be published in 
Holland by a Dutch publishing house for ordinary book-trade pur- 
poses only; and this fact, taken together with the imprint already 
noted, and also the handling of the entire edition by the steamship 
company, reasonably leads to the belief that the Brusse firm simply 
printed the book by arrangement with the steamship company and 
were not the real publishers of the work at all. In this view of 
the facts the first contention of the Government as above noted is 
not sustained. : 

Coming to the second contention of the Government, it may first 
be noted that the expression of the tariff provision, ‘‘publications 
* * * for private circulation’ itself seems somewhat anomalous, 
since publication primarily means to issue something to the public 
instead of keeping it private. However, the context of the clause in - 
question aids In its construction, and, moreover, the subject has been 
considered by the courts in several reported cases. 

In the case of Schieffelin et al. ». United States (84 Fed., 880, 
Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit) a similar issue was made 
under a like paragraph of the tariff act of 1894 concerning an im- 
portation of 900 copies of a work relating to Norway, its fishermen 
and fisheries, its customs, and also relating to Moller’s cod-liver oil
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containing likewise some matter of scientific research original with 
the author. The book in question was published not for general 
circulation nor for sale, but for gratuitous distribution to selected 
persons, principally physicians and others who might become inter- 
ested in Moller’s cod-liver oil, such as should be designated by the 
publisher or his friends. The publisher doubtless expected by its 
distribution to promote the sale of his cod-liver oil by enlightening 
those who might read it in regard to the valuable properties of that 
article. This distribution of the work in question was held by the 
court to be a publication for gratuitous private circulation within 
the paragraph in question i therefore entitled to entry free of 
duty. The court said that the fact that the book was circulated in 
the effort to accomplish some ulterior object of interest to the pub- 
lisher, in this case the sale of a merchantable article, did not take 
it out of the provision for free entry contained in the act. 

The number of copies composing the single importation involved 
in the foregoing case does not appear in the court’s decision therein, 
but in “Notes on Tariff Revision” (670) the number is stated to be 
900 copies. The attention of the Ways and Means Committee was 
called in that work both to the number of copies imported and to the 
decision of the court in the case, but no change of phraseology 
appeared in the corresponding enactment of 1909. 

n the case of United States ». Badische Co. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 
—; T. D. 33170) this court followed the principles announced in 
the foregoing decision. The Badische Co. was a corporation engaged 
in the manufacture and sale of colors and dyestuffs. Under the act 
of 1909 the company made an importation of 1,150 copies of a work 
entitled ‘‘Pocket Guide of Scientific Books,” which related to dye- 
stuffs and the processes of applying them, together with occasional 
references by name to the wares marketed by the company. The 
books were intended for gratuitous distribution to users of dyes 
and to technical schools, with the evident purpose of promoting the 
use of the company’s products. The court held that the consign- 
ment was entitled to free entry under the paragraph now in ques- 
tion. It may here be noted that the number of copies constituting 
the protested consignment in the foregoing case does not appear in 
the court’s decision therein, but is found in the testimony contained 
in the record of the case. 

It therefore appears that the importation involved in the Schief- 
felin case consisted of 900 volumes, that in the Badische case 1,150 
volumes, and that in the present case 1,000 volumes. In the present 
case it Topas that the importation is only a small part of the total 
number of similar volumes composing the entire edition, and it may 
safely be assumed that the same condition obtained in respect to the 
former cases. In each case, however, the books were intended for 
ratuitous circulation among a selected class of persons only and not 
esigned to be sold or spread abroad among the general public. In 

each case the publishers retained exclusive control of the circulation 
of the publication and limited the circulation to a selected class of 
persons acceptable to themselves, as distinguished from the general 
public. In the one case the selected class consisted ‘‘principally of 
hysicians and others who might become interested in Moller’s cod- 
iver oil.” In the other case the selected class consisted of ‘‘dyers or 
users of dyes, to schools that make a specialty of preparing dyes, such 

H D—63-3—vol 107——35
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as the Lowell Textile School, to colleges, and so on.” In the present 
case the selected class consists of ‘‘persons interested in Holland” or 
“‘in taking a trip to Holland,” and the names of these persons are 
secured by getting the names of those who have traveled by the com- 
pany’s line, together with other names suggested by the travelers 
and also the names appearing upon a classified list purchased from a 
dispatch company. 

There is no reason to believe that there is any significant disparity 
between the number of persons in this country who may be interested 
in Norway, with its fisheries, and Moller’s cod-liver oil, or in dyes and 
dyestuffs upon the one hand, and the number of persons in this coun- 
try who may be interested in travel in Holland upon the other hand. 
In each case the class is limited in interest and small in numbers 
when compared with the general public, and the distribution of a 
printed work within such a class gives the work a private rather than 
a public circulation. 

The context of the tariff provision now in question is instructive 
upon thie present issue. The entire clause of the free list now in ques- 
tion is, ‘‘and publications issued for their subscribers or exchanges by 
scientific and literary associations or academies or publications of 
individuals for gratuitous private circulation.” There is nothing in 
this clause which limits the number of volumes entitled to free entry, 
except that they shall all come within the statutory description. 
And in that behalf it may be said that in many cases the publications 
issued for their subscribers or exchanges by scientific or literary 
associations may comprise many volumes and reach a large class of 
persons and contain matter of great general interest. 

The court therefore accepts the view that the present importation 
is entitled to free entry as decided by the board, and the board’s de- 
cision to that effect is affirmed. 

  

Exaisrr 12. 

(T. D. 33264.) 

Silk mufflers. 

KasgEL & KASKEL et al. v. Unrrep STATES (No. £35). 

MurrLERs OF SILK UNDER PARAGRAPH 400, TARIFF Act OF 1909. 

The merchandise is admittedly composed of silk, finished, cut, and not hemmed. 
Paragraph 400, tariff act of 1909, is not restricted in its operation to mufflers that are 
handkerchiefs or that are similar to handkerchiefs, and the term “mufflers” there 
employed embraces both knit and woven mufflers, “finished or unfinished, if cut, 
not hemmed or hemmed only.” The goods were dutiable under that paragraph. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, February 28, 1913. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstracts 28475 and 28493 
: (T. D. 32507). 
[Reversed.] 

McLaughlin, Russell, Coe & Sprague (Edward P. Sharretts of counsel) for appel- 
lants. 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General ( Thomas J. Doherty, special attorney 
of counsel), for the United States,
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Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SmrtH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The question involved in this case is the dutiable status of knitted 

silk mufflers, which were classified by the collector of customs at the 
port of New York as wearing apparel and assessed for duty at 60 per 
cent ad valorem under that part of paragraph 402 of the tariff act of 
1909, which reads as follows: 

402. Laces, * * * clothing, ready made, and articles of wearing apparel of 
every description, including knit goods, made up or manufactured in whole or in part 
by the tailor, seamstress, or manufacturer; all of the foregoing composed of silk, 
* % * or of which silk is the component material of chief value, * * * 
sixty per centum ad valorem: Provided, That articles composed wholly or in chief 
value of any of the materials or goods dutiable under this paragraph shall pay not less 
than the rate of duty imposed upon such materials or goods by this section: * * *, 

The importers protested that the goods were mufflers within the 
intent om meaning of paragraph 400 and that they were thercfore 
dutiable at 50 per cent ad valorem under the first clause of that 
paragraph, which is as follows: 

400. Handkerchiefs or mufflers composed wholly or in chief value of silk, finished 
or unfinished, if cut, not hemmed or hemmed only, shall pay fifty per centum ad 
valorem; *.%  * 

The Board of General Appraisers overruled the protest, and the 
importers appealed. : 

From the evidence in the case it appears without contradiction 
that the goods are finished silk fabrics, cut, not hemmed, and 
designed to be worn by men about the neck for the purpose of pro- 
tecting the throat from cold and the linen of the wearer from soiling. . 
The articles are made on a knitting machine and are knitted mn 
lengths of from 10 to 60 yards. These lengths are cut to the proper 
size and are then passed through what is known as an overwhelm- 
ing machine, which stitches the borders, and thus protects the 
fabric from unraveling. In size, shape, and use the completed 
manufacture conforms to the modern and popular understanding 
of a muffler. Indeed, according to the testimony, it is so known 
to the trade. 
~The extreme narrowness of the article as compared with its length 
and the fact that it can not be worn about the shoulders exclude it 

"from the class of wraps known as shawls. Like the shawl, the 
importation is a species of scarf, and scarfs have been held to be 
wearing apparel. Nevertheless, the goods under discussion are not 
dutiable as wearing apparel if they have been specifically provided 
for as mufflers. Whether the mufflers under discussion are the 
mufflers provided for in paragraph 400 of the tariff act in force is 
therefore the real question to be determined on the present appeal. 
Counsel for the Government contend that the paragraph men- 
tioned was intended by the Congress to cover woven, not knitted, 
articles, and that it is limited to such mufflers as are of the char- 
acter and kind of handkerchiefs. We have examined paragraph 
400 with some care, and also the corresponding paragraph of the 
tariff act of 1897, and we can find nothing in either provision which 
at all justifies the conclusion that there was a congressional inten- 
tion to limit the operation of paragraph 400 to woven articles or to 
mufflers of the character of handkerchiefs. Paragraph 388 of the
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tariff act of 1897 is the original of the present provision for mufflers, 
and, with the exception of the italics, is as follows: 

388. Handkerchiefs or mufflers composed wholly or in part of silk, whether in the 
piece or otherwise, finished or unfinished, if not hemmed or hzmmed only, shall 
pay the same rate of duty as is imposed on goods in the piece of the same description, 
weight, and condition as provided for in this schedule; but such handkerchiefs or mufflers 
shall not pay a less rate of duty than fifty per centum ad valorem; * * * 

This paragraph provided that the rate of duty imposed on muf- 
flers should be the same as that imposed on goods in the piece of 
the same description, weight, and condition as provided for in 
Schedule L.. Inasmuch as the only fabrics in the piece described 
in Schedule I. were woven fabrics, it would seem that the purpose 
of paragraph 388 was to lay a duty on such mufflers as were woven, 
and on none others. In paragraph 400 of the tariff act of 1909, 
however, the provision which imposed on mufflers the same duty 
as that borne by woven goods of the same kind was carefully omitted 
by Congress, and if we are warranted in drawing any conclusion at 
all from that omission it must be that there was no legislative inten- 
tion to confine the paragraph now in force to woven mufflers. 

But let that be as it may, there is nothing in the provision itself 
or in its relation to other os in effect which makes necessary the 
ascertainment of its meaning by any other means than that of the 
language which Congress saw fit to employ. The first clause of para- 
graph 400 provides plainly and unequivocally that “mufflers com- 
posed wholly or in chief value of silk, finished or unfinished, if cut, 
not, eh or hemmed only, shall pay fifty per centum ad valorem.” 
This definition of the merchandise subjected to duty is not on its face 

- susceptible of a double interpretation, and so far as the record dis- 
closes there is in it no latent ambiguity. The only inquiry, therefore, 
which the court can make is, Are the mufflers here imported within 
the description and designation of the statute? United States v. 
Citroen (223 U. S., 407, 415). As they are admittedly composed of 
silk, finished, cut, and not hemmed, it would seem that if full effect 
is to be given to the intention of Congress as manifested by the lan- 
guage that it used, we must hold that the importation is dutiable at 
50 per cent ad valorem under paragraph 400. In order to sustain 
the contention of the Government that the enactment is restricted to 
woven mufflers or to mufflers which are handkerchiefs or are similar ° 
to handkerchiefs, the court would be obliged to add to the statute 
language which the legislature did not see fit to add and to insert in 
the law a limitation which the Congress did not deem proper to make. 
That course we are not prepared to take, especially as neither the 
record nor the statute itself offers any reasonable ground for believing 
that Congress did not mean exactly what it said. : 

Mufllers and handkerchiefs were coupled together for the first time 
in paragraphs 312 and 388 of the tariff act of 1897, and that coupling 
was brought about, it is true, because theretofore a certain kind of 
muffler, differing from a handkerchief only in size, had been assessed 
at another and lower rate of duty. In re Guiterman Bros. (T. D. 
17959); Erhardt ». Ballen (55 Fed., 968). When handkerchiefs and 
mufflers were first provided for in the same paragraph, it is worthy of 
note that the enumeration of mufflers was not confined to those which 

- were like handkerchiefs, but was broad enough to cover any woven 
muffler, whether square like a handkerchief or long and narrow like
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the goods imported. Consequently, when the provision which 
restricted paragraphs 312 and 388 to woven mufflers was dropped 
from paragraph 400 of the present tariff act, the term “mufflers” 
as used therein was no longer limited to those which were woven, 
but became sufficiently comprehensive to embrace both knit and 
woven mufflers, ‘finished or unfinished, if cut, not hemmed or 
hemmed only.” 

The fact that the goods under consideration are sometimes called 
scarfs does not take them out of the classification of muffiers. 
“Scarfs” is a general term which covers small, thin shawls, mufflers, 
and even certain kind of neckties. At most, then, a muffler is a 
species of scarf, and that fact is not in any way incompatible with 
Te idea that it might be made dutiable and specifically provided for 
as a muffler. 

Counsel for the Government urges that knitted mufflers are not 
susceptible of the manipulations “Peciied in the second clause of par- 
agraph 400 and that therefore the whole paragraph must be con- 
sidered inapplicable to knitted mufflers. We do not think that the 
premises laid justify that conclusion. Because Congress provided a 
duty of 50 per cent ad valorem in the first clause of the paragraph for 
mufflers composed wholly or in chief value of silk, finished or unfin- 
ished, if cut, not hemmed or hemmed only, and in the second clause 
a duty of 60 per cent ad valorem for mufflers composed wholly or in 
chief value of silk, if hemstitched, or imitation hemstitched, ete., it 
does not necessarily follow, in our opinion, that the articles first men- 
tioned must be capable of development into articles such as those last 
described. Were it otherwise, a provision imposing a duty of 50 per 
cent ad valorem on shoes and a duty of 60 per cent ad valorem on 
shoes embroidered would be susceptible of no other interpretation 
than that the lower rate of duty was applicable only to such shoes as 
were capable of being embroidered. Moreover, there is uncontra- 
dicted evidence in the record which tends to show that knitted muf- 
flers such as those impart are susceptible of some of the operations 
specified in the second clause of paragraph 400. : 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is reversed. 

  

ExmiBiT 13. 

(T. D. 34097.) 

Silver sweepings. 

Unrrep States 2. HENDERSON (No. 1222), 

SILVER SWEEPINGS. 
The merchandise is sweepings of silver contained in sawdust, and it is imported 

so that the silver content may be reclaimed. It falls clearly within paragraph 643, 
tariff act of 1909, providing free entry for “sweepings of gold and silver.” 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 14, 1914. 

AppeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32848 (T. D. 33591). 
[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant attor- 

ney, of counsel; Henry H. Childers, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
States. 

Comstock & Washburn for appellee.
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Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

Dx Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The tariff act of 1909, paragraph 643, provides free entry for “ores 

of gold, * * * gsweepings of gold and silver.” Paragraph 479 of 
the dutiable section of that act prescribes a rate of 10 per cent ad 
valorem upon ‘waste, not specially provided for in this section, 
* * *7 "M. Henderson imported at the port of Niagara Falls, 
during the year 1912, 19 barrels of merchandise, which was entered 
by him as silver sweepings, entitled to free entry under the pro- 
visions of paragraph 643 aforesaid. The collector of customs at 
that port rated it for duty as waste not specially provided for under 
said paragraph 479. The importer protested and the Board of Gen- 
eral Appraisers sustained the protest. This is an appeal by the Gov- 
ernment from that decision of the Board of General Appraisers. 

There is no serious question of commercial designation in the 
record. The decision of the Board of General Appraisers recites all 
the facts of the case: 

These sweepings come off in buffing silver, and the buff wheels collect a quantity 
of the silver. A barrel of the sweepings examined contained sawdust, with a solution 
of silver sweepings saturated and mixed through it. Sawdust is scattered on the floor 
to pick up the silver. The witness was a silver and gold refiner and manufacturer of 
sterling silver and fine silver products. The only thing of value is the particles of 
silver in the sawdust. 

These facts made apparent by the record as thus recited by the 
poard are not seriously controverted. There is nothing in the record 
showing a commercial designation applicable to the imported mer- 
chandise or other meaning than as embraced within the natural sig- 
nification of the words of the statute. The signification of those 
words as naturally suggested to the mind are in accord with the 
lexicographic definitions of the same. Thus in the Standard Dic- 
tionary ‘‘sweepings’’ are defined as follows: 

The refuse from the floors of an establishment in which precious metals are worked 
or handled, preserved to reclaim particles of gold or silver. 

Knight's American Mechanical Dictionary (Vol. III) defines 
“sweep washings” as follows: 

The refuse of shops in which gold and silver are worked. These metals are separated 
py mechanical means and amalgamation. ; 

Webster's Dictionary defines ‘“sweepings’’ as follows: 
The sweepings of workshops where precious metals are worked, containing filings, 

etc. 

While there may be some rubbish or refuse in which this silver is 
lodged which otherwise might be characterized as waste, this impor- 
tation, however, is precisely within the definitions of that class of 
waste made free by paragraph 643, supra. The record is uncon- 
tradicted that the Tin valuable content of the importation is the 
silver. The merchandise is imported in order that its silver content 
may be reclaimed. It is in perfect harmony, therefore, with the 
provisions of the free list making ores of gold and silver free (para- 
graph 643) that sweepings containing a silver content should be 
made free. : 

Affirmed. 

¢
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ExmisiT 14. 

(T. D. 33369.) 

Containers and coverings. 

KraeEMER & Co. v. UniTED STATES (No. 1000). 

AMERICAN Goops RETURNED. 

In view of a long, practical departmental construction of language that does not 
essentially differ from the language of paragraph 500, tariff act of 1909, boxes or bar- 
rels made from American staves or shooks are entitled to free entry under that para- 
graph. This right is not limited to the value of the shooks and staves constituting 
a part of the barrels or boxes. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, April 22, 1913. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 29427 (T. D. 32751), 

[Reversed.] 
Brown & Gerry for appellants. 

William L.Wemple, Assistant Attorney General, for the United States. 

Before MoNnTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MonTcoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The question presented on this record is whether, under the pro- 

visions of paragraph 500 of the tariff act of 1909, which provides for 
the free admission of ‘casks, barrels, carboys, bags, and other con- 
tainers or coverings of American manufacture exported filled with 
American products, or exported empty and returned filled with 
foreign products, including shooks and staves when returned as bar- 
rels or boxes,” the right of free importation extends only to the value 
of the shooks and staves which constitute a part of the barrels or 
boxes, or whether it extends to the barrels or boxes composed of 
shooks and staves exported from the United States. 

The board overruled the protest without distinctly passing upon 
this question, but apparently upon the ground that the record was 
too meager to furnish a basis upon which to predicate a finding. . We, 
however, encounter no such difficulty. The items which go to make 
up the cost of the exported shooks and the various items which cover 
the cost of making them into boxes are sufficiently clear, so that 
Paichover view of the case might be adopted the correct rate may 
be fixed. 

The collector admitted to free entry the value of the shooks, but 
did impose duty upon the cost of the labor, paper, nails, and freight- 
age of the shooks from this country to England. So we consider 
that the precise question stated above is involved and open for 
decision in this case. 

Were the question presented upon a new enactment, it might 
present greater difficulties. But in view of the history of the legisla- 
tion which is now embodied in the paragraph above quoted, we think 
there is little room for doubt as to the meaning of the paragraph. 

The first enactment corresponding to that embodied in this para- 
graph was contained in section 9 of the act of February 8, 1875, 
entitled, ‘‘An act to amend existing customs and internal-revenue 
laws, and for other purposes.” This section read: 

That barrels and grain bags, the manufacture of the United States, when exported 
filled with American products, or exported empty and returned filled with foreign
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products, may be returned to the United States free of duty, under such rules and 
regulations as shall be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury; and the provisions 
of this Jostion shall apply to and include shooks when returned as barrels or boxes 
as aforesaid. / 

Acting upog authority of this section, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, in T. D. 2110, amended the regulations of 1874 so as to provide 
that— 

All barrels, boxes, shooks, or grain bags of domestic manufacture, either empty 
or filled with foreign merchandise, exported from any foreign port for return to the 
United States, and for which it is intended to claim admission free of duty, must be 
accompanied by a certificate from the foreign shipper, * * * if filled with foreign 
merchandise, the value of the boxes, barrels, or bags must be separately stated in the 
invoice, and the certificate, in such case, must be attached to or be made a part of 
the invoice; *. %* % 

This is followed by the form of certificate, which was required to 
state ‘‘the actual market value of the articles herein named, at this 
time and in the form whence the same are to be exported to the 
United States.” 

This is followed by the statement— 
On importation into any port of the United States of merchandise contained in 

such barrels, boxes, or bags, or of the said empty packages, the verification necessary 
to admit them free of duty will be— 

First. The certificate herein referred to. 
Second. Verification, by actual examination by the proper officers of the apprais- 

ers’ department, with an indorsement of the fact of examination and of the truth of 
the statement on the invoice or declaration that the barrels, boxes, or bags bear evi- 
dence that they are manufactures of the United States, as claimed. 

The value of the said barrels, boxes, or bags containing foreign merchandise liable 
to duty ad valorem, at the time and place of shipment for importation into the United 
States, must be separately stated in the invoice, and such separate value, after veri- 
fication by the appraisers, will be excluded from duty. 

There is no mistaking the proper construction of this regulation. 
It treats boxes made of shooks as free upon compliance with the 
regulations named. This regulation was interpreted in T. D. 5320 
by the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury as follows: 

The following instructions are issued with reference to applications under section 9 
of the act of February 8, 1875, for the free entry of boxes containing green fruit, which 
are claimed to be made from shooks of domestic production: 

The importers making such applications shall produce a certificate of the shipper 
of the fruit, duly authenticated by the United States consul at the port of shipment, 
showing that the boxes are made from domestic shooks, specifying therein the name 
of the United States port whence the shooks were exported, the date of exportation, 
and the name of the vessel in which they were exported, together with a certificate 
from the collector of customs at the domestic port of exportation, which shall contain, 
in addition to such data, a statement of the quantity of shooks so exported. 

In passing upon such applications, when not covering the whole quantity of shooks 
covered by the export certificate, great care should be exercised to see that no greater 
number of boxes are admitted to free entry than could be made from the shooks 
specified in the export certificate. 

The subject is again referred to in T. D. 5400. 
Customs Regulations, 1908, articles 585-586, clearly import that 

boxes manufactured from American shooks are entitled to free entry 
under the provisions of the act of 1897, which contains language iden- 
tical with that in the present tariff act. The form of affidavit required 
by a foreign shipper is given and the market value of the boxes or 
barrels is required to be stated, and the regulation concludes: 

Such boxes or barrels shall be carefully examined by customs officers to make sure 
that they are made entirely from domestic shooks or staves.
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It would appear, therefore, that covering a period of nearly 34 
years the departmental construction of language not essentiall 
different from that here involved has accorded to boxes or barrels 
made from American staves or shooks free entry, and has not 
restricted the free entry to the value of the shooks. Indeed, it will be 
noted that it is not the value of any component of the article returned 
which is admitted free, but it is the identical thing itself, namely, the 
box or barrel in which the shooks have lost their identity or which the 
shooks have become. In view of this long practical construction of 
these provisions, we feel that we would not be justified in establishing 
a new rule. 

The case of T. D. 30944, decided in September, 1910, by General 
Appraiser Somerville, may be said to be negative authority. It does 
not appear that the question of whether the boxes made from shooks 
of American origin were free was raised. The case would rather 
indicate that the importer had not made that claim. 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is reversed. 

  

Exner 15. 

(T. D. 33936.) 

Indigo extracts or pastes. 

KuesteEIN & Co. v. UnrrED STATES (No. 1133). 

1. A BROMINATED DERIVATIVE OF INDIGO. 

Sulphonated indigo and brominated indigo are alike pastes in point of consistency 
and are alike extracts of the same parent substance. 

2. “INDIGO EXTRACTS OR PASTES.”’ 

These terms do not possess a definite, uniform, and general trade usage in this 
country such as would exclude the article here therefrom; nor has the article here 
itself been given by the trade a definite, uniform, and general title or designation 
such as to compel another classification. It was dutiable as an indigo extract or 
paste under paragraph 25, tariff act of 1909. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, November 28, 1913. 

AppEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7432 (T. D. 33192). 

[Reversed.] 

Brown & Gerry for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles D. Lawrence, special 

attorney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MARTIN, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise now before the court was assessed with duty at 

30 per cent ad valorem as a coal-tar dye or color, under paragraph 
15 of the tariff act of 1909. 

The importers protested, claiming assessment of the merchandise 
at three-fourths of 1 cent per pound, as an indigo extract or paste, 
under paragraph 25 of the act. 

The present record covers three distinct trials of this issue by the 
board, and contains the testimony taken at each of the three trials.
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The decision at the first trial was reported as Abstract 26344 (T. D. 
31832) and was favorable to the importers. That case was appealed 
to this court by the Government, but was dismissed on appellant’s 
motion without a hearing upon the merits. The decision at the second 
trial was reported as Abstract 28915 (T. D. 32645) and likewise was 
favorable to the importers. No appeal was taken from that decision. 
At the third trial, being the present one, the testimony taken at the 
preceding trials was incorporated in the record, and additional 
testimony was taken. The decision of the board at this trial was 
adverse to the importers and sustained the collector’s assessment 
(T. D. 33192). From that decision the importers prosecute the pres- 
ent appeal. - ; 

The article in question is a color or dye derived by chemical re- 
actions from coal tar. It is therefore dutiable as a coal-tar dye or 
color under paragraph 15, as assessed by the collector, unless the 
article is also an indigo extract or paste, in which event it would 
properly be dutiable as such under paragraph 25, as claimed by the 
importers. The real question in the case appears thus to be whether 
the article at bar is an indigo extract or paste within the provisions 
of paragraph 25. 

The following paragraphs from the tariff revision of 1883 and those 
following are copied for reference: : 

1883. 
Duty. 

Indigo, extracts of, and carmined, ten per centum ad valorem. 
Free list. 

Indigo and artificial indigo. 
1890. 

Duty. 
20. Indigo, extracts, or pastes of, three-fourths of one cent per pound; carmined, 

ten cents per pound. 
Free list. 

614. Indigo. 
1894. 

Free list. ; 
514. Indigo, and extracts or pastes of, and carmines. 

1897. 

Duty. 
25, Indigo, extracts, or pastes of, three-fourths of one cent per pound; carmined, 

ten cents per pound. i 
Free list. 

580. Indigo. 
1909. 

Duty. 
25. Indigo extracts or pastes, three-fourths of one cent per pound; indigo, carmined, 

ten cents per pound. 
Free list. 

592. Indigo. 

From the earliest historical times indigo of vegetable origin has 
been a dyestuff of great commercial value and importance. About 
the year 1880 for the first time there appeared in trade an article 
having the same formula as vegetable SA which, however, was 
produced by chemical reactions from coal tar. This material is a 
dyestuff capable of the same use as vegetable indigo, and is called 
artificial or synthetic indigo. At the present time both vegetable 
and synthetic indigoes are largely dealt in, but the latter has come 
to be the more common and important article of the two.
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Not long after the first production of synthetic indigo there ap- 
peared in trade an article produced by treating either vegetable or 
synthetic indigo with sulphuric acid, whereby certain hydrogen atoms 
in the indigo are replaced by atoms from the sulphuric acid radical. 
This article, sulphonated indigo, is useful in dying wool and silk, 
but commercially it will not dye cotton. It is usually marketed in 
suspension as a paste or semiliquid. About the year 1907 or 1908 
a second indigo derivative, being the article now in question, first 
came upon the market. It is produced by the treatment of indigo 
with bromine, whereby certain atoms of hydrogen in the indigo are 
replaced by atoms of bromine. This article is brominated indigo, 
and is chemically known as an insoluble haloid compound of indigo. 
It is used in dying cotton, wool, or silk, and is usually marketed in 
the form of a paste or semiliquid. Both sulphonated and brominated 
indigoes are largely used as dyes in this country, the former upon 
animal fibers and the latter mostly upon cotton. 

It seems clear that these two indigo derivatives may be produced 
from either vegetable or synthetic indigo, but practically synthetic 
indigo alone is used as a basis in their manufacture. This condition 
i, perhaps, from commercial considerations; but apart from 

that, vegetable indigo frequently carries impurities from which the 
synthetic article is free, making the latter a better basis for further 
chemical treatment. 

As appears above, indigo itself was admitted free of duty by the 
tariff revision of 1883 and those following it. In the act of 1883 
synthetic indigo was specifically included within the free-list pro- 
vision under the name of “artificial indigo.” In the subsequent 
revisions the free list simply names “indigo,” but this eo nomine 
provision includes synthetic as well as vegetable indigo. (T. D. 
20925.) 

As is above stated, sulphonated indigo has been an article of trade 
in this country for the past 30 years. In the tariff act of 1883 there 
appears a provision for ‘extracts’ of indigo; and in the following 
tariff acts there are provisions for “extracts or pastes” of indigo. 
During all the time covered by these enactments sulphonated indigo 
in suspension was a subject of importation, and was classified as indigo 
extract or paste under these provisions. It is conceded that this 
classification is correct and should be followed. On the other hand, 
brominated indigo did not appear in this country until just before 
the tariff revision of 1909, and its dutiable status first became a sub- 
ject of litigation under that act. The practical question, therefore, 
now is whether the brominated derivative of indigo shall be classified, 
like the sulphonated derivative, as an indigo extract or paste, under 
paragraph 25 of the act of 1909. 

At the present trial the board held that the brominated indigo now 
in question is not commonly or scientifically known as indigo paste. 
The board also found from the testimony that the term ‘“indigo 
paste,” appearing in the act, possessed a definite, uniform and general 
signification in the commerce of this country which limited its appli- 
cation to sulphonated indigo alone. The board also found from the 
testimony that the present article—brominated indigo—is not uni- 
formly, generally, and definitely known in the trade and commerce 
of this country as indigo paste. The board therefore held that the
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present importations were not dutiable under the provisions for 
indigo extracts or pastes in paragraph 25, but were dutiable as coal- 
tar dyes or colors. : 
Upon a review of the record the court is unable to agree with the 

foregoing findings of the board. The testimony contained in the 
record in voluminous, and it is not necessary for the purposes of this 
decision to refer to the same in detail; the court will rather give the 
conclusions which it reaches upon the record. In doing this 1t seems 
proper to consider, first, the common or ordinary application of the 
words “indigo extracts or pastes,” as used in the act; and to con- 
sider, second, whether those terms have acquired in this country a 
definite, uniform, and general commercial usage which excludes the 
importation therefrom; and to consider, third, whether the article 
in question has itself acquired in this country a definite, uniform, and 
general commercial title or designation which excludes it from clas- 
sification under the provisions for indigo extracts or pastes. 

In respect to the first branch of this subject, it may be said that if 
the terms ‘indigo extracts or pastes,” ordinarily include and apply 
to sulphonated indigo it is difficult to see how they can fail to in- 
clude and apply to brominated indigo likewise. The two substances 
are derived chemically from indigo by analogous processes. Both 
are dyestuffs, both produce ‘indigo-blue” colors, and both are 
usually marketed in the form of pastes. They bear a general resem- 
blance to the parent substance and to one another. It is true that 
sulphonated indigo will dye wool and silk and will not dye cotton, 
whereas brominated indigo will dye cotton as well as wool and silk. 
However, both vegetable and synthetic indigo will dye cotton, wool, 
and silk; therefore in this particular the brominated article resembles 
the parent substance more nearly than does the sulphonated. It is 
also true that there are differences between the two articles in respect 
to the manner of their application in dyeing, the brightness of the 
shades of blue produced by them, the fastness of their respective 
colors, and their solubility or insolubility in water. These considera- 
tions, however, do not tend to exclude either article from the pro- 
osed classification without at the same time excluding the other. 
t seems certain that sulphonated indigo was first classified as an 

indigo extract or paste upon the theory that it was within the de- 
scriptive force Wi effect of those terms, and it may well be con- 
cluded that brominated indigo comes within the same description. 
The word ‘‘ pastes,” according to this construction, is simply de- 
scriptive of the physical consistency of the material as nd and 
the word ““ extracts’ relates to the derivation of the article from its 
arent substance, whose active principle it concentrates or preserves. 
hese two qualities are the only ones which are required as conditions 

in the classification, and in respect to them the two articles in ques- 
tion stand upon precisely the same footing. They are alike pastes 
in point of consistency, and are alike extracts of the same parent 
substance. 

Coming next to the question of the alleged commercial usage of 
the words ‘indigo extracts or pastes,” it is apparent from the record 
that great weight must be given to the circumstances of the case. 

It appears from the testimony that for 30 years sulphonated indigo 
_ alone was known in this country as indigo extract or paste; it even 
came to be known as the extract or paste of indigo; also as simply
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indigo extract or paste, but this fact obviously resulted from the 
circumstance that neither brominated indigo nor any other similar 
substance was imported at all during that period. Sulphonated 
indigo, in other words, was the only article which was classified 
under the terms in question, because 1t was the only article then ap- 
pearing in trade which came within the common and ordinary sig- 
nification of these terms. Therefore the long-continued applica- 
tion of the two terms to sulphonated indigo alone was not a peculiar 
trade usage of those terms; it simply indicated that RA 
indigo was then the only subject of importation which came within 
the common meaning of the terms. This fact would not impair or 
limit the ordinary force of the terms as used in the acts, nor would 
it prevent their application in the usual and ordinary way to other 
articles possessing similar characteristics, if such articles should at 
any time be imported. Nor would it be necessary that a new article 
seeking classification thereunder should be exactly identical in all 
respects with the only article which already was conceded that classi- 
fication. It would be sufficient if the new article possessed an essen- 
tial resemblance to the former one in those particulars which the 
statute established as the criteria of the classification. In the present 
case the sole condition is that the article in question should be-an 
extract or paste of indigo within the ordinary meaning of those 
terms. Matheson ». United States (90 Fed., 276); Newman ». Ar- 
thur (109 U. S., 132); Pickhardt ». Merritt (132 U. S., 252); Cassett 
v. United States (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 465; T. D. 32225). 

Coming next to the question whether the present article has 
acquired in this country an individual trade title or designation which 
excludes it from classification as an ‘‘indigo extract or paste,” the 
court again is led by the record to a negative conclusion. It appears, 
as above stated, that the present dyestuff was first placed upon the 
market in the latter part of 1907 or the early part of 1908. In either 
event it is probable that a substantial time would elapse before the 
trade in this country would give it a definite, uniform, and general 
title differing from the common or ordinary one based upon its pal- 
pable characteristics. It appears that the article was produced by 
the Chemische Industrie Basle Actiengesellshaft, the inital letters 
of which name, taken in their order, form the word ‘‘Ciba.” The 
article was first invoiced by the importers under various names, such 
as ‘‘Ciba blue,” “Ciba blue G paste,” ‘‘Ciba blue G D paste,” and 
other similar proprietary designations. In some of these the word 
‘““paste’ appeared, in others not. The same may be said concerning 
the advertisements which were published by the importers in trade 
journals to promote the sale of the article. In the domestic market 
the article was sometimes sold as ‘‘indigo 2 B 20 per cent paste,” 
“Brome indigo F' B paste,” or ‘‘indigo 2 B in paste.” 

It is stated by the importers that finally they invoiced the article 
simply as indigo paste. This they did in order to support their claim 
for the assessment of the importations under that description in par- 
agraph 25 of the act of 1909. It appears, however, that the article 
is still sometimes ordered by customers under the ‘Ciba’ names, 
notwithstanding the effort of the importers to prevent it. These 
statements apply alike to the brief period during which the article 
was imported under the tariff act of 1897 and also to its importation 
under the tariff act of 1909.
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However, the court does not incline to the view that the distinctive 
titles thus given the article as above stated were effective to with- 
draw it from the more general classification of indigo extracts or 
pastes. It is common observation in trade that certain articles are 
advertised and marketed under fabricated names, which, indeed, 
sometimes become household words throughout the country, and that, 
nevertheless, the dutiable classification of the articles is not affected 
thereby. The tariff act does not deal with ‘‘Ciba blue’ eo nomine, 
and the use of such a props cy name in the markets would have 
no greater tendency to exclude the article from classification as indigo 
paste than from classification as a coal-tar dye or color. 

Therefore, upon the entire record the court is satisfied that the 
present importation is an indigo extract or paste within the common 
meaning of those terms as they appear in paragraph 25; that those 
terms do not possess a definite, uniform, and general trade usage in 
this country such as would exclude the present article therefrom; 
and that the article itself has not been given by the trade a definite, 
uniform, and general title or designation such as would exclude it 
from classification thereunder. And in reaching this conclusion the 
court does not differ with the board concerning the weight of the 
evidence or the credibility of the witnesses, but rather concerning 
the legal effect of such facts as are practically undisputed in the 
record. : 

In addition to the foregoing views, it may be stated that the con- 
~ clusion herein reached seems to be most consistent with the repeated 

use in the several tariff revisions of the plural words ‘‘indigo extracts 
or pastes,” which imply the existence or possibility of plural articles 
of that description. It is also most consistent with the reasonable 
construction that Congress probably intended to cover the entire 
subject of indigo and its immediate derivatives by the eo nomine 
provisions appearing in the several acts for indigo, its extracts or 
pastes, and indigo carmined. 

The decision of the board is therefore reversed. 

  

ExnaIisrr 16. 

(T. D. 33521.) 

Trimmed straw hats. 

Unritep STATES v. LoRD & TAYLOR (No. 1090). 

Hats or StrRAw TrimMED WITH SILK. 

On some of these hats the silk trimming is worth more, on others less, than the 
straw body to which it is attached. Paragraph 422, tariff act of 1909, imposes a 
certain rate of duty on hats composed wholly or in chief value of straw, whether 
wholly or partly manufactured, but not trimmed, and another and higher rate 
of duty on the same hat if trimmed. The hats are here the subject of the duty 
imposed and not the trimming on the hats. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 26, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7415 (T. D. 33086). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Martin T. Baldwin, special attor- 
ney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Comstock & Washburn for appellees.
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Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SmrrH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
Straw hats trimmed with silk imported at the port of New York 

were classified by the collector of customs as wearing apparel com- 
posed in chief value of silk, dutiable at 60 per cent ad valorem under 
the provisions of paragraph 402 of the tariff act of 1909, which, in 
so far as it is pertinent to the issue, reads as follows: 

402. Laces, * * * and articles of wearing apparel of every description includ- 
ing knit goods, made up or manufactured in whole or in part by the tailor, seamstress, 
or manufacturer; all of the foregoing composed of silk, or of silk and metal, or of which 
silk is the component material of chief value, * * * not specially provided for in 
this section, * * * gixty per centum ad valorem. 

The importer protested the classification and duty assessed on 
several grounds; bt on the hearing before the board the only claim 
insisted upon was that the goods were hats composed wholly or in 
chief value of straw, dutiable at 50 per cent ad valorem under the 
provisions of paragraph 422, which, in part, reads as follows: 

422. * * * Hats, * * * composed wholly or in chief value of straw, * * * 
whether wholly or partly manufactured, but not trimmed, thirty-five per centum ad 
valorem; if trimmed, fifty per centum ad valorem. * * *, 

The Board of General Appraisers sustained the protest and the 
Government appealed. 

The hats involved are made of straw and are trimmed with silk. 
On some of them the silk trimming is worth more and on others 
less than the straw body to which it is attached. The Government 
admits that the hats the trimming of which is worth less than the 
straw bodies are properly dutiable under paragraph 422, and there- 
fore concedes that as to such hats the protest was properly sustained. 
It contends, however, that the hats the silk trimming of which exceeds 
in value the straw body are not hats composed in chief value of straw 
end that ‘consequently they should be excluded from the operation 
of paragraph 422 and held dutiable under paragraph 402 as wearing 
apparel composed in chief value of silk. This contention in effect 
means that trimmed hats should be considered as entireties in 
determining the component of chief value and that the particular 
provision of paragraph 422, above cited, must be iatorpraied as 
if it read ‘‘hats, if trimmed, composed wholly or in chief value of 
straw.” We do not think that any such interpretation can be put 
upon the provision referred to without doing violence to the ordinary 
rules of grammatical construction and the intent of Congress as 
manifested by the language which it has actually used. 
The paragraph imposes a certain rate of duty on hats composed 

wholly or in chief value of straw, whether wholly or partly manu- 
factured, but not trimmed, and another and higher rate of duty on 
the very same hat if trimmed. As the hat contemplated by the 
second clause of the provision is the hat described in the first clause 
it follows that in determining the component of chief value the trim- 
ming is Jou as much to be excluded from consideration under the 
second clause as it is under the first. The phrase ‘composed wholly 
or in chief value of straw’ relates to hats—not to hats untrimmed 
or to hats trimmed, and nothing appearing to justify the assumption 
that Congress made a enn slip which resulted in the saying 
of that which it did not intend to say, we must conclude that the
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value of the trimming can not be considered in determining the com- 
onent of chief value. In this view of the matter we are confirmed 
y the construction which was put upon a similar provision in para- 

graph 409 of the tariff act of 1897, which was the prototype of the 
provision now under consideration and read as follows: 

. 409, * * * Haig, * * * composed of straw, * * * whether wholly or 
artly manufactured, but not trimmed, thirty-five per centum ad valorem; if trimmed, 

Rtty per centum ad valorem. * * * 

In construing this provision the Board of General Appraisers held 
in effect that the Ail ‘““composed of straw’’ modified ‘‘hats,” 
not ‘hats * * * if trimmed,” and that the composition of the 
articles should be determined without regard to the trimming. In re 
Samuel Schiff & Co. (T. D. 21205); In re Ry Hummel & Co. (T. D. 
25440). 

It is true that the present act, instead of providing for ‘‘hats:com- 
posed of straw,” does provide for ‘‘hats composed wholly or in chief 
value of straw,” but in our opinion that amendment was not passed 
to meet the decisions under paragraph 409, but rather to make it 
clear that hats not composed entirely of straw, but of braids of straw 
stitched together with thread should receive the same -classifica- 
tion as hats composed of straw only. In making this change, how- 
ever, Congress took care to preserve the syntax of paragraph 409, 
and the very same reasoning which excluded the trimming from 
consideration in determining whether a hat was ‘‘ composed of straw” 
under the tariff act of 1897 excludes the trimming in determining 
whether a hat is ‘composed wholly or in chief value of straw’ under 
the law now in force. 

The decisions of the board just cited are not at all in conflict with 
the decisions reached in the protest of Leon Rheims Co. (T. D. 27541), 
affirmed by the Circuit Court in Leon Rheims Co. ». United States 
(154 Fed., 969), and by the Circuit Court of Appeals in Leon Rheims 
Co. v. United States (160 Fed., 925). Those cases did not deal with 
paragraph 409, but with paragraph 432, of the tariff act of 1897, 
which provided for ‘‘hats, * * * trimmed or untrimmed, 
* * * composed wholly or in chief value of fur of the rabbit, 
beaver, or other animals.” In that provision the phrase ‘‘composed 
wholly or in chief value’ clearly related to trimmed and untrimmed 
hats, and consequently in determining the chief value of a trimmed 
hat classified under it the trimming had to be considered in order to 
determine the component of chief value. To hold that the entirety 
must always be considered in ascertaining chief value would result 
in nullifying completely the distinction drawn by the board and the 
courts between paragraphs 409 and 432 of the tariff act of 1897, and 
carefully preserved by Congress in paragraphs 442 and 446 of the 
tariff act of 1909, to say nothing of the effect of such a holding on 
other paragraphs which make it manifest that the article, stripped 
of that which is incidental and not the article as an entirety, Chall 
be taken into account in finding chief value. 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is affirmed.
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ExnaIsir 17. 

(T. D. 34102.) 

Ice tanks. 

LANGLEY et al. v. UNireD StaTES (No. 1259). 

IcE TANKS MADE or CHINA OR EARTHENWARE. : 

Paragraph 92, tariff act of 1909, more specifically applies to this merchandise tha 
paragraph 93, and the protest covers the claim under paragraph 92. The provision 
in paragraph 92 is for yellow earthenware ‘‘coated with white or transparent vitre- 
ous glaze.” This covers all yellow earthenware coated with white or transparent 
vitreous glaze that has no other ornamentation or decoration than white or vitreous 
glaze, and this specifically describes the goods here. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 14, 1914. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 33311 (T. D. 33677), 
Abstract 33447 (T. D. 33709). 

[Reversed.] 
Curie, Smith & Maxwell for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant attor- 

Boy, of counsel; Henry H. Childers, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
tates. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MonTtcoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise involved in this case was described by the apprais- 

ers as so-called ice tanks made of china or earthenware, having a 
white glaze on the inside and a brown glaze on the outside. The 
SOpeaisers held that these articles, on account of having the brown 
glaze, were Sables to the provisions of paragraph 93, which pre- 
scribes a rate of 60 per cent ad valorem on all china, earthenware, 
etc., which is ‘‘painted, colored, tinted, stained, enameled, gilded, 
printed, or ornamented or decorated in any manner.” The importers, 
protested the assessment, claiming the goods to be dutiable under 
paragraph 92, and produced evidence before the board which appears 
undisputed and which is supported by an examination of the samples 
introduced in evidence in the case, to the effect that the ice tanks in 
question were made of fire clay, yellow in color, and that it is yellow 
ware coated with white glaze on the inside and transparent vitreous 
laze on the outside. The board overruled the importers’ protest, 
asing its ruling on a previous decision in Way’s case, G. A. 7009 

(T. D. 30543) and upon Frank ». United States (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 85; 
T. D. 31633). The decisions in question, as well as the one here 
under consideration, were rested upon paragraph 93 of the tariff act . 
of 1909, and in neither of the cases cited was paragraph 92 under 
consideration. It remains, therefore, for us to determine whether 
the importation in question is to be differentiated from those there 
under consideration, and whether it falls within the terms of para- 
graph 92, as claimed by the importer. 

It is doubtless true that in the absence of more specific provision 
these articles would fall within paragraph 93 as crockery ware, 
enameled. But the question remains as to whether the provision of 
paragraph 92 is more specific. It was said in the opinion in this case 

H D—63-3—vol 107——-36
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that the only claim urged by the attorney for the importers was under 
paragraph 95 for i and wares composed in chief value of earthy 
or mineral substances. This the importers’ counsel claims was an 
error. The record, however, does not show precisely what was urged 
before the board in the brief, but the protest clearly covers the claim 
here made under paragraph 92. 

We turn then to paragraph 92 to see what is provided. This 
paragraph reads as follows: 

92. Common yellow, brown, or gray earthenware, plain, embossed, or salt-glazed 
common stoneware, and earthenware or stoneware crucibles, all the foregoing not 
decorated in any manner, twenty-five per centum ad valorem; yellow earthenware, 
plain or embossed, coated with white or transparent vitreous glaze but not otherwise 
ornamented or decorated, and Rockingham earthenware, forty per centum ad valorem. 

The precise contention is that the provision for earthenware ‘‘ coated 
with white or transparent vitreous glaze’ is more specific than the 
provision for earthenware, enameled. We think this contention 
should be sustained. The article here involved comes precisely 
within the narrow term ‘‘yellow earthenware * * * coated 
with white or transparent vitreous glaze but not otherwise orna- 
mented or decorated.” This plainly covers all yellow earthenware 
coated with white or transparent vitreous glaze which has no other 
ornamentation or decoration than white or transparent vitreous 
glaze. One or both may be present, white or transparent vitreous 
glaze, but no other or further ornamentation or decoration is per- 
missible. It would be difficult to conceive of a more specific descrip- 
tion of the article here involved than is furnished by the language 
above quoted, as thus interpreted. It is more specific than a general 
provision for enameled ware. 

The decision of the board is reversed, and the claim of the importers 
under paragraph 92 is sustained. 

ExniBIT 18. 

(T. D. 33516.) 

Jute-manufacturing machinery. 

Untrep States v. MurpHY & Co. (No. 1051). 

MACHINES FOR MANUFACTURING JUTE YARNS. 
The squeezers, doublers, spreaders, drawing frames, roving frames, and spinning 

frames of the importation operate directly on the jute and are all suitable, neces- 
sary, and are actually used for the making of jute yarns of the accepted and recog- 
nized commercial sizes. They are to be classified as jute manufacturing machinery. 
and are dutiable as such under paragraph 197, tariff act of 1909. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 26, 1913. 

ArPEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 30011 (T. D. 32888). 

[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, of counsel; Martin T. Baldwin, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
States. 

Curie, Smith & Maxwell (Thomas M. Lane, of counsel), for appellees.
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Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SmitH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
Certain machines used in the manufacture of jute yarns and desig- 

nated as squeezers, doublers, spreaders, drawing frames, roving 
frames, and spinning frames were assessed for duty by the collector 
of customs at the port of New York at 45 per cent ad valorem under 
the provisions of paragraph 199 of the tariff act of 1909, which 
paragraph reads as follows: 

199. Articles or wares not specially provided for in this section, composed wholly 
or in part of iron, steel, lead, copper, nickel, pewter, zinc, gold, silver, platinum, 
aluminum, or other metal, and whether partly or wholly manufactured, forty-five 
per centum ad valorem. ; 

The importers protested that the articles imported were jute- 
manufacturing machinery, and that therefore they should have 
been assessed for duty at 30 per cent ad valorem under the provisions 
of paragraph 197, which in part reads as follows: 

197. Cash registers, jute-manufacturing machinery, linotype and all typesetting 
machines, machine tools, printing presses, sewing machines, typewriters, and all 
steam engines, thirty per centum ad valorem; * * *, 

The Board of General Appraisers sustained the protest, and the 
Government appealed. 

The appraiser returned the goods as machinery used in the manu- 
facture of flax and therefore dutiable at 45 per cent ad valorem as a 
manufacture of metal not specially provided for. Beyond stating 
that the spinning frames are used for the spinning of jute and that 
the other machines are preparing machinery necessary for the manu- 
facture of jute and flax yarns, the record furnishes little or no infor- 
mation as to the special work performed by the several machines. 
However, we think we may assume that the doublers, spreaders, 
drawing frames, and roving frames are designed to be used for draw- 
ing the fiber of carded jute into a filament which is converted into 
yarn by the spinning frame. The testimony shows without contra- 
diction that the machines are of the type of those used for the 
manufacture of flax and that there is no machinery designed for the 
drawing, roving, or spinning of Fai exclusively. The doublers, 
spreaders, and drawing, roving, and spinning frames which are fitted 
for the making of a jute yarn may be and are used for the making of 
a flax yarn of the same size. Machines adapted to the manufacture 
of a finer yarn than 16-lea flax are not commercially practicable for 
the manufacture of jute. It is undisputed that all of the machines 
imported are adapted to the making of a yarn as coarse as 8-pound 

~ jute or as fine as 16-lea flax, which corresponds to 3-pound jute, the 
minimum commercial size of jute. 

The Government admits that the spinning frames are jute-manu- 
facturing machinery within the intention of paragraph 197, but con- 
tends that the doublers and spreaders and the drawing and roving 
frames can not be so classified, inasmuch as they are actually used 
chiefly for the manufacture of flax. It is true that when adjusted 
to the making of 3-pound jute or 16-lea flax the machines involved 
in this appeal are used by the importers in the making of jute and 
flax yarns in the proportion of about two-fifths jute and three-fifths 
flax. It is equally true, however, that these very same machines are 
capable of making and are used in making a coarser yarn than 16-lea 
flax and as coarse a yarn as 8-pound jute, and that when employed
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to make yarns coarser than 3-pound jute or 16-lea flax they produce 
more jute yarns than flax yarns. More than that, the testimony is 
wholly uncontradicted that for the manufacture of jute there are no 
machines known to the world except such as those imported, and 
that as a world proposition machinery of the class imported is used 
more for the manufacture of jute than for the manufacture of flax. 
Presumably Congress had all these facts before it when the tariff act 
of 1909 was under consideration. Nevertheless it provided broadly 
that jute-manufacturing machinery should bear a duty of 30 per 
cent ad valorem and thereby effected a reduction of 15 per cent in 
the rate which theretofore had been borne by such machinery. The 
reduction in duty thus accomplished was evidently designed to 
encourage the manufacture in this country of commercial jute yarns, 
and having that legislative purpose in mind it can hardly be assumed 
that Congress intended that the designation ‘‘jute-manufacturing 
machinery’’ should embrace only those machines which were designed 
to produce a yarn coarser than 8-pound jute. Yarns varying in size 
from 3-pound to 8-pound jute are commercial jute yarns just as 
much as are the coarser yarns, and there is nothing in the act or in 
the language or history of the paragraph which affords the slightest 
reason for supposing that a jute machine for making one commercial 
size of yarn was to be covered by the provision and a machine for 
making another commercial size was to be excluded from its opera- 
tion. If Congress had really intended that the 30 per cent rate 
should be applied only to the jute machines capable of producing 
certain sizes of commercial jute, we think it would have so declared, 
and not having done so we must decline to exclude from the favoring 
rate the only machinery available for the manufacture of the finer 
commercial jute yarns. 

It may be that in commerce and trade the term ‘‘jute-manufac- 
turing machinery’ has a limited or special meaning which excludes 
the appliances in controversy, but if so the burden was on the Gov- 
ernment to establish that fact by proper evidence. No evidence 
having been introduced showing or tending to show that the desig- 
nation ‘‘jute-manufacturing machinery” has a special commercial 
signification, we must presume that the meaning of the term does 
not differ from that commonly and popularly assigned to it. The 
squeezers, doublers, spreaders, drawing frames, roving frames, and 
spinning frames operate directly on the jute and are all suitable, 
necessary, and actually used for the making of jute yarns of the 
accepted and recognized commercial sizes, and are therefore entitled 
to be classified as jute-manufacturing machinery. 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is affirmed. 
  

Exaisir 19. 

(T. D. 33876.) 

Sawed lumber. 
UnrirED STATES 9. MIrsur & Co. (No. 1139). 

SAweD LuMBER—WHEN NoT CABINET WOOD. 

The issue as made here was one of fact, whether the wood of the importation is 
or is not cabinet wood as described in paragraph 203, tariff act of 1909. The board 
found that oak, poplar, and ash are not cabinet woods and the evidence supports 
this finding. Paragraph 201 applies.
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, November 11, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United Sa Sa Appraisers, Abstract 31558 (T. D. 
3262). 

[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Leland N. Wood, special attorney, 

on the brief), for the United States. 
William K. Dupre, jr. (William Hayward of counsel), for appellee. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BARBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise in this case was entered at the port of Los Angeles, 

Cal., and was assessed for duty under paragraph 203 of the tariff act 
of 1909, as cabinet wood, sawed, at 15 per cent ad valorem. 

A member of the importing firm testified that it was entered as 
sawn lumber—ash, poplar, and oak; that its general uses were for 
many purposes where pine is used; that some of the poplar might be 
used for trimmings in houses; and that this kind of Pie: was sold 
by the importers to lumber dealers generally. 

A witness for the importers who received the shipment testified 
that it consisted of planks and boards of oak, a little poplar, and a 
little ash; that it was designed to be used for all ordinary purposes 
for which oak was used, where tensile strength and endurance were 
required; that it was sawed in dimension boards, not of specific 
lengths, 6 feet and upward, 1, 14, 13, 13, and 2 inches in thickness, and 
some thicker; that one-sixth of the cargo was 2 by 5 and wider, speci- 
fied as 2-inch stock; that a lot of it was for building purposes, a lot 
for casing, etc.; that it was used for building, cabinet, and furniture 
work wherever tensile strength and endurance comes in. 

The proportion of the importation that was oak, poplar, or ash, 
or the uses to which it was designed, are not more definitely stated 
than as appears in the foregoing testimony of these two witnesses, 
and no other witnesses testified at the hearing. - We do not under- 
stand that it is claimed by anyone that this testimony does not cor- 
rectly represent the character, condition, and uses of the merchandise. 

The importers claim the merchandise is dutiable at $1.25 per thou- 
sand feet as sawed lumber under the provisions of paragraph 201 of 
the act of 1909. We quote the material part of iL paragraph: 

201. * * * Sawed lumber, not specially provided for in this section, one dollar 
and twenty-five cents per thousand feet board measure. 

203. Sawed boards, planks, deals, ana all forms of sawed cedar, .lignum-vite, 
lancewood, ebony, box, granadilla, mahogany, rosewood, satinwood, and all other 
cabinet woods not further manufactured than sawed, fifteen per centum ad valo- 
rem; ® *. =X, 

It appears that in G. A. 7357 (T. D. 32454) the board held that 
Japanese white-oak hewn logs over 8 inches square were cabinet wood 
and entitled to free entry under paragraph 713 of the act of 1909. 
Their decision closed with this sentence: 

We find as a fact from the record that Japanese white oak is cabinet wood, and as 
such in the log, rough or hewn only, we hold it to be entitled to free entry. 

The Government claimed in that case, as appears by the board’s 
opinion, (a) that the merchandise, being in the form of logs, could not 
be considered a cabinet wood, and (b) that oak is not a cabinet wood. 

The Government now claims that the board, having held in the 
other case as stated in the quoted part of the opinion, has, without
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reason, reversed itself, and that in this case we should reverse the 
board because its decision is contrary to or not supported by the 
weight of evidence. To enforce this contention the evidence taken 
in the former case has been moved into the record here, and so the 
whole matter is before us. 

Of course the claim of the Government also is that in the first case 
the board reached the right conclusion. 

In its decision in this case the board, among other things, said: 
The mere fact that some part of the lumber was of oak and that certain kinds of oak 

in particular instances have been held to be cabinet wood does not justify the assump- 
tion that all oak is cabinet wood. 

The record does not show, but both parties seem to assume as a 
fact that the oak of this importation is of the same kind as that in 
the other case. 

An extended discussion of the somewhat voluminous evidence seems 
unnecessary. 

In paragraph 203 Congress has seen fit to declare that certain and 
all sawed forms of specified woods, in which oak is not included, and 
‘““all other cabinet woods not further manufactured than sawed,” shall 
pay duty at the rate of 15 per cent ad valorem. Manifestly what are 
“other cabinet woods” is left to common understanding or to proof. 
In view of the well-known and multitudinous uses to which oak is 
devoted we can not say as a matter of common knowledge that all 
oak is a cabinet wood. Upon the evidence above recited we can not 
say that the board erred in holding that the oak in this case was not 
a cabinet wood, neither does a consideration of the evidence in the 
case imported into the record here lead to any different conclusion, 
for witnesses there testified to what is well known, that oak has mani- 
fold uses. It should also be observed that the oak logs in the other 
case were shown to be of a high grade known as “No. 1 logs,” and 
there is no evidence that the oak lumber in this case has been sawed 
from such logs or is of the same quality. 

The oral discussion of counsel here finally reduced the issue to 
this: That as to woods not specifically named in paragraph 203 it 
must in each case be a question of fact whether the wood under con- 
sideration is or is not a cabinet wood. Without indicating how this 
would be as to the mentioned woods, we think it correctly states the 
issue as to the merchandise here. On that issue the board has found 
that this oak, poplar, and ash are not cabinet woods. We think the 
evidence supports the finding. The provisions of paragraph 201 are 
manifestly applicable, and the judgment of the Board of General 
Appraisers is affirmed. 

  

Exumisir 20. 

(T. D. 34189.) 

\ Snails. 

DE JonNGHE et al. v. UNrrEDp STATES (No. 1171.) 

1. CONSTRUCTION. 
Words to which Congress has given a special meaning in a tariff act will be pre- 

sumed to retain that signification in a subsequent tariff act relating to the same 
subject matter, no contrary intention appearing. Reiche ». Smythe (13 Wall., 
162). Accordingly snails may not be deemed ‘‘live animals.”
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2. EscArcors OR EDIBLE SNAILS. 

Nor, by the same reasoning, can snails be deemed shellfish and entitled to free 
entry. They are to be classified as a raw article designed to be converted into a 
food not enumerated or provided for. They were dutiable under paragraph 480, 
tariff act of 1909. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, February 5, 1914. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32075 (T. D. 33348), 
Abstract 32338 (T. D. 33409). 

[Reversed.] 

Comstock & Washburn (George J. Puckhafer on the brief) for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant attor- 

Bos of counsel; Henry H. Childers, special attorney, on the brief), for the United 
tates. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SmrtH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This case involves the classification of escargots or edible snails 

imported alive, which were subjected to a duty of 20 per cent ad 
valorem as “live animals’’ under paragraph 229 of the tariff act of 
1909, which paragraph is as follows: 

229. All other live animals, not specially provided for in this section, twenty per 
centum ad valorem. 

The importers protested against the classification and the rate of 
duty applied to the importation by the collector and claimed that the 
snails were either entitled to free entry as shellfish under paragraph 
671 of the free list or dutiable under paragraph 480 as a raw or 
unmanufactured article not provided for. Paragraphs 671 and 480 
are as follows: 

FREE LIST. 

671. Shrimps and other shellfish. : 
480. That there shall be levied, collected, and paid on the importation of all raw 

or unmanufactured articles, not enumerated or provided for in this section, a duty of 
ten per centum ad valorem, and on all articles manufactured, in whole or in part, 
not provided for in this section, a duty of twenty per centum ad valorem. 

The Board of General Appraisers overruled the protest and the 
importers appealed. 

The first question presented by the record is whether the snails are 
“live a within the meaning of paragraph 229 and conse- 
quently dutiable as assessed. 

Under section 23 of the act of March 2, 1861, “animals, living, of all 
kinds,” and ‘birds, singing and other, and land and water fowls,” 
were separately provided for and exempted from the payment of duty. 
While Rone provisions were still in force and on May 16, 1866, a spe- 
cial act was passed which levied a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem on 
all “horses, mules, cattle, sheep, hogs, and other live animals im- 
orted from foreign countries.” As the act was limited to the sub- 

Ject of horses, mules, cattle, sheep, hogs, and other live animals, the 
collector of customs at New York considered that it was aimed at all 
live animals provided for in the free lists of previous acts, and that it 
was intended to make such animals dutiable instead of free. Accord- 
ingly canary birds were classified as live animals and subjected to a 
duty of 20 per cent ad valorem. The Supreme Court of the United 
States declined, however, to sustain the decision of the collector and
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held, first, that a distinction having been once made by Congress 
between live animals and birds, that distinction, in the absence of 
anything to the contrary, would be presumed to have been carried 
into subsequent legislation on the same subject; and, second, that the 
word ‘“‘animals’’ was used by Congress in its popular signification, 
and that the expression ‘animals, living,” as 0 ie in the act of 
1861, applied to quadrupeds and not to birds or fowls. Reiche v. 
Smythe (13 Wall., 162, 164-165). 

The doctrine laid down in the Reiche case, that words to which 
Congress has given a special meaning in a tariff act will be presumed 
to retain that signification in a subsequent tariff act relating to the 
same subject matter in the absence of anything showing a contrary 
intention, was, in effect, reaffirmed in Robertson ». Rosenthal (132 
U. S., 460, 464). 

In the tariff act of 1909, under which these goods were assessed for 
duty, we find nothing showing that Congress intended to use the 
expression ‘‘live animals’ in any other sense than that in which it 
was used in the tariff acts of 1861 and 1866. Congress must be pre- 
sumed to have had knowledge of the decision in the Reiche case and 
that the tariff provision for a duty on “other live animals’ had been 
interpreted to mean such animals as were quadrupeds. Nevertheless, 
in every tariff act from the date of that decision down to and including 
the tariff act of 1909, Congress continued to impose a duty on live 
animals and indicated in no way any intention to change the signifi- 
cation put upon the designation ‘live animals’ by the Supreme Court. 
We must therefore conclude that the judicial interpretation given to 
that term was approved by Congress and that as snails are not quad- 
rupeds they were not subject to the duty imposed on live animals by 
paragraph 229. See Homer v. Collector (1 Wall., 486, 490). 

The same reasoning, however, which excludes snails from the tariff 
provision for live animals likewise excludes them from classification 
as shellfish, and consequently from admission to free entry under 
the provisions of paragraph 671. Paragraph 703 of the act of 1890 
provided for the admission free of duty of ‘shrimps and other shell- 
fish,” and paragraph 708 of the same act admitted ‘snails’ to free 
entry. Paragraphs 615 and 620 of the act of 1894 likewise classified 

aL and shellfish as separate tariff entities and exempted both from 
duty. In the acts of 1897 and 1909 no provision was made for the 
free entry of snails, although shrimps and shellfish were continued 
on the free list. As snails and shellfish were separately provided for 
on the free list of the tariff acts of 1890 and 1894, it is evident that 
snails were not regarded by Congress as shellfish, and that snails and 
shellfish must be considered as distinct entities for tariff purposes. 
From this it follows that the designation ‘shellfish’ does not embrace 
snails, and that as snails were omitted from the free list of the tariff 
act of 1909 they must be held to be dutiable and not entitled to 
free entry. Snails are not provided for eo nomine or by description 
in the dutiable list, and apparently they can not be made dutiable 
by similitude in material, quality, texture, or use to any enumerated 
article therein provided for. We think, however, that they may be 
classified as a raw article, designed to be converted into a food, and 
not enumerated or provided for. We therefore hold that edible snails 
are dutiable at 10 per cent ad valorem under the provisions of para- 
graph 480. 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is reversed.
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Exnaisir 21. 

(T. D. 33479.) 

Aluminum articles. 

Universal SarepiNg Co. ef al. v. UNITED STATES (No. 1030). 

1. SHEETS. 

The term ‘‘sheets” is ordinarily applied to a broad general surface, and in para- 
graph 172, tariff act of 1909, may fairly be said to mean the sheet of the metal made 
In that form as one of the developments in the process of manufacture, and not 
intended to incl . the articles made from such sheets. 

2. ALUMINUM S _£T8 ADVANCED IN CONDITION. 
The articles here are not sheets of aluminum within the meaning of paragraph 

172, but have been advanced beyond that state and must be held to be articles or 
wares, composed wholly of aluminum, partly manufactured, and dutiable under 
paragraph 199 of that act. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 23, 1913. 

ArpPEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 29817 (T. D. 32830). 

[Reversed.] 
Lester C. Childs for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Martin T. Baldwin, special 

attorney, on the brief), for the United States. 

Before MonTaOMERY, SmiTH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MonTcoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The importation involved in this appeal consists of certain mer- 

chandise cut from aluminum sheets into what are generally included 
under the term “blanks,” and in two forms, one square and the other 
cut in the form of a circle. They were assessed for duty under para- 
graph 172 as sheets of aluminum. The paragraph provides for 
“aluminum * * * in plates, sheets, bars, and rods, eleven cents 
per pound.” The claim the importers made before the board, and 
which is made here, is that the articles should have been assessed 
under paragraph 199 as articles composed of aluminum partly or 
wholly manufactured, 45 per cent ad valorem, and the question 
involved is as to the relative specificity of these two paragraphs. 

It is conceded in the Government's brief that the merchandise was. 
covered by the provisions of paragraph 199 for articles composed of 
aluminum, whether partly or wholly manufactured. But it is claimed 
that the provision for aluminum in plates, sheets, etc., is a more 
SPoiac provision and should control and govern the assessment, as 
the imported aluminum is in fact in the form of plates or sheets. 

We agree with the contention of the importers that these are not 
sheets o aluminum within the meaning of paragraph 172 when that 
paragraph is considered in contrast with paragraph 199. The term 
‘““sheets’’ is ordinarily applied to a broad general surface, and in the 
connection in which 1t is used in paragraph 172 may fairly be said to 
mean the sheet of the metal made in that form as one of the develop- 
ments in the process of manufacture, and not intended to include the 
articles made from such sheets. So as to the word “ plate’ in the case 
of Newman-Andrew Co. v. United States (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 4; T. D.
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31570), we cited with approval the definition from Lockwood’s 
Dictionary of Engineering Terms there given, namely, “a broad, 
thin sheet of metal.” The Century Dictionary describes sheet as 
“a broad, usually flat, and relatively thin piece of anything,” the 
Standard as “a very thin and broad piece of any substance,” and 
Webster, “in general, any broad, uninterrupted expanse; a broad, 
thinly expanded portion of metal or other substance.” 

That rs articles were once in the form of sheets is apparent. 
But they have been advanced beyond that state, and have become 
articles or wares composed wholly of aluminum, partly manufac- 
tured. : 

The cases cited in the brief of Government’s counsel as to what con- 
stitutes a manufactured article have had full consideration, but these 
cases are not cases which deal with a provision such as that of para- 
graph 199 for articles or wares of aluminum whether partly or wholly 
manufactured, and are answered by the admission in the Govern- 
ment’s brief that these articles do answer that description and fall 
within the provisions of paragraph 199 unless more specifically 
described in paragraph 172. They having been advanced, however, 
from the original condition of sheets, we think it follows that para- 
graph 199 contains the more specific designation. 

The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is reversed, and 
reliquidation directed under paragraph 199. 

  

ExHiBIT 22, 

(T. D. 34188.) 

American fisheries. 

~ Unrrep States 9. Post Fise Co. (Nos. 1167 and 1212). 

Fisg rroM THE CANADIAN WATERS OF LAKE ERIE. 

In all essentials the equipment put in place by the importer in the Canadian 
waters of Lake Erie, or put in place by the importer’s orders, constituted an Amer- 
ican fishery, and all the fish there taken were the sole property of the importer 
and the products of an American fishery. There was no requirement of law as to 
the showing necessary to be made to entitle these fish to free entry other than that 
they should be the products of American fisheries. This showing could be made 
before the board after protest had been filed in due form and in due time. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, February 5, 1914. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7449 (T. D. 33279), 
Abstract 32984 (T. D. 33594). 

[Affirmed] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General, for the United States, 
W. E. Guerin, jr., for appellees. 

Before MonTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

SwmrtH, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
In this case fresh fish brought into the port of Sandusky, Ohio, by 

the Post Fish Co. were assessed for duty at one-fourth of 1 cent per 
pound as fresh-water fish not provided for under paragraph 271 of 
the tariff act of 1909, which paragraph reads as follows: 

271. Fresh-water fish not specially provided for in this section, one fourth of one 
cent per pound.
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The importer protested that the fish were the product of an Ameri- 
can fishery and that therefore they were entitled to free entry under 
the provisions of paragraphs 567 and 639 of the free list of the tariff 
act of 1909, which free list in part reads as follows: 

FREE LIST. 

That on and after the passage of this act, * * * the articles mentioned in the 
following paragraphs shall, when imported into the United States, * * * be 
exempt from duty: 

* * * * * * * 

567. Fish, fresh, frozen, or packed in ice, caught in the Great Lakes or other fresh 
waters by citizens of the United States, and all other fish, the products of American 
fisheries. 

* * * * * * * 

639. * * * Spermaceti, whale, and other fish oils of American fisheries, and all 
fish and other products of such fisheries; * * *, 

Two series of protests were submitted to the board for determina- 
tion, and the board sustained all the protests of both series. The 
Government appealed. The two cases based on the two sets of pro- 
tests are known in this court as suits 1167 and 1212. The record of 
suit 1167 constitutes a part of the record made up on the hearing of 
the protests involved in suit 1212, but the facts presented in both 
cases are substantially the same, with the exception that the affi- 
davits required by Treasury regulations, filed in one case, were not 
filed in the other. 

From the testimony produced at the hearing by the importers it 
appears that the Post Fish Co. is a corporation organized and existing 
under the laws of the State of Ohio. The corporation is engaged in 
the business of catching fish off Pelee Point, in the Canadian waters 
of Lake Erie, which business has been pursued continuously by the 
corporation and its American predecessors in interest for a period of 
some 30 years. The company, or J. W. Post acting for it, furnishes 
and owns the stakes, nets, fishing tackle, and all necessary equipment 
for the taking and catching of fish. The concern has established four 
fisheries on the east side of Pelee Point and three on the west side, by 
driving stakes into the bed of the lake and attaching to them nets set 
tp in strings or rows and equipped with pounds for trapping fish. 

e men who drive the stakes, hang the nets, and have charge of the 
several strings or rows of nets and their corresponding pounds are 
employed by the company and are charged with the duty of lifting 
the fish from the nets and delivering them to the company’s steamer, 
the Louise. With the exception of one man, who owns his boat, the 
men in charge of the nets are furnished by the company with motor 
boats and are thus enabled to visit the nets. 

The motor boats receive the fish as they are lifted from the pounds 
and deliver them on board the Louise, where they are sorted and 
placed in boxes without segregating the catch of one fisherman from 
that of another. Fish caught by the Americans Waedel and Grath- 
wohl were kept in separate packages and landed in that condition 
at Sandusky. As compensation for their services the employees of 
the company receive either a certain rate per pound or a percentage 
of the value of the fish caught and oi and at their own expense 
may hire, and do hire, other men to aid them in their work. The
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employees of the company are charged with responsibility for all 
property confided to their care, and are bound to return it to the 
company in as good condition as that in which it was received by 
them, but they do not rent it in the sense that they pay anything for 
its use. The employees in charge of the nets are subject to the 
directions of the captain of the Louise, and the fish are left in the 
nets or lifted therefrom, as he may order. Unless prevented by 
weather or other contingency the Louise calls at the nets every day 
except Sunday, and taking on board such fish as may have been 
lifted carries them to Sandusky for entry at the customhouse. This 
state of facts, which was met by the Government by no competent 
evidence to the contrary, warranted, we think, a finding that the 
stakes, nets, pounds, fishing gear, tackle, and other essentials for 
the taking of fish abide ro the Post Fish Co. on both sides of 
Pelee Point were either wholly the property of the Post Fish Co., 
an American corporation, or property to the use of which the com- 
pany was entitled, and which was completely subject to its orders, 
directions, control, and management. From this it follows, under 
the decided cases, that in all essentials the entire equipment put in 
place at Pelee Point by the importer or by its orders constituted an 
American fishery, and that all fish taken by it were the sole property 
of the Post Fish Co. and the products of an American fishery. T. D. 
3131, T. D. 7933, T. D. 24738, T. D. 28768; Lake Ontario Fish Co. ». 
United States (99 Fed., 551-552); United States ». Reading (1 Ct. 
Cust. Appls., 515; T. D. 31534). 

The suggestion that the tariff status of fish taken by American 
fisheries on the Great Lakes should be determined by a different 
rule from that governing the tariff status of fish caught by American 
fisheries in salt water does not appeal to us. Possibly the tariff act 
of 1897 exacted for the free entry of fresh-water fish taken by Ameri- 
can fisheries compliance with a condition not required of American 
salt-water fisheries, but if it did both classes of fisheries, equally 
entitled to the favor of the Government, were placed on the same 
footing by the tariff act of 1909. 

Paragraph 555 of the act of 1897 provided for the free entry of— 

Fish, fresh, frozen, or packed in ice, caught in the Great Lakes or other fresh waters 
by citizens of the United States. 

That paragraph as it stood was open to the interpretation that 
only those fish in the catching of which none but American citizens 
had any intervention were entitled to free admission, and that con- 
sequently fish taken by American owned nets, boats, gear, tackle, 
and equipment—that 1s to say, by American fisheries—would be 
excluded from its operation if any but American citizens were 
employed in making the catch. (Lake Ontario Fish Co. v. United 
States, supra.) A provision so worded and interpreted was clearly 
to the disadvantage of American fresh-water fisheries, apparently 
without any compensating return, and that the provision was 
extended by paragraph 567 of the act of 1909 so as to cover ‘‘ other” 
fish than those caught by American citizens evidenced, we think, an 
intention on the part of Congress to relieve American concerns fish- 
ing in the Great Lakes from the ogntion of verifying the citizen- 
ship of every fisherman employed by them and to give to the products 
of their enterprise the same advantage as that accorded to fish caught
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by American citizens possibly neither the owners of a fishery nor 
engaged in fishing as a business. : 

he point made by the Government that fish caught by Fred 
Waedel and William Grathwohl are not entitled to admission free of 
duty because the boats used in making the catch were hired by them 
from the owners, Post and Grubb, is not well taken. Fred Waedel 
and William Grathwohl were both American citizens, and the fish 
taken by them, which are the subject of protest in suit 1212, if they 
were not fish caught by the Post Fish Co., an American fishery, were 
either fish caught by American citizens or fish caught by a fishery 
of which Fred Waedel and William Grathwohl were the owners, and 
in either or any of the events they were fish entitled to free entry. 
It was further claimed by the Government that the entries involved 
in suit 1167 were not accompanied by the affidavits required by 
Circular No. 4, issued by the Secretary of the Treasury on January 
10, 1912 (T. D. 32138), and that therefore all protests directed to 
the classification of fish covered by such entries should be overruled 
for failure to comply with the Treasury regulations. When the fish- 
ing season began in April, 1912, the importer presented its entry, 
accompanied by the affidavits required by the regulations, but was 
notified by the collector himself that he (the collector) was satisfied 
that the fish were dutiable and that therefore the affidavits need not 
be filed. In accordance with this statement of the collector no 
affidavits were filed with the entries involved in suit 1167, and all 
fish covered by such entries were held to be dutiable not because no 
affidavits were presented with the entries, but apparently on the 
theory that they were either not taken by American citizens or by 
an American fishery, or if taken by an American fishery that such 
fish were not entitled to free entry as ‘““all other fish, the products 
of American fisheries.” 

The affidavits prescribed by Circular No. 4 for the free entry of the 
products of American fisheries were clearly designed for no other 
purpose than that of furnishing the collector with sufficient informa- 
tion to justify a determination on his part that the importation was 
within the terms of the free list and therefore entitled to admission 
free of duty. The collector having satisfied himself from other 
sources of information that the merchandise was dutiable and not 
free of duty, and having virtually declared that the affidavits if pre- 
sented would not change his mind on that subject, it would have been 
a useless formality to present them, and their presentation must be 
regarded as waived. But apart from all that, the regulation in 
question was purely administrative and compliance with it as a 
condition precedent to the free entry of the fish was not required by 
the statute. Had the statute prescribed that the nature and charac- 
ter of the importation was to be determined by certain affidavits filed 
at the time of entry, or had the free entry of the products of American 
fisheries been conditioned by law on the presentation of such affidavits 
when entry was made, the goods might very properly be finally denied 
the favor of the free list. The act under which the importation in 
controversy was entered prescribed no condition, however, for its 
free entry other than that it should be fish the products of American 
fisheries, and proof that they were such products might properly be 
made before the board after protest filed in due form and time.
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United States ». Morris European & American Express Co. (3 Ct. 
Cust. Appls., 146-147; T. D. 32386). 

The decisions of the Board of General Appraisers in suits 1167 and 
1212 are affirmed. iad 

  

Exnisir 23. 

(T. D. 34135.) 

Amor’s metal polish. 

RoseNmEM et al. v. Unitep States (No. 1231). 

EARTHY OR MINERAL SUBSTANCES—WHAT Nor. 
The amorphous viscous substance of the importation, without any determinate 

shape or form, does not come within the provisions of paragraph 95, tariff act of 
1909, as an article composed wholly or in chief value of earthy or mineral sub- 
stance. There is no evidence of similitude in the record, but it is clear the sub- 
stance is a manufacture not expressly provided for by any paragraph of the law 
in question. It was classifiable as a nonenumerated manufacture under para- 
graph 480. : 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 22, 1914. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32480 (T. D. 33464). 

[Reversed.] 
Walter Evans Hampton for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (William A. Robertson, special 

attorney, on the brief), for the United States. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

De Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This appeal is from four decisions of the Board of General Apprais- 

ers. The merchandise was returned to the collector of customs at 
the port of New York by the appraiser at that port in a statement 
that ‘the merchandise in question consists of Amor’s metal polish, 
‘an article composed wholly of mineral substances * * *° The 
collector assessed the same for duty under the provisions of para- 
graph 95 of the tariff act of 1909 as an article composed wholly or in 
chief value of earthy or mineral substances. The protests contain 
several counts, chief of which here relied upon is that the merchandise 
is properly dutiable as a nonenumerated manufactured article under 
the provisions of paragraph 480 of the said act. The Board of Gen- 
eral Appraisers in all of the cases overruled the protests upon the 
ground that there was not sufficient evidence in the record to warrant 
the hod in disturbing the decisions of the collector. The importers 
appeal. 
Phe record discloses that the decisions of the board were rendered 

in the absence of further testimony than that which came to the board 
from the collector. An application for rehearing was made and over- 
ruled in each case. The merchandise was returned by the local 
appraiser to the collector as above stated. Samples of the merchan- 
dise, together with an analysis thereof made by the Government 
chemist at the port of New York, accompany the record, duly iden- 
tified. These samples evidence a material much like that the subject 
of the decision of this court in United States v. Holland-American
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Trading Co. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 336; T. D. 33527). The analysis 
states: ; : 

Amor Metal Polish. * * * The same has the following components: Fat (by loss 
in ignition), 55.88 per cent; mineral residue consisting of silica, alumina, and iron 
oxide, probably clay, 44.12 per cent. 

In each of the decisions the Board of General Appraisers recites 
that the merchandise in these cases consists of ‘‘ Amor’s metal 
polish.” There is ample in this record to disclose that the conclusion 
of the board was not warranted by the facts disclosed in the record 
and recited in each of its opinions. : 

This court in frequent decisions has held that the words ‘‘articles 
and wares composed wholly or in chief value of earthy or mineral 
substances,” as used in paragraph 95 of the tariff act of 1909, do not 
include an impalpable powder. Salomon ». United States (2 Ct. Cust. 
Appls., 92; T. D. 31635) ; United States v. Embossing Co. ef als. (3 Ct. 
Cust. Appls., 220; T. D. 32536) ; Bartley Bros. & Hall ef als. v. United 
States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 363; T. D. 32961). It is fully within the 
principles of said decisions that amorphous, viscous substances of 
this description, without any determinate shape or form, are likewise 
for the reasons therein stated not included within the provisions of 
said paragraph 95. Such substances are more like the ‘‘plasticine” 
or ‘‘plastilina’ the subject of decision by this court in United States 
v. Embossing Co., supra, and held not within the description of 
“articles and wares’’ as used in paragraph 95, for the reason that it 
was not of ‘‘speciflc form for definite and ultimate use.” 

Whether or not the article is properly dutiable by similitude of 
use to whiting, as was held of Goddard’s plate powder in Bartley 
Bros. & Hall et als. v. United States, supra, and later of the same 
material in United States v. Kraemer & Co. et al. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 
433; T. D. 33858), there is not sufficient evidence in this record to 
determine. Similitudeis a question of fact, which must be established 
by evidence. In the absence of such evidence in the record, however, 
it is clear that the article is not properly dutiable as assessed by the 
collector and as held by the ed of General Appraisers. It is 
equally clear that it is a manufacture. Likewise 1t is clear that it 
is not expressly provided for by any paragraph of the tariff law. It, 
therefore, upon this record would be properly classifiable for dutiable 
purposes as a nonenumerated manufactured article under the pro- 
visions of paragraph 480, as claimed by the protestants, who are 
appellants here. This decision, however, must for want of a more 
complete record be confined to this record, as was the decision of this 
court in United States ». Holland-American Trading Co., supra, con- 
fined to the record in that case. 

Reversed. 
  

Exner 24. 

(T. D. 33835.) 

Marble columns. 

Un1TED STATES 9. STERLING BRONZE Co. (No. 1131). 
MARBLE COLUMNS—SCULPTURES. 

These highly ornamented columns are made of solid marble. The board found 
they were sculptures and dutiable as such under paragraph 470, tariff act of 1909. 
On the whole record it does not appear that the finding of the board is clearly against 
the weight of the testimony.
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United States Court of Customs Appeals, October 24, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 31435 (T. D. 33217). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (William A. Robertson, special 
attorney, of counsel), for the United States. 

Walter Evans Hampton for appellee. 

Before MonTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MontcomMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The goods in question consist of highly ornamental marble col- 

umns imported for use in the public library of the city of New York, 
which, since their importation, have been fitted for the support of 
electric lights and put in place. They were assessed for duty under 
aragraph 112 of the tariff act of 1909. They were held by the 

For of General Appraisers to be dutiable as sculptures under 
paragraph 470. From this decision the Government appeals. 

The question involved is one of fact. The testimony consisted of 
evidence of the value of the columns—the seven being shown by the 
invoice to be worth $1,563—photographs of the articles, and the 
fossimony of a professional sculptor. The board, in discussing the 
case, said: 

Some testimony was given, and a photograph of the article was produced in evi- 
dence, which shows it to be an elaborately carved column or standard * * *, The 
testimony of the witnesses tends to show that it is artistic and made by a profes- 
sional sculptor. It is made out of solid marble, and in our judgment conforms to the 
requirement in said paragraph 470. 

The photograph fully accords with the statement made, and the 
statement that the columns are produced from solid marble is un- 
challenged. It is claimed, however, that the testimony of the 
sculptor called as a witness is not convincing. He testified in part 
as follows: 

Q. What sort of an examination did you make?—A. Well, I looked them over 
thoroughly, examined the workmanship, general character of the work, and the 
material, and the effect of the whole. 

Q. What did you find as to the character of the articles in the relief upon this 
Exhibit 12—A. I should judge it a very good work. 

Q. Did they show leaves or animal life or what?—A. Showed leaves and animal 
life, as I remember. 

* * : * * * * * 

Q. Will you state briefly what you consider, as an expert, sculpture is? * * *__ 
A. I should think anything that was marble and carved: any material whether in 
stone or bronze work I consider sculpture. 

Q. Does it have to show artistic skill and ability?—A. Well, I should judge the work 
would have to show some ability to be considered a good sculpture, and others might 
be considered very bad sculpture. 

Q. Is there anything about these articles that enables you to say whether or not 
it is sculpture?—A. I should consider it sculpture, a good sculpture of the character 
of that work. It strikes me as very well done. 

Q. Did you have any particular reason to say why you consider it sculpture?—A. 
No. 

Q. Do you recognize whether there are degrees of sculpture or not?—A. Yes, sir. 
Q. High and low degree and middling ground?—A. Yes. 
Q. To which would this article belong?—A. I consider it very good. 

* vk * * * * * 

Q. Can you state from an examination that you have made whether that was 
produced by a professional sculptor?—A. I should judge he would have to be a 
professional man to do that kind of work.
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Q. Did it reflect the genius of the man?—A. Reflected a great deal of ability. 
Q. Do you see any difference between these seven articles that you examined ?— 

A. Why, it struck me there was some difference in the technique; in the handling of 
the carving there was a slight difference. 

Q. Was that any guide to you whether or not that was the work of a professional 
sculptor?—A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Why?—A. On account of the different handling, different technique in each 
sevarate piece. 

.Q. Showed personal application?—A. Yes, sir. 
By Mr. PayNE. You stated to your counsel that you saw some indication that it 

was done by a professional scultor?—A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What do you mean by a professional sculptor?—A. A man that has practiced in 

that way for years; done nothing but that. : 
Q. How would you distinguish between a professional sculptor and an artisan in 

a sculptor’s studio who was a skilled artisan and carried out the designs of an artist?— 
A. Tt is in the quality of his work. 

Q. Where would you draw the dividing line between a skillful artisan and a pro- 
fessional sculptor, if you think there is a distinction?—A. T don’t know whether I 
could describe it. If I saw it, I could tell the difference, and a professional man would, 
between a sculptor’s and an artisan’s work. There is a difference—I mean in the way 
it is done, technique or effect of it. 

Q. Will you tell me briefly what characteristics a piece would show that would 
determine—what is the evidence of a difference (in) techinque, for instance?—A. Bet- 
ter technique would have life in it, would have more the individual force of the artist, 
while the artisan’s work might be very hard and more mechanical. 

Q. Wouldn't that apply more to the design from which the work was done—would 
a faithful artisan, a skillful artisan, faithfully carrying out a design, express those 
fines a He would follow the model. An expert carver would follow faithfully 
the model. 

Q. Then wouldn’t this last distinction apply rather to the question whether or not 
the design had been made by what you would term an artist rather than an artisan?— 
A. Well, I judge the model would have to be made by an artist also. 

Q. Not knowing who made the design and not knowing who executed the design in 
marble, is it not very difficult to determine with any degree of accuracy by looking 
at a finished marble whether or not it had been executed by the artisan who had 
worked for a long time and had become skillful under the supervision of a professional 
sculptor or whether it had been done by the hand of the sculptor himself?—A. Well, 
that would be—you could tell the difference, I think. TI can. If I had my work 
reproduced by a good carver or a mechanic, there would be a big difference, which I 
would recognize immediately. 

Q. Don’t you know, as a matter of fact, from your experience that there are in some 
of the countries certain sculptors who have large studios and workshops in which they 
employ a good many, or a number, of skilled artisans and that they make designs and 
there are reproductions of those designs by the artisans in large numbers, sometimes 
half a dozen, sometimes more, carrying out these designs, not done by the sculptor 
himself, but done by his employees; is that not a fact?—A. His employee would be 
considered a sculptor. 

Q. You would consider all that work as the work of a professional sculptor? —A. Yes; 
I should judge so. 

Q. You stated that you saw indications of a variation in the various pieces?—A. 
Yes; I did notice such. 

Q. Did that variation lead you to the supposition that they had all been done by 
one man or different persons at work on them, or was that not sufficient to draw any 
deduction from?—A. I would not be able to draw any deduction from that. 

* * * * * * * 

By Mr. Hampron: Counsel interrogated you about the men in the studio of the 
rofessional artist or sculptor. I understood you to say that you considered them to 

bE sculptors?—A. Yes. 
A Q. Do Yon mean that they must have some professional skill to be in that position ?— 

. They do. 
Q. Can you distinguish these men that counsel interrogated you on from the others 

who do but mechanical work?—A. Yes; I would. 
Q. How are you able to distinguish them, will you state?—A. Well, from the char- 

acter of the work they generally do; that is the distinction. 

It is claimed that this testimony indicates that the witness under- 
stood that a mere artisan was a sculptor. We do not think his tes- 

H D—63-3—vol 107——37
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timony, taken as a whole, necessarily leads to this conclusion. It is 
open to the view that he was, in his cross-examination, speaking of 
workmen who were capable of producing such high-class sculpture as 
he apparently thought that here in question to be. In other portions 
of his testimony it will be noted that he judged the work to be that 
of a professional man, and that it represented a great deal of ability, 
and that his guide in this was the different handling, the different 
technique in each piece, and that he could by inspection see the 
difference between the work of an artisan and a sculptor. 

On the whole record we are unable to say that the finding of the 
board is clearly against the weight of the testimony. 

Affirmed. 
  

ExHaIBIT 25. 

(T. D. 34136.) 

Mill buttings. 

UNITED STATES %. SAUNDERS el al. (No. 1244). 

Mr, Borrings—FIREWOOD. 

The evidence here is that not over 30 per cent of these importations is suitable 
for or is used for making matches, and that the remainder 1s used for firewood. 
The merchandise—ends cut from deals or planks—should be classified as firewood, 
and was entitled to free entry. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 22, 1914. 

ArrEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 33069 (T. D. 33644). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Frank L. Lawrence, special attorney, 
on the brief), for the United States. 
' Brown & Gerry for appellees. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

BARBER, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The question here is whether so-called mill buttings are entitled 

to free entry under paragraph 712 of the tariff act of 1909 or dutiable 
under paragraphs 201 or 479 of the same act. The material portions 
of the paragraphs are here inserted: 

201. * * * Sawed lumber, not specially provided for in this section, one dollar 
and twenty-five cents per thousand feet, board measure. 

479. Waste, not specially provided for, ten per centum ad valorem. 
712. Wood; logs and round unmanufactured timber, including pulp woods, fire- 

wood. * XX 

The case involves two appeals, the collector having assessed the 
merchandise, which is the same in each case however, in one instance 
under paragraph 201 and in the other under paragraph 479. The 
board reversed the collector and sustained the protests. 

These mill buttings consist of the ends cut from deals or planks 
manufactured in Canada for the English market. The logs from 
which the deals are sawed are cut a little longer than the deals 
themselves These logs are evidently floated downstream to the
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sawmill, and, as a quite natural result of this method of transporta- 
tion, the ends of the logs become bruised or injured and after the 
deals are sawed therefrom they are butted, the product being the 
merchandise here. 

The samples used as exhibits in the case vary from 4 to 10 inches 
in length, running with the grain of the wood, from 8 to 12 inches in 
width, and all are 3 inches thick, but the evidence shows that some 
are 3 feet in length. The only use made of these deal ends in Canada 
is for firewood and they are used there for that purpose. 

The importations before us were in carload lots and were sold to 
the Ohio Match Co. 

The Government contends that the evidence shows that the par- 
ticular importations were wholly for the purpose of making matches, 
and, further, that it fails to show that they were firewood or were 
intended to be so used. 

As we understand the evidence, it is to the effect that not only 
these particular importations but many others have by the Ohio 
Match Co. been taken to their factory and such pieces as were of 
sufficiently good quality used in the manufacture of matches; that 
the balance was sold or used for firewood; and that the importers 
have sold some importations, not perhaps those involved in this 
case, but of like nature, for firewood. ! 

The Board of General Appraisers in G. A. 6573 (T. D. 28070), 
which apparently involved merchandise like these mill buttings, 
held they were entitled to free entry as pulp wood under paragraph 
699 of the act of 1897, it appearing in that case that they were used 
for that purpose. 

In T. D. 32926 apparently like merchandise was claimed and by 
the board held to be entitled to free entry under paragraph 712 of 
the act of 1909, hereinbefore quoted, and in sustaining the protests 
here the board rely upon the authority of those cases. 

In the board decision first above mentioned, reference is made to 
T. D. 25166, where spruce sticks or logs about 10 inches in diameter, 
cut into lengths of on 2 to 2% feet and rossed, and which were 
shown to be chiefly if not solely used to make wood pulp, were held 
entitled to free entry under paragraph 699 of the act of 1897, which 
ruling was affirmed in United States v. Pierce (140 Fed., 962, and 
again in 147 Fed., 199). 

In the case at bar the board has found that the merchandise is 
used for firewood and match blocks. We think the evidence sup- 
ports the finding and that the finding is to be construed in the light 
of the evidence, which is that not over 30 per cent of these importa- 
tions is suitable for or is used for matches and that the balance is used 
for firewood. 

The Government relies somewhat upon T. D. 20100, where certain 
mill buttings were held dutiable at 20 per cent ad valorem as match 
blocks under paragraph 200 of the act of 1897, relating to certain 
blocks and all other ‘‘like blocks or sticks,” as against the claim for 
free entry as firewood. That case, as we read it, related to importa- 
tions of assorted mill buttings, all of which were found to be match 
blocks suitable for the purpose of that manufacture and not firewood, 
and therefore seems to distinguishable from the case at bar. 

We are of opinion, after a review of all the authorities cited and in 
view of the facts here, that this merchandise should be classified as
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firewood and entitled to free entry. Were not firewood upon the 
free list it might appropriately be dutiable as waste under paragraph 
479, but Congress has seen fit to give free entry to firewood and we 
think its mandate is properly ly in this case. 

The judgment of the ed of General Appraisers is affirmed. 

  

ExnuiBiT 26. 

(T. D. 34443.) 

Herrings. 

UNITED STATES v. MILLER & TOXSTAD ¢t al. (No. 1294). TUNrtED STATES v. Moos & 
Co. et al. (No. 1302). UNITED STATES v. STROHMEYER & ARPE Co. (No. 1324). 

HeRrrINGS UNDER PARAGRAPH 272, TARIFF Act oF 1909. 

In view of the decisions of the courts and Board of General Appraisers and in 
view of departmental rulings besides, it must be taken that the various small fish 
of the several importations come within the provision for herrings in paragraph 
272, tariff act of 1909, and not within paragraph 270 of that act, as fish packed in 
tin boxes or cans. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 4, 1914. 

ArpEALS from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7504 (T. D. 33815), 
Abstract 34000 (T. D. 33848), Abstract 34389 (T. D. 34033). 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 
attorney, of counsel), for the United States. 

B. A. Levett and Brown & Gerry for appellees. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

Dx Vrigs, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
Three appeals from as many decisions of the Board of General 

Appraisers covering importations of fish in tins. 
4 United States, appellant, v. Miller & Tokstad et al., appellees, 

the imported merchandise consisted of the following classes: (1) Fish 
described in the invoices as herrings; (2) fish described in the invoices 
as mackerel; and (3) fish described in the invoices as sardines put up 
in bouillon, tomato sauce, vinegar, or mustard sauce. 

In United States, appellant, v. Moos & Co. et al. (Von Bremen, 
Asche & Co.), appellees, the merchandise consisted of sprats and 
smoked sardines in tomato sauce in tins. 

In United States, appellant, v. Strohmeyer & Arpe Co., appellees, 
the merchandise consisted of sprats in tomato sauce and anchovies 
salted and spiced in tins. 

All of the merchandise above described was assessed with duty at 
the rate of 30 per cent ad valorem as ‘“‘fish * * * packed in 
* * * tin boxes, or cans,” under the provisions of paragraph 270 
of the tariff act of 1909, which reads: 

270. Fish (except shellfish) by whatever name known, packed in oil, in bottles, 
jars, kegs, tin boxes, or cans, shall be dutiable as follows: When in packages con- 
taining seven and one-half cubic inches or less, one and one-half cents per bottle, 
jar, keg, box, or can; containing more than seven and one-half and not more than 
twenty-one cubic inches, two and one-half cents per bottle, jar, keg, box, or can;
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containing more than twenty-one and not more than thirty-three cubic inches, five 
cents per bottle, jar, keg, box, or can; containing more than thirty-three and not 
more than seventy cubic inches, ten cents per bottle, jar, keg, box, or can; all other 
fish (except shellfish) in tin packages, thirty per centum ad valorem; fish in packages, 
containing less than one-half barrel, and not specially provided for in this section, 
thirty per centum ad valorem; caviar, and Bye preserved roe of fish, thirty per 
centum ad valorem. ; : ; 

As to the classes of merchandise 1 and 2, the subject of the first- 
stated appeal, the-following stipulation was entered into: 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed that the merchandise described on the invoices 
covered by the below-numbered protests as fried herrings in bouillon, smoked herrings 
in tomato sauce, smoked herrings in tomato, fat herrings in bouillon, and merchandise 
described as herrings in protest 558916, is herrings, smoked; that the merchandise 
described as herrings in tomato, tomato herrings, herrings in tomato sauce, and fresh 
herrings in tomato sauce is herrings, salted; and that said merchandise is of the same 
dutiable character as that passed on by the Board of United States General Appraisers 
in G. A. 7380 (T. D. 32680); * * that the merchandise described as marinated 
mackerel is mackerel, pickled. 

No controversy was waged in this court as to the dutiable classifi- 
cation of these two classes of merchandise. The decision of the Board 
of General Appraisers was to the effect that the herrings were dutiable 
at the rate ot one-half of 1 cent per pound under the provision for 
“herrings, pickled or salted, smoked or kippered,’”’ in paragraph 272 
of the ont act of 1909, and that the mackerel were ii le at the 
rate of 1 cent per pound as “mackerel, * * * pickled,” under 
paragraph 273 of said act. This decision is in accordance with the 
decision of this court in Ahlbrecht & Son ». United States (2 Ct. Cust. 
Appls., 471; T. D. 32226). The remaining class of merchandise cov- 
ered by that appeal, together with that the subject of the other ap- 
pests stated, was claimed by the importers to be properly dutiable as 
errings at the rate Doosan, according to condition, as provided for 

in paragraph 272 of said act, which reads as follows: 

272. Herrings, pickled or salted, smoked or kippered, one-half of one cent per pound; 
herrings, fresh, one-fourth of one cent per pound; eelsand smelts, fresh or frozen, three- 
fourths of one cent per pound. 

The weights and condition of the merchandise covered by the pro- 
tests were duly set out in the opinion of the Board of General Apprais- 
ers in accordance with stipulations found in the record and need not 
here be repeated. : 

Eliminating these descriptive details there is presented to this court 
for decision the one question whether or not the various descriptions 
of fish above given are ‘herrings’ as that term is used in paragraph 
272 of the tariff act of 1909. 

The relative specificity of the provisions of the two competing 
paragraphs, 270 and 272, and the scope of each has been the subject 
of previous decisions of this court. United States v. Rosenstein (1 
Ct. Cust. Appls., 304; T. D. 31357); Ahlbrecht & Son ». United 
States (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 471; T. D. 32226); United States v. Smith 
& Nessle Co. et als. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 70; T. D. 33312); United 
States v. Haaker & Co. et als. (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 471; T. D. 33884). 
It may therefore be regarded as settled that the term ‘‘herrings’ as 
used in paragraph 272 is more specific than the term “fish * * * 
packed in * * * tin boxes, or cans’ as used in paragraph 270. 

That being regarded and treated as stare decisis the Government 
undertook at the trial below to show that the term ‘‘herrings” as 
used in paragraph 272 was employed in a commercial sense and that 

{
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it should be applied to a certain, uniform, and definite class of fish 
which excluded those enumerated as the subjects of these appeals. 
The board found that the proof offered by the Government fold to 
establish such a commercial understanding or usage. An examina- 
tion of the record discloses that this finding of the board is amply 
justified by the testimony in the case. Indeed, every witness pro- 
duced by the Government in his testimony seemed rather to dispute 
than to establish any such uniform and general trade understanding 
or usage. 

We are therefore left to determine whether or not the word ‘“her- 
rings,” as used in paragraph 272, in its common and ordinary accep- 
tation includes the above enumerated fish, the subject of these 
2p 

ile the trade testimony introduced by the Government failed 
to establish a general, uniform usage which assigned to the word 
“herrings’’ a definite class of fish, which excluded therefrom sprats, 
sardines, and anchovies, the testimony offered did establish pro 
tanto that among merchants dealing for many years in these variously 
named fish it was commonly understood by them that the sardines, 
anchovies, and sprats imported into this country and put up in the 
manner as was this imported merchandise are all deemed to belong 
to the class of fish commonly known as herrings. It is unnecessary 
for the purposes of this case to analyze in detail the testimony in 
the record, the result of which would be but an extended and unprofit- 
able review of evidence which amply, and we think unquestionably 
supports the above statement. : 

he record contains also much evidence as to the scientific under- 
standing of the relationship of the respectively enumerated fish. 
Some of the controversy was had by reason of the inaccuracy of the 
record in the first instance to Pati express the scientific testimony 
given by one of the witnesses who is a recognized authority upon the 
subject. Corrections have been made by stipulation of the respective 
parties and presented as a part of the record in this court, and when 
examined in connection with the recognized standard works on the 
subject pertinent excerpts from which were likewise properly intro- 
duced in the case, a general and uniform result is produced. The 
herring is scientifically known as Clupeidae. That is the family 
name. Included within this family name are different genera of 
Clupeidae or Clupea, which in turn respectively embrace various 
species. Thus, there is the Clupea spratus, which is a species of 
herring known as the bristling or sprat. These imported anchovies 
seem to be but bristlings or sprats put up in a certain way. The 
Clupea pilchardus, or pilchard, which comes from the Mediterranean 
and is the true sardine, while classed by some authorities as of the 
genus Clupanodon and others Clupea nevertheless comes in the 
Clupeidae or herring family. So there is the Clupea herrings and 
Clupea pallassi or California herring—all of the Clupeidae or herring 
family. Upon the whole it satisfactorily appears from the recor 
that all the classes of fish covered by these importations are of the 
herring or Clupeidae family. 

Lexicographic authority brings us to the same conclusion. Thus 
sardines are defined in the Standard Dictionary as— 

One of various small clupeoid fishes preserved in oil as a delicacy, especially the 
European pilchard (Clupea pilchardus). * * * The young of the herring * * *,
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Likewise the sprat is mentioned in the Standard Dictionary as the 
young of the herring. 

The briefs in this court refer in extenso to the departmental holdin 
upon this subject. They, likewise, with much industry and thorough- 
ness review the decisions of the Board of General Appraisers and 

. of the courts. While there may be found some expressions of 
divergence from that view, upon the whole it quite uniformly appears 
to have been held for a long period of time by the department, the 
Board of General Appraisers, and the courts that the word “herrings” 
as used in many preceding tariff acts included sprats, sardines, and 
anchovies. Whatever may be said in criticism of the completeness 
of the uniform trade references, or the scientific understanding, or 
the departmental and judicial view upon the jest, there seems to 
be no escape from the conclusion that it is fairly ‘established by a 
great preponderance of the evidence in the record and emphasized 
throughout these various sources that in common understanding the 
word “herrings” includes the various species of fish as imported in 
these cases. 

We are the more impressed with this conclusion and that it was 
the view taken by the Congress upon the enactment of the respective 
paragraphs of the tariff law under consideration by a reference to 
“Notes on Tariff Revision.” With these notes before it for informa- 
tion and guidance the Congress enacted the respective competing 
provisions of the tariff act under consideration. 

Under the head of general information, at page 318, “Notes on 
Tariff Revision,” it is stated: 

The anchovy is a small, richly flavored, herring-like fish caught in the waters of 
gouthern Europe. * * * 

The sprat is a small European herring, also called garvie. It is allied to the com- 
mon herring and sardine or pilchard. 

Bristlings are a small European herring, usually brought into this country canned, 
and probably sold as sardines or sardelles. 

It is significant that in the corresponding paragraph of the tariff 
act of 1897, which was paragraph 258, paragraph 270 read: 

. Fish known or labeled as anchovies, sardines, sprats, bristlings, sardels, or sardellon, 

With the above-quoted information before them Congress omitted 
these enumerations of fish from the act of 1909. Under the circum- 
stances, with the information above quoted before them, taken in 
connection with the decisions of the courts, Board of General Ap- 
praisers and departmental rulings, of which they are deemed to take 
notice, there would seem to be no escape from the conclusion that 
by striking these words from the paragraph providing for fish packed 
in tin boxes or cans Congress must have known and intended that 
such importations would thereafter fall within the provision for 
herrings in paragraph 272, and we are of the opinion that upon the 
whole Congress so contemplated. : 

Affirmed.
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Exnisrr 27. 

(T. D. 33478.) 

Lacquered mek bozes. 

Woorwortr & Co. v. UNitep STATES (No. 1020). 

CoNTAINERS UNDER PARAGRAPH 195, TARIFF Act OF 1909. 
The legislative history of this paragraph makes it clear that containers under 

paragraph 195, tariff act of 1909, are such as are ordinarily employed in the trans- 
portation of merchandise. The goods of the importation are not containers in that 
sense. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, May 23, 1913. 

ArpEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 7391 (T. D. 32821). 

[Reversed.] 
Walter Evans Hampton for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Thomas J. Doherty, special attorney, 

of counsel), for the United States. 

Before MonTGoMERY, Smrra, BArBER, DE Vries, and MARTIN, Judges. 

DE Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The importation was of small lacquered metal boxes, Lavine a 

slit in the top and a lock thereupon accompanied by a key. They 
were classified for dutiable purposes by the collector at the port of 
New York under the Provisions of paragraph 195 of the tariff act of 
1909, which reads as follows: : 

195. Cans, boxes, packages, and other containers of all kinds (except such as are 
hermetically sealed by soldering or otherwise), composed wholly or in chief value of 
metal lacquered or printed by any process of lithography whatever, if filled or unfilled, 
and whether their contents be dutiable or free, four cents per pound and thirty-five 
per centum ad valorem: Provided, That none of the foregoing articles shall pay a less 
rate of duty than fifty-five per centum ad valorem; but no cans, boxes, packages, or 
containers of any kind, of the capacity of five pounds or under, subject to duty under 
this paragraph, shall pay less duty than if the same were imported empty; and the 

" dutiable value of the same shall include all packing charges, cartons, wrappings, 
envelopes, and printed matter accompanying them when such cans, boxes, packages, 
or containers are imported wholly or partly filled with merchandise exempt from duty 
(except liquids and merchandise commercially known as drugs) and which is com- 
monly dealt in at wholesale in the country of original exportation in bulk or in 
packages exceeding five pounds in capacity: Provided further, That paper, cardboard 
or pasteboard wrappings or containers that are made and used only for the purpose of 
oo or containing the articles with which they are filled, and after such use are 
mere waste material, shall not be dutiable unless their contents are dutiable. 

They are claimed by the appellants, the importers, to be dutiable 
under the provisions of paragraph 199 of that act as manufactures 
of metal not specially provided for; or, in the alternative, under the 
provisions of paragraph 431 of that act as toys. The Board of Gen- 
eral Appraisers overruled the protest and errors are assigned to this 
court. 

One assigned error is that the Board of General Appraisers erred 
in not admitting testimony that these articles were sold in the toy 
departments of certain retail stores and testimony that they were 
ordered by wholesale houses in this country from abroad as ‘ toys.” 

The court is of the opinion that if any error were committed by the 
board in sustaining objections to these proffers of testimony it was
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immaterial error. It is conceded by counsel for appellant in his 
brief that he was not attempting to show commercial designation. 
In the record is set forth the character and uses of the articles them- 
selves. It is stated by the appellant in his brief that they are used 
“for holding a variety of articles in ordinary everyday personal 
transactions; also to amuse children in their play, as an examination 
of the article clearly indicates.” An examination of the articles 
further indicates that they are of a class of merchandise encountered 
in our everyday observations in hardware and other stores which 
are made and used for a great variety of purposes other than for the 
amusement of children and are articles of common demand and sale. 

We are satisfied from this admission of counsel, the appearance of 
the articles themselves, and the testimony in the case, that they are 
not toys within that term as used in the tariff act and construed by 
this court. It was, therefore, immaterial that evidence going to 
show the same, other than evidence of commercial designation, was 
excluded by the board. The board was of the same opinion, stating 
“it clearly appears that the articles are not toys.” 

They were classified by the Board of General Appraisers for duti- 
able Jatpesas as “containers” under the provisions of said para- 

raph 195. 
2 The contention made by the appellants, both before the board and 
this court is that the provisions of paragraph 195 relate to such con- 
tainers only of the character therein described which are ordinarily 
employed as containers or holders in the transportation of merchan- 
dise. The Board of General Appraisers declined to accept this view 
of the statute. The board based its rulings chiefly upon the con- 
struction previously given paragraph 99 of the tariff act of 1897, 
wherein bottles were provided for, restricted by the same phrase. The 
board states: 

The rulings under the life of that act did not exclude on that account such bottles 
as were ordinarily employed otherwise than as containers for the holding or trans- 
portation of merchandise. 

It is then pointed out that bottles used in chemical operations, 
such as Woulff flasks or Koch flasks, were held dutiable under this 
provision of the law, which holding was on appeal affirmed in Eimer 
& Amend ». United States (126 Fed., 439; T. Db, 25112). It is then 
stated that to meet this decision Congress in the act of 1909 enacted 
a provision to the contrary with reference to such chemical con- 
tainers. The inference drawn by the board is that as Congress did 
not likewise modify paragraph 195 of the present tariff act the con- 
struction of paragraph 99 of the tariff act of 1897 should obtain. 
This process of legal logic rests the decision upon a i of con- 
struction and that mainly upon other paragraphs of the act. Where, 
however, the law contains express words indicative of a legislative 
intent and leading to a certain conclusion, construction may not be 
resorted to for a contrary conclusion. ; 

The statute itself furnishes the best means of its own exposition; and if the intent 
of the act can be clearly ascertained from a reading of its provisions, and all its parts 
may be brought into harmony therewith, that intent will prevail without resorting to 
other aids for construction. 

Lewis's Sutherland Statutory Construction, volume 2, section 348. 
We are satisfied that paragraph 195 contains intrinsic evidences 

in the express words of the act that conduce to the conclusion above
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reached. The words are ‘‘cans, boxes, packages, and other containers 
of all kinds.” The insertion of the words ‘other containers,” thereby 
impressing upon the legislative provision a character thereby limited 
in accordance with the rule of ejusdem generis, must be given some 
effect. This is particularly true as will hereafter be shown in view 
of the manner in which those words made their appearance in the 
law during its enactment. 

The obvious purpose of Congress seems to have been to confine 
the operation of the paragraph to containers. This court in Illfelder 
& Co. et al. v. United States (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 299; T. D. 32040), in 
construing paragraph 195 and its relation to subsection 18 of section 
28 of the act, held that Paras 195 carved out of said subsection 
18 the special classes of containers enumerated in paragraph 195. 
The underlying principle of that case was that the articles provided 
for in both provisions of the law were alike as to whether or not they 
were containers. The containers, the subject matter of said subsec- 
tion 18, were by the express terms of that act limited to those con- 
tainers used for the transportation of goods. 
When we turn to paragraph 195 we find similar evidences of the 

legislative intent. One of the conditions provided in that paragraph 
as to the merchandise the subject thereof is related only to mer- 
chandise in the course of wmport transportation. It is said by the 
legislature that the provisions shall apply to the described articles 
“and whether their contents be dutiable or free.” If the legisla- 
tive mind was dwelling upon goods to which this phrase would be 
applicable it must have been dwelling upon goods in the course of 
import transportation. It would hardly be suggested that the 
legislature was inserting this condition in an act which contemplated 
goods which were not in the course of import transportation. 

The whole framework of the paragraph is related expressly to 
merchandise used during transportation and at the time of importa- 
tion. 

The fact that these boxes are provided with a slot within which 
money and other articles may be deposited, and with a lock and key 
for their safe-keeping, indicates a use other than in the course of 
transportation. So, too, their ornamental character indicates a 
different character to be applied to them in actual use rather than to 
the uses of transportation. So the remaining provisions of para- 
graph 195, and each of them, contain language relating to these con- 
tainers which relate the application of the statute to them while 
and as being imported. 

The provision originated in the Senate and in lieu of the words 
““containers of all kinds” in its earlier legislative stages was related 
to the words ‘‘packages of all kinds.” Before its final passage, how- 
ever, the latter words were eliminated and the former substituted. 

This adoption of the language of subsection 18 of section 28 of the 
act as denominative of the subject of this dutiable provision brought 
with it, when read in connection with the remainder of the paragraph 
the limitation stated. 

Furthermore, it was necessary in order to address the language of 
enactment to containers or coverings only as distinguished from 
their contents, to insert the words ‘ ‘filled or unfilled,” which office 
of these words was filled by other similarly effective words in said 
subsection 18.
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For these reasons we are of the opinion that the application of 
paragraph 195 should be restricted, and is by the express language 
thereof restricted, as hereinbefore indicated. Tt follows that the decis- - 
ion of the Board of General Appraisers should be, and is, reversed. 

  

ExaisiT 28. 

(T. D. 33836.) 

St. John's bread. 

Unrrep States v. WINTER & Sminnie (No. 1132). 

Locust BEANS CHOPPED INTO COARSE PIECES. 

The locust pods had been chopped into coarse pieces, the pith and seed being 
indiscriminately mixed together, but relatively few of the seed being broken in 
the process and nothing being taken away. The importation is accordingly not 
to be deemed a manufacture, but rather as by its collective name it is designated 
“St. John’s bread.” It was entitled to free entry. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, October 24, 1913. 

AppEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 31521 (T. D. 33242.) 

[Affirmed.] 

William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Frank L. Lawrence, special attor- 
ney, on the brief), for the United States. 
5 A. Levett for appellees. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MARTIN, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise now before the court consists of locust pods 

chopped into coarse pieces, the pith and seeds being indiscriminately 
mixed together. 

The importers claim that the article is St. John’s bread or bean, 
and therefore entitled to free entry under the eo nomine provisions of 
paragraph 668 of the tariff act of 1909. The appraiser reported the 
merchandise as St. John’s bread, but furthermore reported that the 
chopping process had destroyed the beans as seeds; he therefore 
nts return that the importation was not entitled to free entry under 

paragraph 668, but was dutiable as prepared edible fruit at 2 cents 
per pound under paragraph 274 of the act. Duty was assessed upon 
the article in accordance with this return. 

The importers duly filed their protest against the assessment and 
the same was submitted to the Board of General Appraisers and was 
sustained. From that decision of the board the Government now 
prosecutes this appeal. 

The following is a copy of paragraph 668, act of 1909, under which 
the importers claim: 

668. Seeds: Anise, canary, caraway, cardamom, cauliflower, coriander, cotton, 
cummin, fennel, fenugreek, hemp, hoarhound, mangel-wurzel, mustard, rape, Saint 
John’s bread or bean, sugar beet, sorghum or sugar cane for seed; bulbs and bulbous 
roots, not edible and not otherwise provided for in this section; all flower and grass 
seeds; evergreen seedlings; all the foregoing not specially provided for in this section.
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There was no oral testimony submitted at the hearing before the 
board, but a sample of the importation was placed in evidence and 
the same is now before the court. An inspection of the sample dis- 
closes the fact that the dry pith of the locust pods has been cut into 
coarse pieces, but that the seeds are almost entirely intact, rela- 
tively few of them having been broken by the process. Moreover, 
the broken seeds are so nearly entire that they may not have lost 
the capability of germination. Therefore the finding upon which 
the appraiser rested his return is negatived by an inspection of the 
exhibits. 

The Government, however, contends that paragraph 668 of the 
free list relates exclusively to seeds alone, and therefore that the 
name St. John’s bread or bean, therein appearing, applies only to 
the seeds of the locust pod and not to the pith and seeds when mixed 
together. This claim concerning the meaning of the name in ques- 
tion may best be answered by the following authorities: 

The New International Encyclopaedia— 

Carob, algaroba, locust tree.—* * * The seeds are bitter and of no use, but the 
sweet pulp renders the pods an important article of food to the poorer classes of the 
countries in which the tree grows, as they contain as much as 60 per cent of sugar. 
They are very much used by the Moors and Arabs. They are also valuable as food 
for horses and cattle, for which they are much employed in the south of Europe, 
and have of late years begun to be extensively imported into Great Britain under 
the name of locust beans or Saint John’s bread. * * * 

Encyclopaedia Britannica— 

Locust tree, or carob tree.—* * * The pods are eaten by men and animals, and 
in Sicily a spirit and a syrup are made from them. These husks being often used for 
swine are called swine’s bread, and are probably referred to in the parable of the 
Prodigal Son. It is also called St. John’s bread, from a misunderstanding of Matt. n. 

iii, 4. * * * 
Century Dictionary and Cyclopedia— 
Carob bean, n. The pod or fruit of the carob; St. John’s bread. 

Murray’s New English Dictionary— 

Carob.—* * * 1. The fruit of an evergreen leguminous tree (Ceratonia siliqua), 
carob tree, a native of the Levant; a long flat hornlike pod containing numerous 
hard seeds embedded in pulp. Also called carob bean, carob pod. Generally identi- 
fied with the ‘‘husks” eaten by the prodigal in the parable, Luke XV, 16; and by 
some taken to be the “locusts” eaten by John the Baptist, whence the names Locust 
pods and St. John’s bread. 

From the foregoing extracts it seems clear that the name “St. 
John’s bread’ applies to the entire pod of the carob and that the 
origin of the name relates especially to the edible pith rather than 
to the seeds as such. This meaning is so well established that it 
should prevail against the construction of ejusdem generis presented 
by the Government. Congress evidently intended to include both 
od and seeds as one article under that name. 
The following reference to this subject is found in Notes on Tariff 

Revision (p. 787): 

St. John’s bread, or carob bean, or algaroba bean, is the fruit of the carob tree, 
which grows along the Mediterranean. These beans are sometimes imported into 
this country as a food for horses. There were no importations in 1907. 

As already stated, the present importation is a mixture of chopped 
pith and seeds, and the question arises whether or not it is properly
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a manufacture of carob pods rather than St. John’s bread itself. 
The record gives no information concerning the form in which the - 
article is commonly imported. It does not appear, however, that 
the present mixture differs in collective name, character, or use from 
the entire pods. The only difference is that the pods have been 
coarsely chopped into fragments; but these have all the uses of the 
entire pods, and no more. Nothing has been added in substance to 
the pods by this process and nothing taken away; and the material 
in hand rightly seems to be covered by the same collective name 
which applies to the pods themselves. On this state of the record 
the court does not incline to a reversal of the board’s decision, and 
the same is therefore affirmed. 

  

Exuaisrr 29. 

(T. D. 33939.) 

Unmanufactured reeds. 

Untrep StATEs v. WINTER & SMmmuie (No. 1206). 

REEps UNMANUFACTURED AND IN THE ROUGH. 

Reeds imported in the rough in the crudest form in which such reeds are im- 
ported are unmanufactured, and fall within the terms of paragraph 713 of the act 
of 1909 for “reeds unmanufactured * * * or not further advanced than cut 
into lengths suitable for sticks for umbrellas, parasols, sunshades, etc.,”” although 
not suitable for sticks, etc. The fact that a further provision or exception extended 
the paragraph to reeds partly manufactured, to wit, when advanced but not further 
than cut into lengths suitable for sticks, etc., does not exclude the importation in 
question therefrom. The further provision was not designed as restrictive, but the 
words employed are words of extension. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, November 28, 1913. 

ArpeAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32085 (T. D. 
333 62). 

[Affirmed.] 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles D. Lawrence, special 

attorney, on the brief), for the United States. : 
B. A. Levett for appellees. 

Before MoNTcOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIEs, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MontaoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise the subject of controversy in this case is reported 

by the appraiser to consist of round reeds manufactured from rattan, 
measuring less than 7 millimeters in diameter. The testimony in- 
troduced in the record shows that the merchandise in its present 
form is properly designated as a reed, and counsel for the Govern- 
ment concedes that it should be so treated on the strength of earlier 
decisions relating to this class of merchandise. The finding of the 
board is that it is the crudest form of reed imported, and this finding 
is fully sustained by the testimony. It is, as reported, less than 7 
millimeters in diameter. It is not suitable for sticks for umbrellas,
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parasols, or sunshades. The question presented is whether it is 
classifiable under the provision of paragraph 212, which reads: 

Chair cane or reeds wrought or manufactured from rattan or reeds, * * * 10 
per centum ad valorem— 

or as free of duty under paragraph 713 as— 
Rattan, reeds unmanufactured * * * or not further advanced than cut into 

lengths suitable for sticks for umbrellas, parasols, sunshades, whips, fishing rods, or 
walking canes. 

The board held the article entitled to free entry on the authority of 
Foppes v. Magone (40 Fed., 570). In this case 1t was said: 

It appears * * * that the core or central part of the rattan which is left after 
the stripping, is known in trade and commerce, and was for many years prior to the 
passage of the act of 1883 well known in trade and commerce, as a “reed.” Upon that 
point there is no dispute on the testimony. It 2Dpoas, then, that when the rattan 

as gone through this first transformation there is left the external rind, cut into narrow 
strips, and the inner core, which is commercially a “reed,” and which, therefore, 
must be taken to be a reed within the meaning of the tariff act. With it as a reed, then, 
we are concerned. If it is a reed, unmanufactured, it comes in free; if a reed, manu- 
factured, it should pay 10 per cent duty. Now, the central core orround reed * * * 
is in the same condition in which nature produced it, except that the outer covering 
or enamel, which made it a rattan, has been stripped off. Nothing other or different 
has been done to it than that. In other words, it is one of the products of the first 
process of manufacture to which the rattan is subjected; and when that first process 
is completed, and this product, the reed, is produced, it is a reed, pure and simple, 
and in the first condition in which a reed, as such, is known to the tariff. I can not 
see, therefore, that the round reeds can fairly be held to be “reeds manufactured.” 

This statement accurately describes the importation here under 
consideration, and except for the contention of the Government that 
it should be distinguished because of modifications of the tariff law 
and of later decisions would be persuasive, if not controlling. Gov- 
ernment counsel, however, contends that the case should be distin- 
guished and has been distinguished by the board and the courts in 
cases arising under statutes later than that there considered, includ- 
ing the act of 1909. 

Certain results may be stated as having been reached, first, that 
the hard substance of the reed produced as the present reed is from 
rattan and of a size suitable for sticks, etc., has generally been held 
free of duty, and later, upon fuller records, the soft pith has been 
likewise held free of duty when of a size admitting of its being used 
for sticks for umbrellas, canes, etc. But in some of the board cases 
the crude pith or reed less than 7 millimeters in diameter has been 
held unsuitable for sticks and not entitled to free entry. ; 

There has been some confusion in the cases. To illustrate: In 
G. A. 761 (T. D. 11586) an opinion by Wilkinson, General Appraiser, 
in construing paragraph 229 of the act of 1890, which provided for 
chair canes or reeds wrought or manufactured from rattan or reeds, 
and whether round, square, or any other shape, 10 per cent ad valo- 
rem, in connection with a provision in the free list (paragraph 756) 
for reeds in the rough or not further manufactured or cut into lengths 
suitable for sticks, ete., it was said: 

Paragraph 229 provides for ‘‘chair cane, or reeds, wrought or manufactured from 
rattans or reeds.” We are of the opinion that the correct construction of this para- 
graph is ‘chair canes or chair reeds,’ for any other rendering would lead to such 
absurd phraseology as ‘‘reeds wrought or manufactured from reeds.” As the rattans 
in question are not chair canes or reeds, the classification under paragraph 229 was 
erroneous.
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This decision was announced in 1891. In 1892, in G. A. 1665 (T. D. 
13244), it was said: . 

Rattans with the bark or skin peeled off are known as reeds. Those reeds may be 
and are often converted by one or more drawings through cutting machines into 
smaller reeds, round, oval, square, or flat. A reed omen from rattan may thus be 
manufactured into small reeds, such as the ‘‘Chinese reed,”” which is used in making 
brooms, or the reed winding, which is used in the manufacture of chairs, baby car- 
riages, etc. A 

Paragraph 229 says: ‘‘Chair cane or reeds, wrought or manufactured from rattan or 
reeds.” A construction of the paragraph to better exhibit the intent of Congress 
would be “chair cane and reeds, wrought,” etc. 

Paragraph 756 provides for reeds in the rough not otherwise specially provided for 
or not further manufactured than cut into lengths suitable for sticks for whips, etc. 
The only reeds in the rough which have come under our observation are reeds made 
from rattans, but as they are specially provided for without any limitation in para- 
graph 229 the exemption does not operate in their favor. : 

The board, however, held in further discussion that the provision 
for reeds which were suitable to cut into lengths for sticks or whips 
was a controlling provision and that stock of that character was 
entitled to free entry. The reason for a departure from the construc- 
tion which was placed upon paragraph 229 in the earlier decision and 
the adoption of the altogether arbitrary one of substituting the con- 
struction ‘chair cane and reeds wrought’ in place of the language 
employed by the paragraph is not stated. Nor is it clear how 1t 
could be consistently said that the crudest form of reeds were spe- 
cially provided for as reeds wrought, but that the same n. s. p. f. 
provision should not be extended to include such material which 
might be cut into sticks or whips, etc., and thus further advanced. 

But the case cited by and relied upon by the Government of Foppes 
v. United States (154 Fed., 866) does not rest upon any distinction 
between reeds which are suitable to be cut into lengths for sticks or 
whips and other reeds in the rough. The decision in that case reads 
as follows: 

These are reeds of rattan, from which the outside that is used for seating chairs has 
been removed, not further manufactured than cut into lengths suitable for whips. 
Chair cane, or reeds manufactured from rattans or reeds are dutiable at 10 per cent; 

' while reeds with other woods in the rough and not further manufactured than cut 
into lengths are free. These reeds are not exactly in the rough; and the reeds asso- 
ciated with chair cane do not seem to be confined to chair reeds. These seem to be 
reeds wrought from rattans and to be dutiable at 10 per cent, as assessed. 

It will be seen that the court made no distinction in that opinion 
between reeds which were suitable for cutting into lengths and other 
reeds produced from rattan, and it is to be clearly inferred from the 
record and the discussion of counsel that this broad holding has not 
been followed by the assessing officers, and it is to be noted that the 
opinion itself does not show precisely what the condition of the reeds 
were which were under consideration. They were described as not 
exactly in the rough, whatever that may mean. In the present case, 
however, the reeds are described as the crudest reed ever imported. 

In my own view, a sufficient ground for maintaining the contention 
of the importer can be found in either of these two provisions. The 
rovision of paragraph 212 for chair cane or reeds wrought or manu- 
actured from rattans or reeds, as it was very aptly stated in the 

-opinion of Wilkinson, General Appraiser, first above quoted, can 
not be given full force without restricting it to chair cane or chair 
reeds. The chair reeds when wrought or manufactured from rat-
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tans or reeds were made subject to a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem. 
But only when so wrought, and only when wrought to a condition 
which properly designated them as chair reeds. Now, in the free list 
reeds unmanufactured are provided for when in the rough. That in 
the present case the reeds are unmanufactured, and that they are in 
the rough, being the crudest material imported as reeds, and, in fact, 
corresponding with the reeds referred to in Foppes v. Magone, supra, 
as the first evolution of the reed from the rattan, is made clear from 
the record. The fact that reeds thus far advanced may not (and still 
be within the exemption) be further advanced than cut into lengths 
suitable for sticks, etc., does not lead to the conclusion that reeds 
which can not be or are not susceptible of being so advanced (whether 
they are advanced beyond the stage in the rough within the meaning 
of the paragraph) are excluded from the paragraph. 

The paragraph should be construed in the alternative if reeds are 
unmanufactured and in the rough. They fall clearly within the 
terms thus far. But a further provision or exception was provided 
extending the terms to reeds partly manufactured, to wit, advanced 
but not advanced further than cut into lengths suitable for sticks, 
etc. These words are not words of restriction, but words of exten- 
sion. 

The board therefore reached the correct conclusion and the decision 
should be affirmed. 

  

Exner 30. 

(T. D. 33874.) 

Rubber waste. 

Magee & Co. et al. v. Unirep States (No. 1124). 

Scrars oF NEw or WorN RUBBER. 

There is no basis in the record for segregating the worn and the new scrap rubber 
of the importation. The new scrap rubber here is not a manufactured article 
with a changed texture; it is still rubber and “rubber, crude.” Since 1890 rubber 
of this description had been entitled to free entry, and the act of 1909, which still 
relates the scrap there dealt with to the articles of which it had once been composed, 
does not withdraw from the term ‘rubber, crude” anything that had theretofore 
fallen within the clause. The merchandise was entitled to free entry.—United 
States v. Michelin Tire Co. (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 518; T. D. 31544). 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, November 11, 1913. 

Appeal from Board of United States asl Appraisers, Abstract 31630 (T. D. 
263). 

[Reversed.] 

Churchill & Marlow for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Leland N. Wood, special attorney, 

on the brief), for the United States. 

Before MoNTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

MonTcoMERY, Presiding Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
The merchandise involved in this appeal consists of so-called scrap 

rubber waste. It comprises articles of new rubber, such as balls, all 
_ of which are defective and unfit for ordinary use, scrap pieces of new
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rubber, rubber shoes which have not been worn but damaged in manu- 
facture, and included in the importation it is said there is also sera 
rubber, articles of various kinds, which have been in actual physic 
use, and as the result of such use have been worn out. As the record 
furnishes no basis for any segregation of the old and worn-out por- 
tions from those which are clippings from new material, the case 
should be treated as though the articles were all of the description 
indicated by the report of the appraiser as scraps or pieces of new 
rubber or rubber not worn out by use, and the importers appear to 
have so treated the goods. 

The goods were held subject to duty as waste not specially pro- 
vided for under paragraph 479 of the act of 1909. Free entry was 
claimed by the importer under the provisions of paragraph 591, 
which reads as follows: 

India rubber, crude, and milk of, and scrap or refuse India rubber, fit only for 
remanufacture, and which has been worn out by use. 

The history of this provision dates back to the tariff act of 1883, 
in which there appeared in the free list, ‘‘india rubber, crude and 
milk of,” and a provision in the similitude clause that ‘‘nonenumer- 
ated articles er in material and quality and texture, and the use 
to which they may be applied, to articles on the free list, and in the 
manufacture of which no dutiable materials are used, shall be free.” 
The question arose under this act as to whether old worn-out india- 
rubber shoes and scraps of rubber were entitled to free entry. The 
court held that the old shoes, having lost their commercial use and 
value as such, and having a value only by reason of the india rubber 
they contained, were a substitute for crude rubber; that they could not 
fairly be called articles composed of rubber, and as such dutiable 
under a provision for such articles; and that although they may have 
originally been manufactured articles composed of india rubber 
they had lost their commercial value as such articles and substantially 
were merely the material called crude rubber. Cadwalader v. Jessup 
& Moore Paper Co. (149 U. S., 350). 

Following the decision of this case at the circuit, and before the 
case was reached in the Supreme Court, the act of 1890 had changed 
the form of the provision for free india rubber to read as follows: 

India rubber, crude, and milk of, and old scrap or refuse India rubber, which 
has been worn out by use and is fit only for remanufacture. 

This language was continued in the act of 1897, and in 1909 the 
paragraph was modified to read: 

India rubber, crude, and milk of, and scrap or refuse India rubber, fit only for 
remanufacture and which has been worn out by use. 

+ It is obvious that under the act of 1890 the scrap which was pro- 
vided for in the free list as scrap was the old scrap derived from 
articles of india rubber which Sor been worn out by use and which 
was fit only for remanufacture. The change of the act of 1909 by 
the omission of the word ‘‘old”’ appears not to have changed the 
meaning, at least such is the contention of the Government. So the 
real question is whether the placing in 1890 of old scrap or refuse 
india rubber which had been worn out by use in the Ra list in 
terms had any other effect than to adopt the rule laid down in the 
Cadwalader case, where the similitude clause was relied upon to sus- 
tain the holding. Such we think is the force and effect of this 

H D—63-3—vol 107——38
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language. Whatever before that had fallen within the term ‘‘india 
rubber, crude,” was in no way affected by this legislative provision 
incorporating in terms what had before rested upon the rule of simili- 
tude, namely, treating as crude old scrap or refuse which resulted 
from the use of a manufactured article which has been worn out 

use. 
V The question then recurs as to whether scrap or the unused por- 

tions of crude rubber which have never been used as an article, but 
containing simply the material rubber, are anything other than crude 
rubber. Obviously the word ‘‘crude’ here is not applied to articles 
composed of rubber, but its application is to the material. It would 
seem not to be very important, in determining whether rubber is 
crude, to distinguish its various forms, whether it be cut into small 
ieces or into large pieces or in one shape or form or another so 
ong as it has not reached the dignity of an article, but is merely 
the material out of which an article 1s made. While it is such 1t 
would seem to be crude material, hence crude rubber. 

This accords with the view which was expressed by this court in 
the case of United States ». Michelin Tire Co. (1 Ct. Cust. Appls,, 
518; T. D. 31544.) We were there dealing with paragraph 579 of the 
act of 1897 and it was said: 

The manifest purpose of Congress in paragraph 579 was to put on the free list all 
india rubber, whatever its source or condition, which was imported to be used as 
a material in the manufacture of india-rubber articles. * * * Old scrap or refuse 
india rubber, owing to the sources from which it was obtained and condition in which 
it was found, needed qualifications lest there be introduced free under that term 
otherwise dutiable articles. The actual thing made free by this provision seems 
to have been lost sight of. It is a provision enacted solely for the purpose of Jper- 
mitting free entry of india rubber as and when a manufacturing material. * x 
The Congress having in mind rubber only, and that the source of much of this rubber 
in condition as found was old shoes, tires, hose, and other similar sources, which were 
Sppaseniy “articles” or “manufactures” dutiable under other specific provisions 
of the tariff law, confined its language in pamyraph 579 so as to embrace only the 
rubber contained in these old articles. It 1s not old rubber shoes or old rubber tires 
or old rubber hose that are made free, but is the old scrap or refuse rubber found in 
these things. 

And we there held that the india rubber recovered from worn-out 
articles was, under this paragraph, entitled to free entry. 

We think it is clear that the purpose of Congress was, as stated, 
to admit free of duty rubber which was a material for the manu- 
facture of india-rubber articles and which was nothing more. This 
was sufficiently provided for as to rubber in any form so long as it 
was crude. oo 

In United States ». Sheldon (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 485; T. D. 32245), 
in the opinion of Judge De Vries, it is said: 

The word “crude” as used in tariff laws has by construction and a long and con- 
sistent line of decisions been given a meaning somewhat variant from its common 
and accepted meaning, the frequent reenactment of the term in the statute having 
been tantamount to a confirmation thereof. What constitutes a refining or advance 
in condition from the crude state of the article has likewise been the subject of judicial 
and legislative construction, and it is not every manipulation, though it may add 
something to the value or condition of the article, which may be held to bring it 
within such language of the statute. Its presence in a tariff act requires that it be 
construed with a thought to its apposite conditions provided in the act, to wit, manu- 
factured or a condition of substantial advancement by processing. 

Further in the same opinion, at page 497, it was said: 
And in United States v. Michelin Tire Co. * * * this court held that where old 

scrap or crude rubber was chopped and there was separated therefrom particles of
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iron, such as rivets, valves, etc., grinding the rubber into smaller particles, chemically 
treating, washing, riffling, and blowing these, are all done to separate the rubber 
from the other component materials of the old scrap or refuse from which it was 
reclaimed; in short, to recover or reclaim the rubber content of these old articles in 
a shape suitable for transportation or paTseting did not carry it out in the category 
of “crude” rubber in paragraph 579 of the tariff act of 1909. 

The case of United States v. Michelin Tire Co. as thus construed is 
decisive of the present case. 

Of course, rubber which had at any stage of its history been made 
into articles could no longer be said to be crude rubber, except by 
similitude, or except as made so by the express terms of the enact- 
ment, which, as above stated, was first had in 1890. But not so new 
scrap, which never had formed an article of commerce or taken on 
any form subjecting it to duty under the terms of the tariff law. 
Such material had not lost its identity as rubber. It was not a manu- 
factured article which had been changed in texture. It was still rub- 
ber, and ‘‘rubber, crude,” and was therefore, under the act of 1883, 
entitled to free entry. 1t was not taken out of the terms of that act 
by the act of 1890 or 1897, nor, as we think, by the act of 1909, which 
still relates the scrap there dealt with to the articles of which it had 
once been composed and does not withdraw from the term ‘‘rubber, 
crude,” anything that theretofore had fallen within that clause. 

We think, for the reasons stated, that the merchandise is entitled 
to free entry, and the decision of the board is reversed. 

  

Exuarmsir 31. 

(T. D. 34254.) 

Russwan lambskins. 

GoAT AND SHEEPSKIN IMPORT Co. et al. v. UNITED STATES (No. 1241). 

1. CONSTRUCTION. 

Commercial designation is first to be ascertained and if found to exist it controls 
the application of the language of the statute. 

2. IBm. f 

Where two terms of description are differentiated in a statute and in another para- 
graph one of these terms is employed, its use here must be taken to be confined to 
the single subject matter expressed, exclusive of the other. 

3. Isp. 

An administrative interpretation, long continued and adopted in legislation, is 
controlling. 

4. LAMBSKINS NOT SHEEPSKINS. 

In conformity with these principles of construction lambskins can not be deemed 
sheepskins, and the merchandise was entitled to free entry whether classified 
under either paragraph 574 or 676, tariff act of 1909. 

United States Court of Customs Appeals, January 14, 1914. 

AppEAL from Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 32961 (T. D. 33594). 

[Reversed.] 
Comstock & Washburn for appellants. 
William L. Wemple, Assistant Attorney General (Charles E. McNabb, assistant 

attorney, of counsel; Charles D. Lawrence, special attorney, on the brief), for the United
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Before MONTGOMERY, SMITH, BARBER, DE VRIES, and MARTIN, Judges. 

DE Vries, Judge, delivered the opinion of the court: 
This a peal brings up for determination the dutiable classification 

of Fhe under the tariff act of 1909. The importation was of 
Russian lambskins. Free entry was accorded those upon which 
there was no wool. On the wool contained upon the others there was 
levied by the collector of customs at the port of New York duty at 
the rate of 3 cents per pound under the provisions of paragraphs 370 
and 371 of said act. The importers, who are the CRE here, 
claim that the lambskins, inclusive of the wool, are entitled to free 
entry. Other contentions are made by. the appellants, but in our 
view of the case they are not controlling and the merchandise is 
entitled to free entry under the provisions of either paragraph 574 or 
676 of the act. These several paragraphs read: 

370. On wools of the third class and on camel’s hair of the third class the value 
whereof shall be 12 cents or less per pound, the duty shall be 4 cents per pound. On 
wools of the third class, and on camel’s hair of the third class, the value whereof shall 
exceed 12 cents per pound, the duty shall be 7 cents per pound. 

371. The duty on wools on the skin shall be 1 cent less per pound than is imposed 
in this schedule on other wools of the same class and condition, the quantity and 
value to be ascertained under such rules as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe. 

574. Fur skins of all kinds not dressed in any manner and not specially provided for 
in this section. : 

676. Skins of all kinds, raw (except sheepskins with the wool on), and hides not 
specially provided for in this section. 

The Board of General Appraisers in overruling these protests suc- 
cinctly stated the position taken by quoting from a previous decision 
of the board the following concise statement: 

It is wholly immaterial whether the skins are of sheep or lambs; the growth thereon 
is wool, and subject to duty as such. 

It is a fundamental principle of statutory construction, which we 
think this statement overlooks, that in the determination of the 
force and effect of every statute the whole act must be read together 
and each part, if possible, be given some efficiency. If the dutiable 
provisions, paragraphs 370 and 371, quoted supra, stood alone, 
unaffected by any other provisions of the tariff law, we might be 
justified in saying that the importation is in part at least of wool, 
that wool is made dutiable under these provisions, and, therefore, 

~ this merchandise should be accordingly rated for dutiable purposes. 
But these dutiable provisions do not stand alone, and whatever force 
and effect is accorded them by construction must be subject to and 
in harmony with the associated provisions in pari materia of the same 
act. 

The case as presented is one which is fraught with serious doubt. 
It is not one in which the legislative words and purpose are free from 
serious question. Accordingly, in the ascertainment of the legislative 
meaning, we are controlled by the intent indicated by the well-known 
rules of statutory interpretation and construction. In this inquiry 
in this case there is afforded the exceptional situation that all the 
applicable rules of statutory construction lead to the same conclusion. 

First and foremost of the rules of construction applicable to a 
customs revenue measure is the primary one that the words of the 
legislative body must be considered to have been used in conformity 
with the customs and usages of the particular trade. Commercial
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designation is first to be ascertained, and, if found to exist, held to 
control the application of the language of the legislature. - Cadwala- 
der ». Zeh (151 U. S., 171-176), United States v. Vandegrift & Co. 
(3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 161; T. D. 32457), Guthman, Solomons & Co. ». 
United States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 286; T. D. 32574). 

This record presents no conflict upon this question of fact. Three 
witnesses testified, two on behalf of the importer and one on behalf 
of the Government. Those who testified on behalf of the importer 
were long experienced wholesale dealers in sheepskins and lamb- 
skins. The Government witness who testified was the examiner 
of this class of merchandise at the port of New York, of admitted 
qualifications and long experience. They all agreed that in the 
trade and commerce of the country there was a well defined, long 
established, and generally accepted distinction between lambskins 
and sheepskins. They likewise agreed that this distinction was 
clearly and easily distinguishable, resting itself in the differences of 
appearance, weight, and texture, size and use of the respective 
articles. The significance of this distinction is made obvious by the 
language of paragraph 676 of the free list. It is conceded by all 
arties, as is made apparent by a reading of the various provisions 

an pari materia of the act, that if lambskins are not included within 
the exception to paragraph 676 of the free list, they fall within the 
urview of that paragraph, and hence as “skins of all kinds” are 

entitled to free entry. Preliminary to this inquiry we are confronted 
with the rule that the exception which carves out of the statute 
something ordinarily included within its purview must be strictly 
construed. “An exception is strictly construed.” (2 Lewis Suther- 
land Statutory Cons., sec 351.) Bearing in mind then that the 
exception in paragraph 676, which is related to sheepskins alone, 
must be strictly construed; and being at the same time confronted 
by undisputed testimony in the record that the trade and commerce 
of the country did not recognize lambskins as sheepskins, there would 
seem to be no escape from the conclusion that the Congress did not 
intend to include them as such, but did include them in the more 
Snel language of the purview of that paragraph as ‘‘ skins of all 
nds.” 
The second rule of construction here applicable is that of legislative 

differentiation. The question for solution being whether or not in 
paragraph 676 the Congress intended to include within the word 
sheepskins, lambskins as well, some light is thrown upon the question 
by the contrasted use of the respective words, not alone in the act 
under consideration, but in previous acts in part materia. It is a 
logical inference and a legal probability, if not conclusion, that if 
the Congress in its legislation upon this subject has differentiated 
the words, using both to express its purpose where both were intended 
to be included, that the use of but one of these words was intended 
by Congress to be confined to the single subject matter expressed 
exclusive of the other. 

Addressing our attention first to the act under consideration (the 
tariff act of 1909), we find in paragraph 451 that Congress has levied 
a duty upon both sheepskins and ar that it did not content 
itself with the use of the word sheepskins alone, but uses the language 
‘““sheep and goat skins (including lamb and kid skins) * * *” 
When, therefore, we turn therefrom to paragraph 676 of the same act,
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‘which is the provision which excepts out of paragraph 451 that which 
otherwise would be included therewithin, it or the competing para- 
graph in the law with the foregoing one, and find that Congress has 
taken out of the purview of that paragraph by exception sheepskins 
only, we can see no escape from the conclusion that the word sheep- 
skins in paragraph 676 was used advisedly in contrast with both 
sheepskins 3 lambskins in paragraph 451, and did not include lamb- 
skins. If this were an Wa new provision of tariff law with which 
the legislative body was dealing it might with more force be contended 
that the congressional expression was accidental and not intentional, 
though that would not necessarily change or affect the rule of con- 
struction. The force of this suggestion, moreover, is entirely neutral- 
ized by an advertence to previous tariff acts in pari materia. The 
subject matter, lambskins, as expressly distinguished from sheepskins 
in the language above quoted from paragraph 451, first made its 
appearance in paragraph 456 of the tariff act of 1890 in the same 
form, wherein the Congress legislated as to ‘‘sheep and goat skins, in- 
cluding lamb and kid skins, * * *?’° The language was repeated 
in paragraph 341 of the tariff act of 1894 and paragraph 438 of the 
tariff act of 1897. So that covering a period of almost 20 years, 
during which four reenactments of this legislative subject were had 
by Congress, this language and differentiation was repeated and con- 
tinued. It isnot without significance that coincident with the appear- 
ance of this phrase in the tariff act of 1890 there also appeared in the 
free list of nt act, paragraph 605, the phrase exempting from duty 
‘“‘skins, except sheepskins with the wool on.” Para on 505 of the 
free list of the tariff act of 1894 equally significantly dropped this 
exceptive language, because all A was put upon the free list by 
that act. The tariff act of 1897, however, free list paragraph 664, 
reenacted the provision in the same language that it appears in this 
act, and as it appeared in competition with the words of paragraph 
438 of that act, “sheep and goat skins (including lamb and kid 
skins) * * *” Tt would seem, therefore, that the Congress, after 
quite 20 years and during the enactment of four different tariff 
acts, has not only observed a distinction between sheepskins and 
lambskins, but has pursued a consistent policy with refence to its 
exception from such free list provisions of sheepskins alone. 

At the oral argument in this court counsel for the Government 
cited various instances from well-considered cases wherein it was 
held either directly or by inference that the word ‘“lamb’’ was included 
within the word ‘““sheep.” Aside from the fact that those are not the 
words here under consideration, sheepskins and lambskins, which 
are probably dealt in by different trades and, therefore, treated differ- 
ently according to the trade understanding, there is the more pro- 
nounced reason rendering such cases inapplicable, or at least not 
controlling, resting in the fact that those words as thus construed 
appear in statutes having different associate provisions in pari 
materia. The context of the statutes being different the legal effect 
of one word upon the other must be different. For these reasons it 
is obvious that while such cases may be instructive they are by no 
means conclusive. 

The third rule of construction here applicable leads to the same 
conclusion. This rule fortifies the second above considered. It is 
that where a certain uniform construction has been given a tariff
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provision by those intrusted by the law with its enforcement, inter- 
pretation, and construction, such reading will be adopted by the 
courts, not alone on account of long-continued usage, but as in this 
case, where the same words have been repeate J reenacted by 
Congress as a legislative interpretation. Psaki Bros. v. United 
States (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 479; T. D. 33122), United States v. Post 
& Co. (38 Ct. Cust. Appls., 260; T. D. 32568). 

In the tariff act of 1883 (par. 706), and many acts antedating the 
same, as well as in the tariff act of 1890 (par. 588), in the tariff act of 
1894 (par. 493), in the tariff act of 1897 (par. 562), and in the tariff 
act of 1909 (par. 574), there appears a provision for “fur skins of all 
kinds not dressed in any manner.” To those provisions in the tariff 
acts of 1897 and 1909 were added the words ‘‘and not specially 
provided for in this act” (1909—‘section’’). The uniform classifica- 
tion, so far as we have been able to discover, of lambskins with the wool 
on seems to have been to classify them as fur skins under these pro- 
visions of the various tariff laws. To the same: effect and of equal 
force was the uniform holdings of the same authorities that where 
lambskins were tanned or dressed they were classifiable as ‘furs 
tanned or dressed” under the same tariff acts and the respective 
applicable provisions thereof. See G. A. 45 (T. D. 10324), G. A. 
1508 (T. D. 12957), G. A. 2907 (T. D. 15726), G. A. 4109 (T. D. 
19136), Mavtner v. United States (84 Fed., 155), Fleet v. United 
States (148 Fed., 335). 

This claim is made in the protest. Inasmuch, however, as the 
result must be the same, whether the goods are classified under para- 
graph 574 or 676 of the free list, the determination of that question is 
here unnecessary. 

“Fur skins of all kinds not dressed in any manner’ are equally 
though more generally provided for as “skins of all kinds” ed free 
entry is provided for ol such. If they are not skins they are furs, 
and vice versa, and in either case they are enumerated articles and 
hence not nonenumerated within paragraph 480 of the act. 

In United States v. Bennet (66 Fed., 299), the United States Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit determined that angora 
goat skins with the hair or wool on were entitled to free entry under 
the provisions of paragraph 588 of the tariff act of 1890 as “fur 
skins of all kinds not dressed in any manner.” 

Confirmation of these views is found in Encyclopedia Britannica, 
eleventh edition, article “Fur.” In enumerating and defining the 
classes of such the following occurs: 

Lambs.—The sorts that primarily interest the fur trade in Europe and America are 
those from south Russia, Persia, and Afghanistan, which are included under the fol- 
lowing wholesale or retail commercial terms: Persian lamb, broadtail, astrachan, 
Shiraz, Bokharan, and caracul lamb. With the public the general term astrachan 
is an old one, embracing all the above curly sorts; the flatter kinds, as broadtail and 
caracul lamb, have always been named separately. The Persian lambs, size 18 by 9 
inches, are the finest and the best of them. When dressed and dyed they should have 
regular, close, and bright curl, varying from a small to a very large one, and if of equal 
size, regularity, tightness, and brightness, the value is comparatively a matter of 
fancy. Those that are dull and loose or very coarse and flat in the curl are of far less 
market value. 

Lastly. With all applicable canons of construction conducing to the 
conclusion stated, in the presence of an obviously doubtful question 
of law, this court is bond to construe the statute that the importers,
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appellants here, shall be accorded the benefit of the doubt. Wool- 
worth v. United States (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 120-122; T. D. 31119), 
United States v. Hatters’ Fur Exchange (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 198-202; 
T. D. 31237), United States ». Matagrin (1 Ct. Cust. Appls., 309-312; 
T. D. 31406), United States v. Harper (2 Ct. Cust. Appls., 101-105; 
T. D. 31655), American Express Company v. Vaid States (3 Ct. 
Cust. Appls., 475-479; T. D. 33121), United States v. American 
Bead Company (3 Ct. Cust. Appls., 509-515; T. D. 33166), Newhall 
et al. v. United States (4 Ct. Cust. Appls., 134; T. D. 33410, decided 
May 6, 1913). 

eversed,



Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914. 

[Report required by sec. 28, subsection 23, act Aug .5, 1909, and paragraph Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1013.] 

  

Nature of refund. 

  

Date. To whom refunded. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 
July 2 | American Express Co....... aes deni seein ChOriS. . oe cvvesnvnsvorss ne $240.80 | Error in classification. ..... eeeessesee.| Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

9 i: Anderson Dulin Varnell Co.....ccccccccoveesy MAtNGS. cc nusvnenves vce 15.75 1. CleriColioPrOP. cei oni dine See snanashans Do. 
1 i Adler Millinery Co., The. ..cceccocsoscoeene-j imitation horsehair...eenvs. 8.50 | Error in classification................. Do. 
11 | Allschul, jr., Co., RR co svecsneetuese Merchandise......ceeeeesens 2.86 | Excess deposit refunded on liquidation. Do. 
15 | American Express Co....... ss asasssee ra Horning. oo. Joie ivonvisoaws 123. 60. | Error in classifieation............ va. Do. 
19 | Alms & Posple Co, The... .iccuue Sevens Cotton wearing apparel. .... 1.20 | Short-shipped..........o ee vesennsssss Do. 
3 ASAE C0. (TAB. ) cose dihccsesveasoaccvonsse Dried peas. ..coneeeinses aes 6.40 | Error in classification............ Saves Do. 
19 | American Express Co..... sviien Ces vs vans n BUlions. . deve sevsassnvasens S50 ve RRR ARE Te edavave TR Do. 
30 ..... eae 4 Se en SEA ess ase maa Pickles... asses wacevussh 4.78 1. neni 0. unis iann Wesshsneech ve Do. 

bon DR CR a cesrrsresveve] MEAL POLISH... J oucrseebatnts 53.40] Exhibit.l, appendiZ.ce.cencecassanasn Do. 
i ioeeider & Baldwin (Ltd.)..... eescessenseh Tollel preparation. cee eR 1.45 | Short shippe a en AT ee Ah Do. 

Sept. 29 | Adam Meldrum & Anderson Co...cceaee....| Knit underwear..... Sesusn 7.50 | Clerical error........ a ee ee Do. 
Nov. 18 | Abraham & Strauss. ............. Sesvedestes Gloves. ....... sensvanarnrvie 99,16 | Court judgment......vevesrervvevasess Par. Y, see. 3, act Oct. 8, 1013. 

20 | American Express CO..ccceee... PEERS, Jewelry....... crore uL LIER 320.00: ju sx 0. ssi v stp nine anaes s ss ee Do. 
20'l...., He ettieiinibene vind Pesce si nab nme was wns on 0... cruvasanrennsaneii . 0,08 ious 80. cers runaways. Rho Se Do. 

Dec. 8 |..... G0, seas uenssssnserssnsedibbisessvannenaninisis 0. cs vnevenssrsorssesdis 100.75 l..... Res vesustrsvny FATS rane Do. 
Olsson eS ie sewn sna ma sere sven sess aaa yess do. c.indus ceniiravaaies 43.50 1... Wah REA RR SILILLL, she Do. 
9 | Aroson J rEforaesseveasrssarararess Rvs ss Still wine....... eet bOs SY 1. Short ded BRL asa te tase Do. 

10 | Allen, JOE Fe rae serea nena Wire articles. ceaucessssasess 125.70 | Warehoused under act 1909, withdrawn Do. 
: under act 1913. 

121 ADbronam & Strar1ss. ..ceeeesevecessssnnvess.) JEWRY. Lucu, PPR 2,25 Court judgment. ,..c.easiaitsbinissnes Do. 
10] Amorican EXpross 00..eeseosecevsscsnesnnns]enaes 0, 4s ssnrasaness suis ess 1.25.1... G0. ci niusinsimin Suber h sen sabisy Do. 
20 iS sles dvesssnaios Sa vasa veResniavi saben Riis ra 40... es sasaseusesesies QL. case QO. suid asn nati tus eraniiiiais, Do. 
£4 | Ajellg, F.C........... sashes see wiess se sesvess Rotten fruit. .... Sve sneeons 3.60 { Exhibit. 2, appendix... ......o 000 cee Do. 
29 yin ia oo (Tid. Vere rannsaacant iain inna Various articles. ..ceeceseess 50. 81 Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 

1010 change in rate. 

Jan. 9 | Allen, John F....... i ienessnssincnnsenserny GIISTIONGOR, . utunasnnsdenes 10.70 1:0 02- 00. 0s uisasiiniisasiass Pi tecene Do. 
12 | Armstrong Cork Co........ essence aevesveneiii DOIG JOE. nsvesnsssasasis 91. 05 Error in classification. « . omoeeeeeoonn. Do. 
81 | Acker Merrall & Condit C0..ccveeeeeeeee....| Plate powder....... cvs iesia 67.60 | Court judgment........... delssiiszees Do. 

Feb. 11 | American Express Co..... Foti veer TB roNze Wire Cloth. . . < cavnee 8.70 | Exhibit 3, appendixX....ceceeeen...... Do. 
19 | Adams & Co., J. N........: aCe eee..| Lamb gloves..... es senna 109. 59 Eo i tn taiuntnr nny Do. 

Mar. 3 American Express Co..... Soasssvevmeunusnyal MECISCNGUIN J. sd cevwnessocy 24.00 i... 0. ssa inbeids shai de d5ididieasidens Do. 
Si lenrenO0sny i nivniansinssannsenss eeseneseeceea....| Printed matter....... “even 61.50 i-...; 00. sa iuusseinsisdin ssicaidncdenivae Do. 

10 Kar bag Ga a, a CARI SE 1,070.75 | Exhibit 4, appendix.....cceeeeeee..... Do. 
26 | American PEER 0, acs dec anciveneinns CATS. ak va iann 123.60 | Error in classification....cceeeeecenn.. Do. 
27 | Alms & Doep 800, The. vi c..ccenee «ee...| Fabric of cotton and metal.. 6.15 | Clerical error. LD Perea Sess Do. 
21 + ArMSIPONE Cork CO. oes nasesssncsnnsnnntsss Seine floats... . c.vssece ions 103.80 | Error in classification. .-.............. Do. 

Apr. 4 Amita Express Co..c.iccicocnvoce sesvs sof CHAMOIS LT. 00 20d vvernens 107.80 | Exhibit 5, appendix.................. Do. 
5 FEE | ne pr A SseieasnaveeepnnPvas CALLS. . sence enasacesiiion 182. 40 | Error in classification. . . .....oooeeoens Do. 
7 Ascher Go., THEO. .eesessessssnsnnsssssssnasal POCONOS. .ocnansrnennnseses 107.95 | Court judgment. .......... ssesessssons Do. 

May 13 | Allen & BOWIE cretsrs case aae re orrenns Herring «. cee conssnsneensasie 43.70 | Error in classification. .... Seoddsinnnya Do.           
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1914. 

May 13 | Arise Campbell & Gault Co......... seansvsel Herring co icone deans $110.10 | Error in classffication......cceee......| Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
25 ARMA &C0., B..ccninncriredce Seer Wearing apparel. ...cceeee.t. 4.30 | Court judgment........ AAs seas Do. 

1913. 

July 2 | BUSH ECO, Ge0.8. c.cnannesnensactesasenses) PINOINGE.  ivances wevsessin 18.00 | Clerical error. .... cescssescsscsaassenns| S€C. 28, subsec. 23, act. Aug. 5, 1909. 
3 | Bartley Bros. & Hall. ....... ersccsrocwrsoder Leather....... eeenes seesense 3.15 | Court judgment......cueeeeeneeeen.... Do. 
0 | Bush & 00., Ge0: B.....ccessceanaisocsvanss pl RES 75.00 | Error in weight.............. SEI Do. 

12 | Budde & Westermann... .....oeeoemooeoonns Maiches.......-- Sevdoeecach 2.05 | Court judsment bares eases eosin snen Do. 
10 i Bock & Engsirom. ie ecinenseeenes  BIANAY . oll Lili cine ovine 0.60.0 Short Shipped: ;... och caovsnsntsnreare Do. 
17 | Bahrenburg Bro. & Co., Not rd Horseradish roots. ..ceeeee.. 392.75 Following Ra decision, Exhibit 6, ap- Do. 

pendix 
18 | Barreda Manuel..... CREA Re csresere nti NAGNOIB LY ice sets adn siats 2.49 "Short shipped. .........:............. . Do. 
187. ...5 40. ss se ee etc ae cane eat Cattle... i ii eeeen Ps. 3.50 | Error in classification......ccceevenee.. Do. 
18 Barren A LP io seen canes enone sds ceatloints 1) PRE tiie ed 3.75 |. Short shipped........c..00. Sls olasss : Do. 

Aug. 2 | Ball& Smith... Cosme s en teens dunn enad Lonther.. i ever cue Ceveens 20:77. | ‘Error in classification. ...c.cceeveencess Do. 
BO C0, 8 ash dn didi etme aks SUIDAUL....coveesessesonsss 206.65 |..... G0. .00rsinanronsden save eusan ose Do. 

19. "Bosh, Geo. 8....,, scones Re Se tn fanny a wie Wire rope. ........ sedevinins 22,04 {....- AO. a onsivavis dd nda den nd dan Do. 
26 Bolz ClyINer 4 C0: a nesisnnmsansenroacsoness DODO eri wave vas svt sie ss 91.20]... QO. or rs EN ad SSeS STi Do. 
30: Bernard Judas & 0, . caus sone sneer ssnnsvie Matches. iic.coovs enssaeence 20.45. 1..... Os Ee A Sd Cae Seti a ee Do. 
30: Borel’ C0. 80.1, cease inecivenrne Willow baskets....ce..... oe 51.00 ..... 0 a a ee Do. 

Sept.'1 | Bradshaw & Co. (Inc.);, W, R..c..e.uevneenes Wooleloth. ........... Goiiin 110. 88 | Court judgment............ TR Do. 
Oct. 18.) Bacheberle, Chardes. . . .. ..coomcecciencanne~ Coated paper.......ceeeuese. 53.39 Fores) n classification. ...... ceeeee--..| Par. Y, sec. 8, act Oct. 8, 1018, 
Nov. 1 | Bliss Co., The a san anes nensenvaneasenes) COTM SIVOr MESH. coi iee EL PER enn SR A I A Do. 

5 Pates, Fred. oo. ceeets oes R ey Samples... ieee veces 52. 68 Exported EE samt ets Do. 
5 | Burke, Fitzsimons & Co..... aint aves sh Linentabing.. ...ccccceeees 1.50 | Error in classification................. Do. 
8 | Becker, wg Co ae nes ws Seed eae mh Decorated china, ete........ 58.10 Eros deposit a on liquidation. Do. 

1 BSS C0., The BF, A... cue decncicnorecvamenns Imitation precious stones. .. 0D RO eS Do. 
18 Bayo 4 & Prom foider YI RL Sl hel Jeweky eh ross 16. 50 Goa dora: edt cd Do. 
a0 i resend anda ame set ks a nD rs sss see een nes Sn 23.25 li. ... dossier ionly aii Ses ee ra Do. 

5 Bites 15 Lee ae i IER Se re a Heino: sedan IES Sg, 7-20 1 Clerical 6T0F cine dea cansrnsnn sess Do. 
2 Barong, M, Hy oi. niece ALL Whisky. evccisvnsonreos 37.031... 00. i Sr a dS Se nien ce nen Do. 
26 Burlington Venetian Blind Co... ...cecodecees Colon I8D0. cc omesseevevece 417.301 Exhibit 7, appendix. cc acoso ec teno viens Do. 
26 I Bloorame dale Bros. oi: ioc ceecovevtivesiosse Jewelry. 2.0 cio levicoiceiss 48.75 | Court ju gment Ee oem sr sles Do. 
20.1 Brown & Ros804.0 sei cne cress anmnaes edna ne ia 40, cienres Sree : do Do. 
26 | Bloomingdale Bros.......... ASRS I G03 a vais sminn Sei nsaes Do. 
BA -Brandt & Co, F, WW. ....ceeniennsnnonoensaso]ctins 0, nisin sens simmensns Do. 
29 | Bayer & Pretzfelder CO... ..uomoenenoons wasn fees dornsit doar itariims Do. 

Pee. 1: BImonthol'& Coi, DB... . ceensceensnescsconolsesin AD, eras enna cae Do. 
2 Brandt & Co. JW i. eceanensien sess danleni ais AY ras rasan die va Do. 
2 | Bayer & Pretzfelder Co. .... Sxsiweess dense ways BO estar ss wenn aad Do. 

Brady Co, B. Vii. i. saensncesns evn eies)alsnes QO  civivesrioesnvssnmens Do. 
4 Brandt 8 C0., J. W ...cceaveresiunriio de vases] i-ani do. ienciiicancines ceed Do. 
4 { Bayer & Protzielder COuesesncssnsasees os ad Nn a dO. .cunane Severs seine Do. 
5 | Bailey, Green & Elger............... osesel soles dO: suvssicesecns Nene dan Do.         
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sa st0 spear eravanranaise - 1.00 |..... B05. denis ivbidins ars saibata, 

   

  

    

  

    

    

   

            

           

Barnard, H.... 
Bass, EB. & J..... By | EI do. oe. semen Sava ane rn phe 
Brady Co., E. L... 11.80 1..... 0 seicocimen iss mera arms nen 
Bloomingdale Bros. 165.90 |..... Bea senauurvssesbacermmueo morse A 
Brandt & Co., J. W 5.50 ....3 AE RR eh BA 
Bayer & Pretzfelder Co 12.25 |... B00 scans van ninssnr rs eonsmsncunnne 
Barnard, H....,..i... 1.00%.... Ons nis waisias vs sows nisin denon Son 
Bayer & "Pretzfelder Co 01.25 1..5-. 05s svnnset dies inreses hs ionslines 
Bloomingdale Bros. 08.25 |..... 0. ev vrs vasensvnsssisvdecussvesvan 
Brown & Roese... 15.60 {..... BO. renee snes snrsnissTides snore 
Bloomingdale Bros 16.50 |... Ouse ensasasssesisnsssvicervecaes 
Bredt & Co., F.... ppi 4,176.48 |..... 0. aah hs a esd a th ssn ene 
Bonomolo...-....us- 6.06 | Exhibit 2, appendix. av 
Brandt & Co., J. W..... 7.75 | Court judgment ane a 
Bayer & rig der Co.. 00]... JO. ott aera ive wos 
Bredt: &:Co., F.......... 520.52 |..... dO. scasurdes vo 
Brown & an adie 5.75 hadi do... eo 
Bloomingdale Bros. vee cccssvesrscssssrivsses 24.00 {....: Ot senssnsoiovinssrunsnasivsresuns 

Brian Dry, Goods Co., JOIN S...asvsacer.. LANNE. Loo toaiveen Wesesnses 12.88 | CIorICaliOrIOr. ,o a cos nv iessacvsnsinonnvy 
Ban 8 CO.; Bevisssavansencsvennns venesssoasel Olt ginger. 0. inc evane 8.40 | Destroyed under the food and drugs 

. act; also clerical error. 
Browne, Thompson C0: Sed coneonssscnnsn Lamb gloves........ RR, .34 | Error in classification. ......ceevenen.. 
Brinker, Wi... ;«ceacesvesnis Sasscvestresee Hyacinth bulls....cseseese. 31.95 | Clerical error........... 
BeorerrWilkeor C0 abo rss rsa sennin Cotton apparel...... passe 12.28 | Error in classification.. 
Yerzen, Ni B,eaetodiaiinns San amerines evs] SCIAP TU DDOr: ca snnsnee sises 115.90 | Exhibit 30, appendix. . 
End ge Coy WIA leassvaciasanve cores JOWOIPY a i: csr vnsanunsxsanns 1.50 | Court judgment........ 
Blvd, Wii A. oi diiis-apmensnnanansansesnss Horring. i. ener rssnsunen 364.68 | Error in clas; iin, . 
Bush & Co. Ss Y; G00: sacs sever asasasiss COLK seams urna mnnsennnen 45.90" ..... 40. trae . 

2 isusss 0. Se a a saa re eee wos) Brasgskimmings......vscaes 87.00 ..:-- 0. anaes assess snaravase asore 
BUS, Av Tl, asses ceritsvonsannsvonnen cesses COC... Se nnn wws cevvane 221.48 | Courtjudgmeont........azeszzs2s0nves 
Becker, Hazleton & C0... .ccseececacissnssa.| Earthenware...... Sesveessee 0 iu +85 i id deposit refunded on liquida- 

ion 
Boarjloy Bros, & Hall. .....cc.ciiiciiiivanens Brooches; ball, 6t0.eveesnsss 45.95 | Court JUAgMONL. ...c. sons vissssananns 
Bush & Co. (Ine.), Geo, S.J vecicesacsasn wooo SIDE. cc ve tacosnrnnenans 101.30 | Error in c fs oe 
Yaltz, ( Clymer & C0. .ccusivsnsssnn cocina] TODICCOL niin srsrrnsmases oe 160.80 {..... 00 tars enasai vas ras - 
Bush & 3 (Ine.),:(e0. S..eecensas ses Sais Linen... ....c.ov0nsarenee RE, 8.27 { ‘Shorishipped...-......-. oe 
Brinton, PD. Ba... eres terssssessnssonsnnes Suit of clothes. . .... ovens . 8.76 | American goods returned. sev 
Brown, Thompson C0. es set sanen Gloves... ..- amass OR 41.79 | Error in Pajegiion...: . 
Butler Dros. .5.cscissrssasvrenmernasmnssnn eves DONS anes wanes swe 8.40 | Short shi Pad sabe e ¥ 
Bailey, Green & Elger....cc.cccccocaee Seeded) JEWeIPY as usans Gruner. 19.00 Loar SO . 
Bartley Bros. & Hall.......... eee eee Plote pOWACl cee vsesnsenssns Be Bl Jews 0B0 ec cerinnimsninncs - 
anes 0,5 scones anes nanan reser ease) ngs «Que feuernsressonusnios 19.71 ereceo assess eevin . 
BomiSiBro. Bag C0, ci. coilicicdinsnarasnivee Pt a ann eae see es 140.58 | Clerical Orrorscevescessnssssses . 
Broderick & Bascom Rope Co..... annem ea Steel Wire... ..convsnnsonnin LOO). .... BO. ve srsnnensssbinin ERA au 
Bush & Co. (Inec.), Geo. S......... ansavasses Agricultural implements.... 229.16 | Error in classification. ..cccccecceacaes 
Baird & Son, DAT einer araens Silk ribbons. vee neeercsnnss 13:35] Clerical OTTO Js cn ssnavsrsessssnsve ey 
Bird, WI. A....ovsesvissvosensicss cde srtess Mackerel... ..z-ssseswnnense 2 156.00 | Error in classification....cceccea. cree 
Beck, Ti D in esicnsnsns cisaamsvesn nn cosmos) DCCA NUS. oes snsitoss Seven 1.94 | Error in weight......... ess i inaneasy 
Butler BroS. «ss cssvvssncssscsecss essiesenass) Decorated glaSSWAT®. «0 nuns 1.50 Clerical OITOT «su cic vsnnsonsssncconsnsen 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 
  

  

        

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1914. 
Apr. 3 | Barboro & Co., A. S..... Ve dene Sav senn sn anny CIOESAL LLL LLY ve snure Tames $2.60 | Clerical error. .cceeceeesneeenaaaaa=ss=-} Par. Y, see. 3, act Oct. 8, 1913. 

8 | Bushid: 60:, G0. 8. cuniusnsnivns AA Bartheirvae......... need 6.00 (5.2% 90 A a ne Do. 
8 1-5 BO. ac i ili suse sean nvee ALLIeal POYS. cit is vasn rn serve Wise BA de i rrr RY Do. 

10 Becker, Hazleton & C0. counearvessreseesse- White earthenware..... es .70 fxcess deposit refunded on liquida- Do. 
on 

23 | Barboro & Co., A. S....... at ee ALG Lg TEL Ph ein a 2. Clerical Orror... sven asacesacs 3i3istal Do. 
25 | Bush £ Co. (Inc.), Sass een ss anna ne maay Decorated earthenware...... 154.75 | Error in classification...cccceee. seseee Do. 
29 | Bird, Wm. A...........cccunennneccnccaccnns Articles of aluminum..... oes 068.12 1... 4 0 Sansa ssa vmans eras seesacsss Do. 

May 14 Burlington Venetian Blind Co....-ccvenucens Coton Woh. to tintin cennn 34:50 }-...- qo a aras Senora candies Do. 
10 Brandios & Sons, J. L...c.sroreneeerasrasens Bats... eseassisren fens 2:25 1 Clerieal OIPOrcinsasisnase dsc savenssanes Do. 
310 { Bornholm Co. Moecaiiessnncrnsnnnnsranns Polm-loaf NotS.eceeensenence 166.00 | Error in reduction of currency......... Do. 
97 | Buss & Co., H........s Sh ee he awn naa an DOB re sales okon 11.40 'Conrt judgment... ..... cf: ciaveusionsnes Do. 
27 + BOFuel & 00.) 1 Ledvatvsinititevicvaivasnn Wood pulp... ..taiioeine. 1171.08 |.4..- 0. iveeneeras edt iboectne suave, Do. 
27 | Bartley Bros. EH... Cero mats DreocHos, all... hou 7.50 1-144 Orr he a ar eat anny asa Do. 

June 10 | Beatile, James... i ceseesassnsssvassnsenss Beans ol id renner 474.27 Error in welght.. .c.cnciieruine erences Do. 
20 | Braun Ror Phe ensensnsnnnnssenns Manufactures of glass....... 4.90 | Error inclagsification........ccieecees Do. 
92 | Bomhelm & C0, M. . ceri. casrcesnasnsamna Palm-leaf hats.............. 369.50 | Error in reduction of currency........ Do. 
23 | Broderick & Bascom Rope CO. ..ovmnonnonnnn Seo WitS. a cnsennienasnsen 7.35 | Nonimportation.................. re Do. 
23 | Bush & Co. (Inc.), Geo. S........ aN Semen a Horrinesl or. sre sssnnsson 50.13 | Error In classification. ....ccceceivec.. Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909 
291 Brown & Co. Wi Alc s..svecrevsnronseines Ganflre leather. reason 60.90 | Court judgment.......... PR fA eh fe 0 

1013. 
July 9 {Curtice Co., Ros P...... er esnseesns aad Motion, instruments. ....... 4.50 | Clerical eTror.... ues bees nensove vers Do. 

11 | Champion Coated PAD C0. tes lan ne nana sales 2 y Clay. ena 60.89 | Excess deposit refunded on liquidation. Do. 
18 | Colaya, J088. ec oreviiceecorinensanedve pl NGL aid sacrnss Teese 5.54 | Short Shipped. ...c.ciicccecrtaccanens Do. 
18 [ Cardenas, B........cucereeanrneecncananenan. Cattle. cil vivrareee sana 8.750. 40; re Sn le cali ide ene Do. 

Aug. 3'Chew Hing Lung. ........;000e00ene sve ramon Silkk apparel. cc. eecevavanans 1:80" /:Clorieal eITOr. corset rr eveencdivnn sven Do. 
30 | Continental Distributing Co.....c.ccvnvenn.. Vermont, edn sana es S54 Shortlands... dic. col sidaaenss Do. 

Sept. 4 | Corney & Johnson Co., The...cccmeeunea..... Hatters’ plush. ....c...-. 0 20,738.30 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
Oct. 31 | Canadian Pacific Ry...ccueeeeeeeennnenn.... Burlapibaest. o.oo 0....... 24.30 |..... | PP PP Par. Y,sec.3,act Oct. 38,1013, 

SE Cheney Bros. oi ti Svs scdnsamennnnssnnssns American manufactures..... 138:50 1.200] B00. Lo eae de Reads ane Do. 
Nov. 5 Carberry Co., The John J. .......cccansasvens Cottoneloths 2.2.2... 00... 17.21 1.2.00 0 list eaarasssunssasinnmannne Do. 

18 | Cleveland Worsted Mills Cony. The. 2.70.0. Boling Ai ol aera 342.90 |..... BO I a Sd a ame maaan Do. 
183: Claflin Co, y The HB... oviccevensven wenden lOO te cars ren snuesnnnnnn 158.56 | Court judgment ATER ea aA ee he nnn a Do. 
26]. .¥47 B00, a i esa ne sven ve anes Hd eo Y rca saver amnnsnan 151:75 | Exhibit 8, appendix. ve. cei cerseranens Do. 
28 | Cohn & ROSENbErger. .....ceeeeeneenns ata AO Ere Sita sean nanans 405.00 1:..-- 405 Dt ee Re ec saan Do. 

Dec. 2:1: CiaflinCo.,, Pha HB... ...... ce iinsiencrs fondo QOL ee ddd nies 436.70: Court judgment... .. loci idee de iras Do. 
10 | Callender, "McAuslan & Troupe Co..... hfe Bleached cotton......... e...| 1,824.21 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 

: change of rate. 
12. 4Corhetl & Co, M, J..<coiaeeseesveruess pH Jovy ise r ane, ana an 3. Courl jndcment. .....cecesssccedancess Do. 
1S: ClafiiniCo., Phe H 1B... ov vee teres naive AIST BIO TY 0 he ly patty a 595.78 |..... doit sore eevee ae rass re Do. 
18] Calabrese, G............ hea eee ele ey ares d Hotton fale Jedeses te 8.66 | Exhibit 2, appendix. ..eccceveceesvee. Do. 
18. Cirincione, G......c--" Sse Sn eee anne agi Ses don. cd de le, setae 4.06 |..... 04 < Swe ea Sasa aan Sssecessesocyones Do. 
20 | Corbett & Co., M. J.ccueeannenniecncnnnnn... Jewelry evar. eres 3.50 | Court judgment... ...ccceceeeeceneenn. Do. 
2451 CIN NCIONE IG. . ee es er rs ee Rotten fruit.) voce cacensss 1,86 | Exhipit 2 appendix i. secisccsvsesnnas Do. 
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1914. 
Jou. 61 Claflin Co., Theil. Bil. vecuscgriedacnmsnes JOWEITY...:0vieses siseebaion 76.20 1 Court Judgment. ccc. iuivin cus sinans Do. 

9 | Callender, Eh & Troupe Co....... ssl. Porcelain, ele... ..ciconsasss 9.65 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 
change of rate. 

Gillon G0. cone teteen smennsnis ons iivenesonivn sees Manufactures of paste....... 207.27 i....n 0 2am sain russian sens nnnesnsss sis Do. 
9 {hse QO ove snaii anna nus Sn meae ms Articles of celluloid.......... 548.70 |..... 0. arses rasavnnsse esas swsvansisie Do. 
94 Chase &.Co.; Frilue.n vononsmnvisomesednens Steel Wire... ion sssvamvnenns 151.52 |...» QO. an ssvar rin sae seene assess Do. 

10 | Canadian Lakes Fishing Co. ..oivamnsnsnsuss jg ANDRA COR CRE I 155.60 | Error in classification.....ceeeeeeunee.. Do. 
27 ‘I Cohn Rudolph Importing Co...eesssssnsssss Manufactured metal......... 18.451...; 0 i ah + res creeks ven x eens Do. 

¥eb. 10; Castle, Gotthell & Overton.....-vssssssnennn Bronze wire cloth. .......... 200 1 Exhibit 3, 8ppendix. . ..ssseessasrssaen Do. 
0 ..... 00: ign sic oo ans nave ae Ss Sess N Te Te Ee 055 stuns sa was snas wos s 23.78 Joos. 0 i i Snr tS cae ee Do. 
18.1 Cuosta, Bey. & CO. tsnersnsnsnresnsasansasuns PODIGC0 sw «ss snwsnssesnnsns 86.00 | Error In classification. .....cceneausass Do. 

Apr. 7 Coccarro, WT ide Sd ba mn ahs Sng Bane a Canales. i. on sssnsnssnnnss 5.49) Comt judgment... ......cosvenvannsssnss Do. 
29: Caldnrons, Peter Jou vmswnn tenis vannsesnsnses ONAN Wine... ..ovcvasceess 3.25 | EX0osS AEPOSIL. ..s--2 rr svananasenanvas Do. 
20 {Chicago Mercantile l0o. vu. vvsseesesnnsnevasns Pacquels.. ci. ideicennennein 1,148.90 | Exhibit 9, appendix. . ves vase vanrsuces Do. 
29 | Columbus Dry Goods Co., I'he. ussanencsens Leather gloves. ..cocesicones 29.90 | Error in classification. -.....ooeoemeens Do. 

May 1 | Castle, Gottheil & oy 1h ie where i a ic ieee Wood DUID......ocesnnnensnn 223.00. 1 Cort JUG EMEND..0es eevee vens FOE ER Do. 
a Fon Pot eStart in Maen Salsa eR 11.251. .... QO. esi b iis svar nese spec vaneres Do. 

12 Chapman, W. XT... ...c...asnssnn viens esa Manufactures of granite..... 10.20 | Error in classification. .......... Se eiis Do. 
19 Campbell; J. CG... ..sosnsann o«} ace articles. .... Jceeenin ve 35.25 | Reappraisement. . v.essssrassessesvess Do. 
19 | Carson, Perie, Scott & Co... Pacquets..... asecis se 59.35 | Court judgment.. Do. 
19 Chicago Mercantile Co. d Do. 
AO dO. ihe, Bis wais vase amunia nannies se tir 200 eh sudan nina aaa BI SE di Ce tee er wa ni ain mem ai Do. 

June 22 Chine Col TAL i iden 2.35 { Error in weight. 1... . 000.0 eset Do. 
24 | Caradine Harvest Hat Co. ....oveoveovenonnn. i 428.00 | Error in reduction of currency. ....... Do. 
24 lovee 0.00 arias ain naan see a vevewse ooh d 573.10}... BO vrais icin ans = = wioin eins sins mie we wus Do. 

1913. 
July 9 | Davies & Co. 1(14d:), Theo. H...... Sawin Herring. LL. vshsassasvansss 464.40 | Error in classification. ................ Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5,1909. 

EE UE HO ant Bt SL GR RE RL CEE Merchandise... ...ccesnane .50 | Excess deposit refunded on liquidation Do. 
17 Deforth 008: cv/ci sas vn sve sras enon an ert ve Horseradish roots.......... 10.00 { Exhibit. 6, appendix, « vu vende rosicr vans Do. 
19 Draper Brokerage 0. ...escesnvansnadorsnven A orping nal bs de teased 5.40 | Error in classification. -....nvmoemvnons Do. 
ol DTC A, Liisi iy ssnrsisndinnme nnd ons CATES cst dns ine smn saan 020 lvinan G0 an niss mnt anne ania aide dee Do. 

Aug. 19 | Dow (Inc. % are BD res naan a aes Willow baskets. .....cueve-- 30.38 1x... GO Siam eins was in mm itin sae swe Shi Do. 
20 LP. & COM, Ins nnsinnninsoansasvonss Matehes. cui s Convenciones 35.35 1.v0es G0 nsec un rivak seivminis sna swids eel Do. 
28 | Dean Chase 00. «.-r- coves vase snnsnssesnnnnns Lace-making machines. ..... 4,001. 70.4.5. 5% G0 cs esses snsrasnntsnrnnmabioasens Special act of Congress, approved Feb. 

23 | Daniels & Fischer Stores Co., The .......... Gloves... asi dil aie: 40.00 |..--- G0 reais ewnneli's was une ns naan Sec. 28, subsec. 23,act Aug. 5,1909. 
Sept. 28 Devid Co M. Bi. ovis dren arassrnsannss Matches... ...cacisoverves cone 20.65 1.-.. Fr DER IR Do. 
Oct. 10 | Donaldson Con 'L. 8... cv.civessnnrcnronsores Lamb loves. ..-.casvss Sose 03.60 |. 5-. 0 ce ire et brie ee Sv gee ww ala's Par.Y, sec. 3,act Oct.3,1913. 

18 |iDenike; Bau. io. 00 si Snes siden vee RESIN, srr sssweninridesess 140 T0805 sens ts vans sn raitennsverenvens Do. 
31 | Davies & Co. (Ltd.), he. HH. .ovicnaasdsss Sddles, .racarserrorecerier 12.00 | Error in classification. ....c.ccovvevvos Do. 
31 | Dow Co. (ue. 3 Branle BP, oo sii td eee, Herping i& ola. iiii tial 14.10 %....- he A ER SEN en Do. 

Nov. StDaphonin, BP... cad iaie sm svessnsssseons Wine id bitlers.....i..550. 17.34 | Excess deposit refunded on liquidation Do. 
12 | Davies & Co. “(Ltd. Yo Theo. WM. avacvnnce salon Herings... ... 000 ite ccivas 39.60 { Error in clagsification. ...... .....c.. Do. 
12 1 Dillingham, I, .....cvei ccna nsnnensinnssenos PAN. sears ans ssn vans 72.001... Ao ia cc deen Do. 
24 |. Dunham, Wallace B....coeesasvenes waveesire) Bors and metal ware....... 1.10 | Clerical error......: Woe viwn wane RE Do. 
24 7 Davies, T'OrNEr & CO. cevscenescsvevns eeu JOWOITY . ovens msrarascssune 385.75 | Court judgment............. esreveiu Do. 

DOC TL |e ese 00. cuvevennininsunivssnnrnssnsnssosnanslsssoy 0s cevesnsasaviessrsnes 25.00 0... 0c vensonsesenssevesevesonsnssars Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1914. 
Jan.. 9 Davies & Co. (T4d.), Theo. H.....eecessnees B00 hans nsevesivucesnves $103. 66 Wilden om warehouse after | Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 8, 1913, 

change of ra 
15 Dleckapnois Raffloer & Cerassnnntrsiesenss Artificial fruits..... vevvetes 1.75 | Court judgment...... FR PEE Do. 
26 | Dorn F. Phili 25.65 | Clerical error.......... essa cenaneesenny Do. 

Feb. 2 | Dow Co. (Inc.), ceinse ase Sheathing paper. ...cee 68.80 | Error in classification.........ccc.c.... Do. 
11 | Donahue Co. (Tne.), PB eves seocsassmsiyIOSS bOtElOS Joona. esens 1.20 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 

change of rates. 
Mar. 3 | Dyke, 229.50 Tor lane) iatiot cus sss sdusensrns Do. 

10 | Davies & Ga: (Ltd.), Theo. H... 79.20 | Short shipped. ........ Do. 
10 | Dollar, Robert , Error in classification. Do. 
26 | Dyke, A. L : Do. 

Apr. : Drak, My Chas. R... 8 Bo. 
. 0. 

10 a P 3.70 Excess deposit refunded on liquida- Do. 

18 I Davies &:C0. (140. ); To Bovcaneseressonennss Straw hats...... SP 93.25 1 Error in classification. ...o-cessesosse- Do. 
18 | Downing, Judae & "Co... 87.70 | Exhibit 9, appendix. . Do. 

May Oi..... $ as Sane iat re 5.70 | Court judgment os Seiale Do. 
ees B0e de ce vestry LIRA rE pre d 165.65 1... .. QO ceric svi dass sal Pns sen sonsssnss Do. 

9 Botaet & Go I Bde iases tases ress Herring... ti einveseasenismen 36.90 Error in classification. ...o.oeeeeeeenn. Do. 

1913. 
July 91 Ehrlich Horrison C0....00 niece nsanseesansas Lumber....... ve esbesragueys 6.53 Prior in quaniity.. eee nese aye Sec. 28, subsee. 23, pat Aug 8, 1000 
Oct. 20 | Economu & Bro, T.....ooiciinni lili. rR 121.50 | Court judgment. Par. Y, sec. 8, act Oct. 8, 10 

0 Yen BOs. corsair rei San mE hed nen va inane sia es Olives M WING. c..teeveoveie 363.15 ..... QOcc ir oostins . Do. 
Nov. 20 Hider & Jonnsion,. The. .. viicernrvass ay YANO 200d8..., sii. beesdns 3.60 Clarion] OITO on Do. 

25 | Ensel, fa; esa Arai ed See ewe ae re ae Linen, enheniiered pt 12.60 1:.5..Q0 cole ioen Do. 
26 Eden Co.,C. H........ ANSE Ae Ea JoWOIY ee oa lr i ivan ns 363.00 Eo judgment. Do. 
28 00... oc cirri pets Ce vives senile G0. atin nora 325.00 |. 00s semen Do. 

ES FOR PR AE pe SIC eas i ROT el Fl G0 is ieaand ens 208.50 i:.... Sona Do. 
sr 75 00a twins ns wwe v Sra a eww saws ws a ras bn bien 2a 40. 027-75 {oon G0. ..5 Do. 

wn l10. salons aw wwe mwae's axes swe ss vases asses) ass Goi ora sede 1,435.25.1..... do. ... Do. 
Eo er sD i snes ei wsmsnimnrrevens eves vavnses senses dot. lees 408.50 i....s Go.<-- Do. 
OR BO nn swans ema sssr vas sens svrasnsss des) ite rs QoL. oo Pe 558.95 f.ueus AOL ie vas Do. 

wii do... 477.25 [seve "GOs nce n= Do. 
tee do.. 210.75 1..:..40. .- vue Do. 
aiaaa do.. 54. 52.00 va Do. 
eels do.. 567.25 }....-40.. Do. 
AE do.. 201.50 1.....d0.. Do. 
ease do.. 36.25 | -snQ0eer ew aan ayes suse vad Do. 

crabs edes Raves chase ana ei G0... ee OY. 75.). QO secures snevsnrmrrsninnnsnsssei 0. 
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1914. 
Jan. 10 | Eytings & Co......... cis sveasssavnseN sein Bronze wire articles. 2.61 | Exhibit 3, appendix...... Fssesansnnes Do. 

10 | Eytings & Co. (InG.).ccc.cc.... 56.80 | Court judgment . Do. 
101..... 00... inka: saan . do Do. 
10 | Ely & Walker Dry Goods Co.. Do. 

Mar. 10 | El Paso Live Stock Comm. Co. . Do. 
26 | Ely & Walker Dry Goods Co........ Do. 
261... B00. ho seins ah Son shane Do. 
26 | Emery Bird Thayer Dry Goods Co.. Do. 

Apr. 0 Fldenn G Bon, J. .....careesnsnsnnes Do. : 
29 | Edson Keith'& Co. Do. 

May 12 | Espy Cotton Co...,........- Do. 
12 | Ehrman Mason & Co.......... : Do. 
14 Eilioys Taylor Wolidnden C0..cossrsvsrsvsss-| GIO Do. 

June 23 | Ely & Walker Dry Goods Co........ essrends Do. 

1913. . 
July 14 Tondezille & Van 1Qersiing......ceeesvencase Matchos........ Sec 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

Sv Flory & Co,, W. B.c.r.....cseencsnnenaneaats BAINDer ewely. ’ v Do. 
29 Friedenberg, Tait asrseinomsnasavunsves sss] HoOISOradish 100(8.. 3 24.00 Fela the decision, Exhibit 6, Do. 

appendix, 
Aug. 1| Fuld &Ceo......... 2.40 | Court judgment... ........cciveiicease Do. 

28 | Fenton, jr., A. W..eeees- 135.35 | Error In classification. .ee.e.e... ainans Do. 
Oct. 10 FoStor,T. J. ovonresmersns 13.75 Breeding 086, fT68. ...0eeen-......| Par. Y. sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

18 | Felscher Abert. i inn i 41.10 | Error in classification. ...o....o..o.... Do. 
Nov. 20 | Frederic’s. . Ir 27.25 | Court judgment. ......ceeeeevs wesdsanan Do. 

26 | Flory & Co., $7.70 1... 0 a ar denims sera gee Do. 
26 | Finkelstein ros SR evs vee Sueur senses) sss Ames ina ee ” 16.00 |... 40. vpusiii cvs ddiinivds eee Do. 
28 ER Onion, 0, A.W ...vous sve vusnsmmnnnssnssns Porat: books..... 23.25 | Error in classification........... dS Do. 
29. Fischer, C...........onsesncosssn Sada es Jewelry... ..xen HE 4.75 Cond Jadgment ais SRAM AA SS Rw ane Do. 
29 | BP roBOriC IE, . cars ntsiemn messages ebm yi bre Oe elisa nsnaves PB, 300.00 1. ....00. ccnrursnn snares wa dens eee Do. 

Dec. 1 Fond ing & Cc Pn amas Ss poss 00% os wwe uve suvie wokuak 35.75 1..... Bo camninpeseiveenss Seana as ete 0. 
4 | Fer Sing e Cos SUCCOSSOTS. vous messinainianis) = nmin 0. . se nus svrvensens vorrei 45.50 |..... Q003 00 nenbsns seven renvesteiianans Do. 
Glib 0 oe Sd he i ee Ee A a 00, 3 nents 80:25 |. -i-u do... wena wes ee eT Do. 
8 Frotaic’s sas sande anne sul ase eases eer do. . qos ae eee 90.854. oi. (0. cvnensivavasrenssrosnes olan Do. 

11 Frondonhere St. os oie vie Timm dees Lt do.:.... came ete Smee D078 1a 0. 5 0% swiscniarviwia sis inis eee Do. 
Hi Flory $Co.,, W. B....eaineasvinnsane esha 40. vs os aston mee guns 222.90... .... dO. . couvssivoeves en nas ees Wan Do. 
1 TOC OrIeIE. a careers vss eens snes 07500 sean ass sos Tenens 94.75 |..... 1 sess uses saves eh dem - Do. 
13 | Fischer, C...... a mea nde Aen te Sins 40, are assessa eae 13.00 {-. G0. ccnveaennn ava Wass hah Do. 
16 | Fillman Lee & Happel. Sess dNEe ney as es oy 00. cious vrs ten sinnise 117.25 |..... 000 usin csi vis ave teas Do. 

Flory: Co: [WE ania anasiinensnsnsmmenls sss 40... -cwrsevss Seaman 85.70 {... = 00; -ionnntins sn avian Lan Do. 
29 | Fukushima, V........c.cocne Nese siisnmvaie sons Soya beans. .....sc eves remy 23.50 | Withdrawn from PoE after Do. 

change of rate. 
29 | Fuju, Shoten...... Sess sessneivsanons veto HIE CO0AS. Se sues caevbves en 120.20... BO. ic iesnncinnin spices s byes sil ane Do. 

1914. 
Jon. 9 1... G00. ines esos be ase Snimaen ws Seas Various articlos....ceeeremss 268.84 |..... dO sien pi onan tL ae Do. 

26 Fenton, JT.y A. Wi. cccicorsosanssorsssdssveds Alabaster dish... ...ceceenss 12.50 | Abandoned, and clerical error......... Do. 
26 Fransiol & 9 BP J ii dissin smn Earth, unwrought........... 21.38 | Error in classification eens Ceasar ey Do. 
2 | Furuya Co., M........... raneds tras eae Gut, unmanufactured....... 11.25 |...- 40: conv veuivnnvane Susweries inne Do. 
30 | Fraser, A. A onseeventnsions eaewes era Cocoa... Siesgedosnerarteres 88.00.) Reappraisoment....cssvssssssesssvonse Do.         ‘S
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 
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Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. * Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1914. . 
Fob, 2. Taruye Cou MM. icanrisvicnrsinsnees rin veaess] SHIEN ZINCET: wees vansnnsas $5.60 | Error in classification.......... Seeiisds Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3,191 , 

17 | Ferd Bing & Co’s., SUCCESSOTS.cceaeeeeeees...| Candles...... essasnesnanbrs 1.20 | Court judgment............... asia. Do. 
RR 8 A seliee ores al GIOVES sav vo serevonsocnsonne 87.47 | Error in classification.....cccee.... ere Do. 

Mar. 11 VUrUYS C0. , BA). .ccovenarcsssssrussnssrassnss's Bisons. .....ccvvess cows ini 6.00 {-.... G0. ccaevcnrassicinonsve Seve sedeTy Do. 
19 | Fair Co., The.....us. Esme seni rn Sere aey 1amb sloves: eens veevee oie 34.56 i... 0. Lacrivindeiondivaievisnnsnidesay Do. 
97 4 HOSENOl CO. JA, sass ns ssnnarbyienoraveeenss Mirrors and brushes. ...c.c... 9.80 }.-... 005. se devi vivir ci side trie Sa Do. 

Apr. 2. Fenton, jr., A.W ..cccoveess aeons American crates........ vs 72.00 | American goods returned, free......... Do. 
Sd. Fronch Co, The BB. T.oescsiersensvessomsncey Red pepper. ........ Savana 41.54 | Clorieal error... vv sovsvaneninidasssnvns Do. 

Rh Rory &'Co., W. EB. ..ocicisrstvpeivssisenvaoss Merchandise.......... veers 8.75 | Court judgment...... cde. ir. Do. 
24 | Fensterer & Ruhe......... Sinaia stim inten 31a Ss aie G0... iiees ars aves 21.80 1-00 G0. ee dedee dy RUTH ISIN THRIL Do. 
24 Pisk &Co., D. B...... i xanines non ements Pacqueats. co cevmess uta 387.50 | Exhibit 9, appendix....ccceuennen. See Do. 
24: Fischer, H.. F....coeee Ske imams arent ete Rol{on grapes... sus voiewsss 405.75 | Exhibit 10, appendixX......ccaeenn.... Do. 

May 9 | Furuya Co., M...... i ay Bas ea Seasmsms Frofis in bring. ..cieceseees 22.90 | Error in classification.....c.eeveeanans Do. 
June 3 Flory &Co., W. B....ccoousnsus PRE TRIR a I CL RR a 25.75 | Court judgment... .......00sn evans snass Do. 

22. Fenton, jr. A. W..-iicaesenssewss ea mnebaea Chemical compound......... 89.00 | Error in classification....cccceceeee... Do. 
23 | Frederick & Nelson (Inc.)........ la CHOTOE. cineraaveotosres aed 6:03 rae Oct raesarateisanins Soabipoii Do. 
24 | Fabenfabriken of Elberfeld Co....eeeveenee..] Indigo..eeee... eseesoveeanees 211.33 1. cee sllO saver conresvevsesnanis=surassnat Do. 

1913. 
Ay 0H Gimbal Bros. oo. essa esesanes evn ga sv die HOOLTON TAGES, ii Sic iemanmiet 63.50 |...» 0. consi mii an aren nin ceseees-.| Sec. 28,subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

7 loason, WL AL Lo sneer ass seal WW op] DINTIIRLS. ci on cae ie 4.31 | Household goods, free....cceeeeee.. be Do. : 
39 | Great Northern Ry. C6. ..esonsnsssnssssvensvs OBL, comacicse suena ann tn) 5.95 | Error inclassification. ...s-ccseassvssan Do. 

Sept. 201. Golden Rule, ThE... cooeresnosinsvmmedanensn COVES: orcas smnus nein fenie Le i G0 rf ch ret te wiih a haa Sea Do. 
©ct, ASG ison Art Co, The... oar PILE. evi ceraeacnasianannn 17.50 1... A ei a cess anssensotisss Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 

31 | German-American Importing Co..ceceeen.... Beads. ove. mit ion mien con 3.15 J Clerical onror. . . .csssnnrissererinsnsssnns Do. 
Nov. 'H | Guthmon, Solomons &£ Co... ce ssesnserass- JO CIY co doen snnens vannsnsss 5.25 | Exhibi( 8, appendix... .cevssnsasssvss Do. 

17 1-Gngenhelifl, M. oo doe ern nvinincnmiomenivdne ewinlog pio ri cm nels nt eam a. 14.50 1 Conrtindement.. ..c-ciasnsiannsssnces Do. 
17 | Gertzen Co., F. Wm..... Swen u's x neha sale wa ne ag See I Sl 152.00 4-5... QO st vens te et os emas see naan es Do. 
ed dale Soares sas dniessnie nasil: see 0 re eas ns ass arene 323.78. 4---~- G0. ens Tiss nab oss erasiie nus cess Do. 
298 Gary Co, Theo HH . | , ot deca bhneisanionss rears A HR a AE ie 3:00 {ovens Q0.asgsrsnsisamersinnsrsssssabotisste Do. 
20 Tren heim, ME es esames cesses G0. iro soma samen tak LB Ne QOS cass rinosnnnncssnasnnsssssosanh Do. 
26 I Guthmom, Solomons & C0... ccncnconn=savsneilssesn 0 nos 3 nn aime ian na aes 546.50 |..... G0. cchsnsmamansinanbbiasassrsasis Do. 
98. 1 Cottleh & CO., O.5.. . iceeidssnasnannnsnsdiesas 0 icc sams wnnnsnamnanns 39.50 |. cuen 0. cir sina enes saat vase ass Do. 
20-TGuenhelim, M. 1  .. ee rsenn cnt sen ii) sn 0. arvocrdcavassnsnuseen 356.50 i... G0; + ansns sn me vrase eRe i sss ROL EE, ‘Do. 
96.1 Cuthman, Solomons & Co. ...coeesecnscsnnsrisnnns 0 net ade cea 227.00)... G0: cets.n Snevminen pes nd sabbedine Do. 

Dec. 21... Od fy sini hes vss ns eRe wd er rn 0. vim ne aL ae ee 135.25 ..... 00... 00esnarenasnsseotnisits whales Do. 
41... AOL, erie ries cere tes seu tren 00. cea sssvensennsnnns 156.00 j.---» Q0iincrsisahsransnsissniiit sresnahe Do. 
51 Gottlieb &00., DO. i onaviansresvorinsasnssnwsol- ren 0. svc seins ma naan s 18.78 Voveieis Occ i cnaninnendnsnnhssassansbsdive Do. 
5 | Gugenheim, M......... SO Dr i IRI By BO eres canes ane vue 461.75 |..... 00. cians ameonrniosssaniassisnsiass Do. 
Bi QotilleDid €0., B... oanonisanivvinnss craven vies G0. es eas seaman 2.70 ene AO. cr enninnsdsnssnsmhesiiodeatiikia Do. 
8 | Gugenheim, ME I cies sedenvenales any Ag es cee ntac cvs ennoty 432.75 |..... G05 cnsnns sents case satosiiiedonine Do. 
81 Gozenheim, M., & CO. .c.nneresrerss sheeviiinisenat 0... neve rss asses 7:50 lens G0: deere snsioniociismiiniocits than Do. 
84 Guithmon, Solomons & C0. ..covescrssrssrnaisiessini G0: Src cir vais emis as aes <. 192.50 1... dO, cist sah monves wasstioiete PT Do. 
94. Oe dea an sania mass se ds sewers nen desnk's 0. cnenica ness csevaentan 77.90)... QO, a rae nt ants s an bie wwe Do         
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Guzeithol, M..... cs iseteiensoonends bad 
Gugenheim, M., & C 0 terre ana rt 
Guthman, SOOTIONS & U0. os ererooreon ions 
Greenhut & CO... .."..."""neen easy ieeie 
Greenhut, Siegel-Cooper Co. ...cueveaenaann-. 
Guthman, Solomons & Co.......xsersinanssa 
Gertzen. Co, PW. cure. cr vison rien a 
Greenhut, Morac er Co 
Gugenheim & Co. 
Gugenheim » deans 
Gottlieb & 
Gugenheim, MC anoint sn 
Gugenheim, M., & Co....... 
Gutman, Solomons % Co 
Gugenheim, Mi i sink en eben 
QJazonnei M., &CO0......vs isons: dommnsss 
QUihmMan TL il resnva san ssrnnn 
Guthman) Solomons & Co... 0 cunmiinaasas 
QS ss re rh oud, cay sen vs Smee 
Goll § Co. 6... a 
Gugenheim, ME a 
Gugenheim, M., & Co.......-. .onnsvesdnsaens 
Guthman, as ECOL savas snnsrnrisases 
Glommamer, PL i. ii aan en dsanss 
GoltlieD '& CO. , 100. . isso nrsassnssmienssnsnsss 
Gugenheim, ML, 
Cgenholm Er Co. a.nnibons vaio nidin deitacis 
Gertzenn Co,, Fo WNL. .....0v0 a aranssishaibas 
Guthman Solomon & C0......«.evesserarsses 
Greenhut, Siegel-Cooper Co......ccuaaeeeunn. 
Guthman Solomons '® €0.....cvssscrsarnese. 

   

      

   

  

   

  

Gips, 
Garfield, Abram. . 
Griffith, "George. . 
Gillespie, Jo WV. .: 
Graves Co., M. Mi 
Giacannio Vignalo 00, ae tase nss dre 
Greensmith, Herbert, & Son 
General Electric Co... ...-coravnssannnaas 
Gurney Seed & Nursery Co... ccueeeeauannn. 
Goat & Sheep Skins Importing Co. was § 
Glyde, Joseph. 8... abl ol sires ana 
Gage J Bros. & Co.cc... iit iinn ines 

Germania IMporting Co. voce evenvsssonnsnss 
German Press & Plate Co........ See Nt, 
German American Button Co......ccaueea... 

ceecesmcesssccsccscacnana 

Ji Joweiry ules Yee his nn een 

eemeecanccnacmnns 

News-print paper     

   
   

  

   

   

   

  

do 
Exhibit 2, appendix... icici ie isn 
Court judgment le nein ewes malate sa sie 

Exhibit 2 appendix... oa lia 
Court A rls tm mean se ee ae 

CloriOalePTOr oes revs svt sic vane vr seman 
Courtjudgment... .L.....ccuuiacnssns 
Exhibit 1], appendix...............-. 
Books in foreign language, free. ....... 
Court jodgment. ....... coi. tain is 

    

  

Error in'weight........../ 
Shortianded..... Lil. L000, 5 
Yrror in classification. ................ 
Courtindgment...... ves oon sunyen 
Excess deposit refunded on liquidation. 
Court judgment... oc. .ooxssvrarrennins 
American goods returned, free......... 
Exhibit 9, appendix... ci. -ivesusmes 
Sour) judgment exams inna unde nnann 

oo aL 
Error in classification....... weeny   

0. 

Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 
o. 

Sec. a0, 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

   

   

  

   

    

   

Date To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 
July 15. Humburg, Charles. .......ieeccenerinssesnass AE RD AOR $2.00 Frrorin quantily..........-s00sss0mas Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909, 

17 Hel, M,C.  iiancneriniieiniat sins Horseradish roots. .......... 210.00 Plowing the decision, Exhibit 6, ap- Do. 
pendix 

19 Hackleld & Co. (Tbd.)....-..uiniiiiniiess SUIT. Dol. versa ennsins 1,103.72 | Error in classification................. Do. 
21 | Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher............ Coverings. . 152.60 | Court judgment...... : Do. 
22 Li BO, x i aaa ranean sated do... ...-.. 102.90 1.0... QOL ss a ii ada aed Do. 

Aug, 7 Howell Bros ................. Suit of clothes 10.85 | American goods returned, free......... Do. 
7 | Honcher, M.......... Or ees ec ine 9.37 rr in classifieation..........oehune Do. 

20 Hav ley & Letzerich.......... Sheathing. :...........000, 7.48 1 ul. i aa a Do. 
DF rede QO, or ei i Steamer es s amare Oliveoll.. ... ...0i0. 0003 24.73 Hira Inquantity......o.z.... 00000 Do. 
28 Biwi Dry Goods Co., The. .............. Women’s gloves............. 14.04 Menor inclassifieation..... 00d. 0 2 Do. 
30 { TIawley & Teetzerich..................cvivis Machinetool..........iiceue BY 00. 0, i ee ie pen Laman s Do. 
30. Hempstead & Son, 0. G.........ccveceudiaes Aluminuye, aici can 14.10 Ha Tudgrent. Fenton hee ae Nae Do. 

Sept. 23 | Herrmann Bros... clon. Len oil aos. TAquEOrS oo slat ed i BEST Eh ICE RO Ce Cl Do. 
23 EOD CRONE Ne. ese sdicun enemas SOI YS. cient temic mda dead B20 ClerIOM CTYOr ve sas sx neds S amma ns 23 Do. 

Oct.»10 |. Hawley'& fetwerich. .............c.. 0.00. TAPPING PAPLL. oo ish uienen 392.70 | Free Tne treaty and Canadian reci- | Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
procity act. 

BL dO aL Salphur.... Lod ato ll 21.36 | Ervorivclassifleation. 0... :...0.00 00 Do. 
Nov. 5 Herron BO th a aa Lens Mel a ss ciate Ti renee 28.70.1...5. doy ol at ia ae ie Do. 

123 Hawley & Letzerich.. a... aa.insnssianncney Wapping Paper. .... .ci.ved 48.65 | Free ig treaty and Canadian reci- Do. 
rocity act. 

12 Herbert Importing Co. ...... oie fended Whisky... viii. die 6.27 Paid byearbler a ha Do. 
Hames Ga COLCA... i a Ean dE dd Knitted mufflers............i 7-80: Exhibit 12, appendix... ... a. .oies Do. 

15 Hes & Bro., D. a na ss ei Jewelry. Lh ea 204.501 Cotirbjudgment....... .......... 0... aes Do. 
es 0. i etn a aaah ee eae das Le ES do ci i io nid 87.45 1.0.0.0 Sp aes Sr Ash icra ESE Do. 

17 Homel, Beaman SE Lothacher... ..... vias G0. dR sea ats 126:00:1...5- LU SER IE SER aN JR SIO Do. 
21 | Hesse & Bro. re a 0 senna tenn aied 105.80 )..... G0, ea an aN LT hs Do. 
1 HOSS Qe a a ea ee 0 sos eis anes saad 3.:50:0....3 AO iran ci i tS Do. 

Heme BoD. B.. 0h wate ta a a EL EY 1,380. 75.1....¢ QO eed ea dl Sas dal Do. 
22 | Haynes & Co., OA Sa ab ee Pd Knitted muffiers............ 120.501 Exlibif 12, appendix................. Do. 
25 | Halle Bros. Co., DAS. iis) JOWOILY ie esa . 2.75 | Error in classification. . ............... Do. 
26 Hanis RNR NR $43 (Clerigalarvor, = 00... os. as. Do. 
OB dO a saath ek ae. 14.15 | Error nelassifieation.......-......... Do. 
26 Hon, Bruckmann & Lorbacher 591. 50 Cott adgmons NE Do. 
26}... 2 Be FE ae sda insins a sation wh wi \ Do. 
DB esa. LE evar src na ead Do. 
26 Hirsch’s BONS. cs resrss rseninansnhuens Do. 
26 | Hesse & Bro., DR ee Do. 
28 JAMBA QE CO. sas aianinennsnns a Do. 

Doc. 1 Hoste & Bros D.8..............0 0 Do. 
3 | Hirsch’s Sons, i ah ts Do. 
4 | Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher. Do. 
Polzies Do. 
8 it, Do.     
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Feb.   
    

     

  
  

   
   

  

Hor Jo... aie a ade | Wire card clothing.......... 

Hesse a Bron D8... co ciiiiiinsnilie I Jew elry a seth ae 
HUSSA & 00... 2.0 oti cena sein Bunn as BCR RE I NETS 
Howlett & Power... i ivi sari saic ties i 
Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher............ 
Hague &. Co. A. J (ING) i, cvaiiianionnns 
Hensel Bruckmann & Lorbacher............ 
Hirsch Sons Gr. . i. viii. ve dvuiavs 

sites 0: rd ani aed Ce drt SG et Lay a a 
Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher...........i..... 
Liirshbach Smith, .... 0 ees hile oo 
Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbachier........... i 
HASSE Cos aire. SL I a) 
Hawley & Lotaerich............... 00 0.0 | 
Hirsehe'Sans, Gon. oh nse nial oan FL Jewalewa iil 
Hamano, Shoten.... o.oo ic aetna se Varions articles. ............ 

Rez AO ic = te init nninls wavs ns nine annaimnnslsinaine. RICE. i vane 
Hl, Saar anns ssc n i inainsscnne sts ea Trion articles... /.. 00 
a 32 8 cn pra in md a 5 wT el She i 5 as wn meen EU, SL TA 
ais. cas ie ale amis hn ae ts Ae aes he EE Cotton and siik cioth........ 
oflshiasger Co tld.) oo. dla. Limenduek............0.av- 
ean QOS i es ra aE Brown linen duck. .......... 
Henmai ne TE Ree. el an mene 
Hono Hat Ca... oi. i eo ions Dar ih Tinian 
Hop HIE & CO... ..0 neces Variousartioles. ............ 

Hono TM CO... iain ne i vananes PADRE. Jd eatin iesd tare ons 
Hardwood Manufacturing Co................ 1 Fabricsofinte. . ......i.... 
EGE MR IE Sa ee Horrings. .. ..... on 
Heidelberg "Liquor Co. ii. YAQUOr bss ori aa 
Hawley & Latadrich....0.. 0 o.oo oc 8ii iS EATthenwars... ......-.. uo. 
HIoakor, AND... oasis iit el Marble base: ..........ccunae 
Hardwood Manufacturing Co................ OID, tii ca cad nan ina 
Hempstead & Son, O. G ..| Rubber waste 
Banis& Co. BH... 0.00 nda .| Rotten grapes... 

SER IE ee See IE CIRERRIE eT dos. 0s... 
an Qo. 

QO: soln senate stats tn ree I qo. ls 
AEE ed vi SS Ca st ar eS Re Ws Le Knitted mnfflers. ........... 
Hensell, ‘Bruckmann & Lorbacher. ............... RO est 
Hawley & Latiarioh-. oh iit sieet ia naiee Iron castings... eases: 
«Herbst Importing €0.,C. 8..2.......0.u0... WIne. Lali ares 
HawaiiMeat Co. (Ltd.).. .....5..oncidfovuve Beef, veal, and mutton..... 

Halla Bros, 00., Phe. ......c-.ciciivisvosazs er cia ain aes 
Hulen, Van BE... iiss daca rai aad Gloves. in iui. aii: 
Haberman Provision Co,, The A......:. 5... BID: inate. dennis ann sa dnt     

    

202.75). x. QO is i ere a 
33.95 | Withdrawn from warehouse after 

| change of rate. 
785.15 Cotebjntoment. Lc... tu laeiindes 
16.25 

.78 
1,484. 40 

1.00 
14.25 
83.50 | 
10.50 | 

194.25 

91.81 | 
21.00 
15.80} Short 8 tipped. ou. i ada as, 

ISH Compt duldomens oon ata ts 
1,620.42 | Withcrawn {ron oUSY Wir 

chan: of rai». 
51.331... das sir i sr Ee 
9.40: 1.0... dor Lr rate Sore nL dy 

12:00 |... Ao A Lr 
25.26]. uns dO. 00 ei 
30.43 |..... Qos. anata 
S20... HO st a at 

133.50 1... Os natant ce 
1ta54.0. 0 AOL i eR ae 
15.3640... 0 dr a ao 

1.30: -- QO dr SER 
97.221 CloTICalerIOr sos sa bain dale vsti iin 
16.43 | Courtjudgment......... bo uae bile. a. 
1.00 Cloriealierrora. eis oe iad devin 

74.10} Error in classificasion. ..... co c050008 
60:90 | Courtjudament............ 0.0.0... hn 
70.56. Duty twicepaid. oo... vei ene 
55.80 | Court Jadonyantk. ... coo. Jadoo ii ii is 

370. 50 Pann 10, appendix... aeaaiii ii oi 
WME25 0.0 dea a dl rea na ela 
285. 75 f. sl i a SL Sn A Sa 

1,805.50 |..... QO sui a a a 
11.80 | Court judgmont Se NS ae La A 

TNT REL a EE Se 
154.50 Brtery inelassifivation.. ut... 

3.270 Short 1andad. ,.. ci. codimsneibinss ass 
2,554.39 | Withdrawn from warehouse after 

change of rate. 
10.30 CloriCal OMOr, « .. 01h s au ss wanmank sw she 
4.00 | Personal effects, free. ................. 

37.90 + Error inclassification............ve. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

90
1 

  

  

  

        

  

         

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. | Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 
| 

1914. \ 
. 21 | Hoffschlaeger Co. (Ltd.)..... sesesssennsonnsn WOoOlans,; ol0. ...exeensesenss $1,117.93 Wilden fiom warehouse after | Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 

| change of rate. 
2 HOD HINGE & 00. des. nis tetnnssnnnsnsns Bottles, clC.. ... cae. wade ns 0.36 1...7. BO ST ea idea Sa enn ts Do. 
21 + Hell Chemical CO., HENrY... -c.- crsasnse=s Por DADer sas aacanns 2. 401 Clorietl orrOru ec ac iss vasa daansansas Do. 
31 | Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher. .......... Knitted mufflers............ 82.00 | Court judoment.... i e.assensedosian. Do. 

Apr. 2 | Hanke BOR cy cent ra Lam gloves. cave c sec dennn 10.23 | Error in classification. Loe Do. 
S'¢ Henderson, M.....sceessesssssrssnsessnsusvns Silver sweeps 9.00 | Exhibit 13, appendix......a-adenncane Do. 
7 Hills &.Co,,C.8..... AEE a 1 a SE OR le) 30.28 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
9 | Hawley & Letzerich. . ..| Decorated earthenware...... 36.40 | Exported from warehouse. ............. Section 2977, R 

18 | Hoffschlaeger Co. (Ltd. Yin Sty pe reen as WW 00leNS. «cc oniiiaoiisnsin, 138. 68 Withdrawn fom warehouse after | Par. Y, sec. "II, et Oct. 3, 1913. 
change of rate. 

20 | Hensel, Bruckmann & Lorbacher............ Knitted mufflers............ 724.30 Court Jidgment......... LL... Do. 
23 | Hartrick, Geo. .'vsseecssa. Coolie beatin mains Bottles... eevee oes Ci aa 40.65 Errorin classification. ........ 5.0. cus Do. 

May 7 ITClWIZ, Bo. rveca vance nnn oe venom re saints Wood DUD es tessa sasssan 1,280,07 Court judgment... ......c.. ot nn vine Do. 
TL a WHEY econ en reves nnras 1.37 | CIOTICALLEIOD. soars eve trnn rm iinnies Do. 

12 | Hawley & Letzorieh, ova vacacsececisennnnnsnn Decorated earthenware...... 45,90 1. Errorin classification. ....... 0... vue Do. 
x2 1a siaiei do RE SR IN Ae has Ras mae Old jutabagging.. .........« 3490. .... QOL ira sense aan bm ens Do. 
Eva CO dca da a an a mwiy awn Cw ean 8 wim aah ww ania mala Earthenware... ...e-uuoveseas 237.75 Vou ras QO es a a Ll Do. 
14 Hort: Importing Co., BC se aes ais ChaMpASIG. =. aes sinssnres 9.60.) Pajdby.earrier... io sein. iain: Do. 
19 | Hibben Hollweg & Co.. meni ne aire ee ad Tanencloth.::......... 4... 31.50.} Error in classification... io... Do. 
19 | Hawley & Jasserion Sn mya ea a baw wa men RUDDER OYE: . vives cr sasnsss 3.901... AO ee Do. 

June 10 | Heidner, Hans........... nis a en a ak CL Of Wonds.. ol 16.50 {.... TE Re ER Do. 
22 | Hawley & ors Senos neither te ld Wine... oaeiii sil od 1.854 Cloricalerror.  . oi. odd gl on tia us Do. 
24 1*Horrlingar Paper C0.y TOs evs vanenesnsinen- ons ol 19.30'] Error in classifieation. ....l..oeeeeiai. Do. 
24) Honderson, M..c.ceveveresnverasncninnsnnss: Plax and straw. ............ 165.00: 1...-7 0 2 i vaio ven se aba aaa Do. 
29 Hamburger, Levine 00. - cis isinsnnvassrsn Wearing apparel............ 78.60 1; Court JUAEMENT. .. cc. cvssianeossnsass Do. 

1913. 
Nov. 5.0 Iialian Delicatessen Grocery C0... sx ceenes.| OLIVE Ol. uvvanenreenecannes 3.90 “Clerical error. .c i lousy taii sii. oe Do. 

Si Tialian TMporting €o. ..c. 0 2 in crsnssavnaan ChoBse. .. o. dieieit st snednas 7.62 Eloy  Sopenit refunded on liquida- Do. 

26 | Isaacs, Vought & Co Do. 
Dec. 3 |..... JO. a asst den mens Stastny dese Do 

Bo vie QO. ie sense cir agar t aa es ae ae rete Do. 
Ol..." QO tr roan sea mast irs ay sa ae Ra Do. 
110... Lr A PE RSE ER Do. 
12.5 dO. eid Do. 
15,15 cums qo Aad Do. 
18 | Isaacs Vought & Co 3 do . do Do. 
20 HTSOSIHINA IE note doce anian pans mor ms nee Variousorticles. .........ve- 21.90 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 

change of rate. . 
29 IWAN GE C0... vavnnseandisnsnivsssnsanannsn BPaW hats. edness 11.80 {....: OL ie iaeas tet ea enna sais ain an Do.           
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1914. 
Jan. 9 

24 

Apr. 23 
y 23 

June 24 

1913. 
July 30 
Aug. 28 
Sept. 23 
Oct. 29 

Nov. 26 
Dec. 6 

12 
2 

1914. 
Apr. 15 
June 24 

1913. 
July 2 

y 11 

Aug. 2 

Sept. 23 

Nov. 

Dec.   

Isoshima, K......- SB uu tise wes Seve ie 
Iwao & CO... ce eanacass HEE REE 
Tialion TMporting Co. <a. oasncssasssscnrsass 

Ishimitsu Suetara. ....... sana 
Importers & Manufacturing Co.............. 
IWAAMI & C0. ceelec ei nemencnnsnaensssissn 

JeVNC C0. Hl. . iss ersesnanesnsnssersamasss 5 
Jackson Temple Nar BL TD RT 
Jordan CutleryiCo,; As J... ccucecisniventssasen 
Japanese Rice Mill 0 a ad 

Jefferson Importation Co 
Jordan, W. B. & W. G 

Kor, Frank WW... .. ae dacnaratnnssnssnines 
Kemper; P. A, (estate)... ..oeiesssnssnrsssns 

BoWalSlel, J. Tuco... ensinsn animes saincmnnnisns 
Kraemer & Coy B. 1/0. coieisoesvansasssbs 
Kraemer & Foss nash vil welts sa ai wa 
Komfina dk ICo., KK... .. cc cssmnoinasnnsassns 
Kinney & Levan Wg PC a ininindinisin sa nsnnis 
Kawayn, M. ou. uiaiaceasscnsnassnnsssn 
Renyon Co., C. oc ii. iia di assim wns sennss 
Kronfeld, Sanhders & Co....cosvesnssswnssss 

Kiefer Drug C05, AL alii instante nan rindsd 
Kildall rh, COaaiar er ay 

Eitchen, JOC... cc. oc iivovimesesnsnmss 
a a SR 
KoopmMani& €0.....csaerssannsnnscrnsennsans 
Keller Sevker C0... ie neaninensnanvinns 
ODS BIOS. cheesy ise vsssntomcnnsnivansininsia 
Knauth Sechol & KUNG. vieueesnnsnnns ssi 

     Sausd do 
Kojima & Co. (Ltd.), Es 
vy BW. ans st assis nrsnnsessnen 

Knauth, Nachod & Kuhne.......... Sovescnn 
Kingsbacher Bros. .sc-.- sesame Sevaviveny 

  

  

Dried peas... i. icoiue.- fs 
PaCqUeTS. (ius nsise sn visineine nisi 
Straw hats... ow... ote isin. 

GCiniand biliers......cavess 
Woolensuit.........oen.q--- 
Pocket knives... .... cocoa» 
RICO... vies iano sasansss 

  

Am. goods returned......... 
Oliveoll... .... le cteecuin 
Yeather.. iol. i usavies 

D. 
‘Waterproof cloth. ........... 
POS Caran... sii eee 
COS. sa rans 
BIerTINg os eave cn asses 

J Bai eis iste sash bares 
Jo 

Jewelry 

   Celina “clocks. . an aaa eine ue   

Excess deposit refunded on liquida- 
ion 

Error in classification. . ......cue...... 
Courtjudgment.........cssewevrecnsins 
Error in classification. .....#cec...... 

ee cesses nsnesssnsanaranscanas 

Short shipped and clerical error....... 
Clerical CLFOL eee n sin ams maa naansanss 

Waren from warehouse after 
change of rate. 

Court Jd gmeny BL RE TOE 

ClerIeB  OFLOT. es +s x sala minis iw mis sis 
Excess deposit refunded on liquida- 

tion. 
Shortshipped.. ........ ede ven annt 
Exhibit 14, appendix... .. cones revi 
Court jud gment 2s dian dein nus wanes sie 
Error in.classifcation. « case eneuise mains 
ClenIcaliorIOr. i. tas a wan sven cna nie 
Trror in classificotion. ...cce.aveeeia. 
ede Judgment....... lous ncatensida 

Fixhibit 12, appendix. ca. aaa 
Court judgment. IATA Ea RR Ah 

  

    I 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Sec. = subsee. 23, act Aug, 5, 1909. 
0. 

Do. 
Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 
Do. 

Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1901, 
Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 
Dee. 20 Ran Fo (10. .5 tata dss eressrwr as sananansroes Various articles. ....cocpvies- $63.37 | Withdrawn from warehouse after | Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

change in rate. 
20 RK OWaN0, IF. . o ceieitc cn ci dh sane sum thea a BOL. ete renansmpnnnns 67.59%..... BO, i Sessa dari nse Do. 

1914. 
Jen. 9 Kennedy & Gongh.........c.ccenecennsssus Moat... ieee TE ees 42.75 ¢..... 00. a seat ata Do. 

SKIS Shoton. . . ccac sian nssvinsnarnnss Various articles. ............ 61.07}... 0. eis Rarer ates Do. 
10 | Knanuth, Nachod & Kuhne............-...-- TOW CIE Y erein sss insosccasnssns 131.75 | Court 2 hl i Cadden inline ey! Do. 
31 | Kraemer & C0, Fol cinsnicninnsnnnnsnnse Plate powder. .........onv. BOB. 0 cree rissa r ater sree Do. 

Feb. 2 Kimmay &levanCo., The. ....cc.oernivesin HD en atl Sans ve 2.20 Clerica OTLOL ns ss sera esas bansas Do. 
11 | Kentucky Xobaceo Pr00UuctS 00. «ov accu usnny Cigarette machines. ......... A068 1... 0, i. irises sare drat s Do. 
1B Kremer& Co. BF. Li......u0naecsrecigensnss Breeches ball, etc. .......... 15.00 | Court cfd SONG. rine Do. 
Tr) Rlpsteit & 00.04. iui ovnienhsnsee enn Indigo pasts... .. cc coenre 1,448.04 | Exhibit No. 15, a Append bette era Do. 
18 | Klosterman & Co., Jo. ie aia SID i dc esa 208.20'1 Exhibit 4, appendix...  ............. Do. 
18 | Koons, Wilson & G0 Alizarin assistant... ......... 46.65 | Court judgment De ts Do. 

Mar. 5 | Kraemer & C0 Fe ist te ans Plate powder... .......c. sere 80.20 |..... BO ee alah Do. 
10 | Kansas City Bag Manufacturing Co.......... rag. en ae tannin SRS @orienlorror. Lo Do. 

| Kwong Chong Lung Co......--c.e.eoiesoasss EB OLlIes re a 7.92 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 
change in rate. 

May: 4 "Kurtz, Stubosck & C0... caer assassssnasnn Merchandise. .......odnecee. 1,325.30 -Coprt Judgment . .......cocenchersnssns Do. 
5 Kem Commercial Co......0.uuaversnsscn raises Wood palp.....i.. .uncaluni 152.18.0.... 0. ie, Do. 

120 Kiam Ed. Di svat an snsssnsien ine od Pur hos. . econ nna ona 45.571 Error In clossifieation................. Do. 
14 Kolloy, Clarke C0. 0. 0. oasis sae sin cinnin nai IE oi a a5 Clea Orroroo i, Do. 
HA I Inoshbachol Bros. i... eit stoma ssannss [ol ping. aie ad 4.30 1 Error in classification. .......... 0... Do. 

June 12 I HpStein & C0. KX. i. oie aearsinasrssnnsonss Indiso paste... o.oo. eure 232.651 Exhibii 18, appendix... ...... N....... Do. 
Knowlton, CoM. Dr .... oi. lili evi oles, Wrapping paper. ........... 497.00 | Free, under treaty and Canadian reci- Do. 

procity act. 
1913. 5 

July If lone, BR. VW... ...........; LB oION CUDES. cee mnevuenn. 73:40 Conrbiudgment,. .... 0 0 nl aus... Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
2 | Lawrence, B. R Herring... 26.70 | Clericalerrcr. ......... Do. 
9 0-anes BO% Le rss cated Ses Magnesia. . 126.35 | Error in classification. .. Do. 

17 | Lippman, Spier & Hahn Iubber jewelry 24.75 | ‘Court judgment. .......... Do. 
TeV C0. TW. oe seat aks aann ints sae Ar Sate en mio wen ein tia 5.000. or" dG ic ee SEN Do. 

18 | Lubbock, Ww. Cattle, NR aA 151.35 Short'shippad, ........c-ccnnerrna.s a. Do. 
Aug. 23 | Linen Thread Co., The Lace-making machines. ..... 2,457.55 | Error in classification ..............._. Special act of Congress, approved Feb. 

, 1913. 
26 | Lozano & Co. ODACE0- su. an 0 a 62.4010... 2 TE en tren eed Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
27 | Lewis Grain oh PERC NE AR Feed wheat........c--...... 00.00 1... ..00 0h. 0 or sl Ra Do. 
01 L.ymon, Miss Marjorie. ...........ccn-nnaiiin Bl sansa ne nsdn sane 1.75 Fiodui of Philippine Islands, free.. Do. 
80; Lyman, Miss Wilena. .....o.n. cece eioeiinl 000 40. ta te eis BT ld ee Do. 

Sept. 2 | 10rd: & Taylor. con -- one srso ne sc Te tinea av iin Trimmed hals............... 122.30 Exhibit 16, sppendix..........-...-... Do. 
29 ANGINA Jes rr bes ss cissn mma nnn CIB... ne haere smi samnnn 95.25 | Error in classification and short 

shipped. Do. 
Nov. 11 | Liggett & Myers Tobacco Co................. RODEO. = ees fe tole anne es 139.74 { Clerical error... .... ioe dnt cin. Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913.       
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Lewy £ CONON..... sissies enna sns 
LE LR LE RE I a I WR 
Lorsch & $00: cao ny en Se Sen aides 
Leon Rheims eieslageuat mes ritegen Gadd Lat 
Linguiann, Spier & Hahn 
Toth & Taylor... er cass cnnsnie sna se snnass 
Liner C0, 1D... ce. aoe ss arian sss n mins 
Lord & IY JOE sonnei saaa sts aay 

   

   

          

    

  

   

   
   

TRON BRON COurnec arene se rine nnn 
Lisner & Co., D. ae ine oe wn i el pe wai nm Aa i 
lewy, ECA. En 

Lipa, ; Spier & Ban 
Tora &MaVIor............. cc tases iinnan 
pore @Oghen.. ii. aa a siees 

TOT & OVIOT. 000s snnsssissnnis ms adine sven 
TeV GOO, LW. .....couicinaa-nniiansass 
Tewy Cohen... i aan ser saan 
1000 Ra RR a nN 
1inpuuan, Spier & Hahn 
Ivy & 60, M.,....... cocci cain irrananiatat 
Lorsch & Phe ee iva Te Catt 
dASHer £100. D........ cist ass sansa ds 
Lewy & GON, ahr han ee 
Leo RReiS C0... ... otic nccnndanesiivanian 
Lippmann, Spier & Hahn 
ICON BROIMEC0. cov vveronornrrns 
Lewy & Cohen...... 
Lord & Taylor.. 
Lisner & Co., D. 
Leon Rheims Co 

    

Lewy & Chen, os 
Lorsch & Co., 
Lewy & Sy ve 
Lippmann, Spier & Hahn.       

Court indament. ........-cibine loathe 
Exhibit 8, appendix..... .-.oc.aaiei. 
Court judgment eR ae a Ta av 

Clorjeal Tron... teas Leiden 
Court judge ME cist dasa 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 
Pec. 0 Lang, RB. Ii i... ieicninaiviosasnnansesss Jewelry... 0 i. ha us $138.00 | Court judgment...cceaceaaee. Jesse....| Par. Y, see. 3, act Oct. 3, 1013, 

10 LEON RABIES CO... vs dr cinco tii nsassnsonpantanins A003. ida es chien win nais 39:25 |..... QO re beanie have Tmt awd we Do. 
1 T.6WY & CONOR. .... iui. cnsenssnsnssennnnssslenies 0c iris duit satonan 23:00: 1... 0 vl Be Ce es vad adn Do. 

WW Lorde Taylor........cneonnsansssnitionnnsinsiezen Ls RR RR 392.28 |..... 0 co EU a rem mein aa Do. * 
Wi Teon Rheims Co... nu einai ine fis RE SRR RY 28.50/)....- AO ee eases rar sane eer nl Do. 
IL Lore C0. A... ores naan sssns danas AO, dente eiaas 17-60)... .. QO. ai Sinn im sma y sienna astm me Do. 
12 | Lippmann, Spier EH Hahn..... oneimnsaiiala i. GOs. cas cite oisasat 20.50 ..... QO es eriidansansisnnasdiansonsssinsn Do. 
12 | Lord & Ten Benn aig iin 3 as es ple Se we ws sens {nla pe G0, ar Sal en anaes Smee 300%..... 0. seus sees ent ates nnsssinsesnnn Do. 
124] Yasner&i00., BD. . 0 i esha mee G0. od Sol a eS 2,974.55 {....- 40. ci. a ec teat NI Do. 
12 | Lorsch & Co. Dic: Abert... tia de a dae. ted 1 RS ST SR 81.00:1....: G00 ides decease rans nats Do. 
05 Liner & 100, PD. . .... eee Sede eit G03. aol ce ce rsrrensishans 2,061.00... ... 0. ee reat reese ake ddan Do. 
15% Lewy & CORON... ics easet itinnanserasnss 92.250... dos... oo nee is sis asm vnieale® Do. 
158 Lose & Cos, Al... insist nn in mnmaidannsns 70 oss 0 vn od vin ra Seleiin r maa ss aes Do. 
15: Lorsech & Co, (Inc.), A.............20x00000n- p40. QOL at ir rai eww tn ds nae Do. 
15 | Lippmann, Spier SOWn 06. 001... AO. sia sisine anlaiemimainaia sms sas ws nsios Do. 
FLARES lO VD DORR a 65: .... QOL i ad ee sna rh tins enn Do. 
17 Leon BhelmBSIO0D. .. . ic. versa sismassssasss 4.25:1..... 00 5 das nis suman nse nisssnsoncatnnn abe Do. * 
1 IeRy & Conan. Li). esa seransinann : Do. 
YL LorSCIQICO:, A. nih Hes tne sessnn sissies ; Do. 
17 | Lippman, Spier SH Hahw ou lve Y7. Do. 
13 Jong, B.F..... A; Do. 
1S Lewy & Conon... ........ essa ss nansnones ; Do. 
13 isnot Co. DL aes Sine durin aleisn wainnsis : Do. 
19 | Lewy & Cohen te sds temas sae Stes s ans 5. do Do. 
191i Louricelln, Po... eeu tas cnereen sar. Zs Exhibit 2, appendix... onrcrssnrses Do. 
19'| Lippmann, Spior & Hahn. ......vecdennnises Jowelyry. ooLosu Lond ty 242.35 | Court judgment PUREE Pam wa is . Do. 
23 Leuchtenberg Co, Vr nus safeeavs QO. Be eT ais 3:75 aim nn $9 ME ae OE SR Do. 
Brine & Co, DD. Ly . ri ates ahs ranileatas G0. a ar ta eam 180. 25 0. as allD, a dS ea a enna vara aan Do. 
24 | Lauricella, P.. Ndi soar de nns sacey Doflen fragile. Jo. Sor EA 48.77 Exhibit o,appendix... .. Lau. Do. 
31 Lippmann SRT TE «ee rar rraiatn Jewelry... ooo cveshonei nna 841.65 | Court judgment ovine aiais olen ty wiv we Do. 
oR dang, BE i dee iret senna nae od G0. a asses abla 415.20 7...2} QO a acm tient ans asa a san aie. Do. 
31 Leigh ND Iron castings... cen isuess 1,280.53 |...-- QOL. sete Ne Sieve suai Se eernes Do. 

1914. 
Jan. 6 Lyon foal Yes essai ie diesen diye sie Ivory mouthpieces ......... 39.00 |. dO). a rraessnees sdscnnsseus mite es Do. 

6 a ee ad vars JowWalry. |. iil asa enad 40.75 1a... 0 th se Le Te Do. 
30 Tong ack. CH i cress trans abr eaian Oat screenings. ... .. i vease 65.92 i Frror in classification. .........c. 2... Do. 

Feb. 2ul Lo080, F.0d. ot. dati e sda ss sun nd ANtiqUuities. -/c coveieviasvesse 4.50 | Antiquities ove 100 years old, [ree.... Do. 
Sh -Lmmley SF. i err ner ee nes amas Catfles.......cievs ae ard 184.03 | Court judgment....................... Do. 

18 | Tors Son & C0 Lessa m eet suns snes BODAEE a seri snen nas 295.20 | Error inc Cy Sedma aate Do. 
20 | Lan : LA a I SS ON en Rapeseed Of... ccocie-trree 16.55 | Court iar a Saswionans Do. 

Mar. 3. i800. hod. tte des ren ern rms os Jewelry itt cdi sa tarnse 205.05: 200, rr sens saan ss Sune suuvse Do. 
10 | Toto KG FOSSL,  eeen devin. cant benassi "Tomatoes. ....... ana es Ae 7 Clerical GILOT soc us viswssndes selvseece sy Do. 
30M Loran MID. (C0. . careers varsnamsrinsve sens 00). Ll aie s sane weds 123.37; Errorin weight. . .c.rvevcnsss NY BA en Do. 
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121.75 | Court judgment Do. 
66.85 |..... Oavv ens: Do. 

2060.25 [uss as dos... Do. 
1.24 | Clerical error Do. 

19.65 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 
change of rate. 

BO andlay, CO I sss vansn vas nines Earthenware ice tanks. ..... 638.30 | Exbibif 17, appendix. ................ Do. 
ADL. LN Lowy COON. Least s eananasnsansnnnsss JOWEIPY varies a ania 63.80 | Court judgment............ ans eaaa Do. 

2tlomrus& Co, The FB. & R......cc.cneunenns Lambgloves................ 16.20 | Error in classification. ......ceeu...... Do. 
2 | Langley, C. a Refrigerator interiors. ....... 173.80°| Exhibit 17, appendix. ............0.. Do. 
3 Tavrence, BR. iu. ices ren vusanavnnniuas Paper hoard. ......icoeedsen 24,60 ( Cloriealierror.,......cecoenivudnnsesss Do. 

ie i B08 hn eae evan ran ns wana n Havpine..o... in b ui... 6.75! Error in classification... .........vina.- Do. 
PD He at 300.1 a i i re aes Jewalry ree rasan es 8.93 1.. 55 dot, A a Do. 

May 13 | Levi & Otienheimer.... ..... 0 cies. SKY... aes 53.500] Shortage. octet. dont tou dni cede dil Do. 
IR Jonge, Benyon & C0... .cxsssatenssaon anne Herring. i. nsesess iiaadbe 17.10 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
BO Lom CO. ts. isan sii reeds ivi nisns Davasinieanias BO os re nner ene 40,85 cove Oe LC ye sea ena Do. 
29: Tevy & Tavis Co... cot. onsen vuoi vomee Driod cherries... uuvevneueees 633.24) Courl judgment... L.......cvevernsnys Do. 

June 104 Letter Athair. oo be. oie cas el COVES. Likes ehnns 5.90, Errorinclassification. i... voveeuas.s. Do. 
12 | Lewisohn Importing & Trading Co. (Ltd.)..| Merchandise. ..ccceeeuu..... 85.20 Courbjndament...........veeuueena.ll Do. 

1913. : 
July 950 Mitchell & JonNINGS. . ....lsesssniinsesvcbnsnt Cattle........ a." PIE PRA 37.92 Shore shipped and error in classifica- | Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

3 lon. 

0.4 McPherson, 308. /G......ocesssdenien in se Magnesia rings. ii. a. 252.85 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
16 Mone) & 100, i... due sieisecven iin inivani Horseradish roots... ......... 20.25 | Exhibit 6, appendix. ............0... Do. 
164 Maynard & Child... io. covnee sain tivin ae d 97.75 Eollows decision in exhibit 6, ap- Do. 

: pendix. 
170 Mewrel &C0.. 0 ih. ae imsnwsncssstinsnss 54.21 Exhibit 6;0ppendix.. . ico. ivuianvee Do. 
18 | Manufacturers Paper Co..... esas Set pre esa 192.90 | Court judgment. i. . Do. 
18] Macmaners, C. L.. ........... 31 2 4.80 Shor Shipped... i. seinen see nu rons Do. 
18: Maltby, David. ............ ..| Win sqgoaat. FO Do. 
185..:n. do cher bit Jes 1.25.00. AO eS IG Do. 
30 | Mandelbaum & Sons, J-......he0evnvarvesans 1.20 Sous deposit refunded on liquida- Do. 

Aug, 5 Murphy & Co., A...-....... PRR LIN I uy e manufacturing ma- 3,280.30 | Exhibit 18, appendix. .......... 0... Do. 
chinery. 

7] Morrison, Aloxandar. ....... ccesnnsentuavess TTarvestor: uc. caves tha 150.00 | Error in classification. . ............... Do. 
101 Mil & Mine Supply Co. ....ensenreononnnasis Wirerope..... sxx Seat es 478.46 |..--. QO tivities sas Bde sda Do. 
WT Marck & RIchorgs.......c nna snvaanan nae ‘Whalebone......... cc ensnd 20.65... Ts SERRE CIR FV RL RE Do. 
10 Morimirs Bros, - o. csr os ss sasn sins nssmennns ss Gases he Se san 7.00: ...-5 Ou thes Sas Do. 
20 i -MeGeltrick, Pa... ul iivsnssnssatsssacuenes Alrdale pups. N..u.00il 0 12.60 | For breeding purposes, free............ Do. 
Bi Murphy & C0. 7A. i. viene dass ainmenins J us e manufacturing ma- 193.95 ; Exhibit 18, appendix. .....c00e'-n-- Do. 

chinery. 
28 | McLaughlin, Gormley, King Co......c....... Wild celery seed............ 595.20 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
PS MONIVOIY. nit asanranmnans vanes Hayloaders......o.. 5. cue is 22.80: \. i=. OL elle ee ar hea a aa slants ph Do. 

Sept. 23 Myon Ce, BW... iid as tava s rena Shingles... .... esa eae 25.00: CloriealiorTor: Jit tes vos vaisinn vain nba Do. 
BO a de SS as Sar rae Cesntnisss Lamber....... WeSaswaene Jeon 2107 |... oc G0. sient ssn sinand ass as ens Do. 

Get. 10... do peas hls Kan a ene nS ha Se Bra os a anes ns as 200.00 1 Evror in classification... ....eiseesssan- Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 
17 Mark Cro88 00. ...00v. ,ninsssnvdsanen weeny Loather 68868... .uv.eucvsene 8.20 YCoart judgment... .. cc... ovaecuvidases Do. 
31 | Manila Trading & Supply Co., The...........| Embroidered cotton articles . 6.00 | Clerical’ OrTOr. .. assures snes res veee Do. 
31 | MacDougall & Southwick Co., Tho.c,cecuse GIOVES... i. veanntiiss cummin 24.43 | Error in classification............ cea Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 

Nov. 18 Macy & Co. RB. H.,....ccodiconsstaurinnnass $11.90 Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
19 | Matthews Sons, A. D 13.00 Do. 
21 | Meadows & Co., T..... 4.25 Do. 
21 Yosibews Sons, A.D 125.75 |. Do. 

ras. oer iver shan snoret mands 19.50 Do. 
24 byes C0 Pe Wain ivisanars siansnssinss 514.60 Do. 
BO ie 00s ected bent ara. Seren 24.75 | Imported by error, and returned...... Do. 
20 leas tO corse sani meet Tay wanes sigan en 60.00 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
26 de: A GE... rasa nasa 3:50 | Courtjudgment..  .... i. ociiiensiane Do. 

Dec. 1 Neudows & Co., POS. cases dennis »addenians Leather eases. ....cccvasnnss 18.30 4... 0. teins Vaden mr ans sant aaa Do. 
Be sO: i iis ds i se sa Ee ren rss na eer me ROec desis denaobinainii 8:53 %..... BO. cover ssid si Si sian Do. 
2 | Mills % LL I A EI LS pS Be, Jewelry... ati ideas 2.30 ..... BOs inet vec sat Face ne Do. 
St Mills& DUflof. ).. .  coserasssdsnnsnssaniase Woven palm leaves......... 453.00 |..... O00 Coteau tansnsisnansrisnasensiny Do. 
Si MeVer OA BE alae arena CW OI cain sass tna 9.25 {ere G0.cens etna iis tna shin sl danas tan Do. 
4 Matthews BONS, A De caren smal a hb sate OD a ectos seinen re seis 8.90 50... G0 A aaa, Do. 
SMS ODD... nesses sna ed ths Satein AO rea ir seam as 1.600 5... do..... Son sea Sein ne Ren Seek Do. 
GN OTTO, Jos cr ates ra cis ann a aia sins hee shale 0 es Tareas ings 14.95 1... EEE SA I Do. 
AE SR a Boke. eas adie iay 18.75 | Free distribution, free................. Do. 
9 | Moore Dr F Gov Co,, WHR Clo ln Matting... x ol. ..000 0, CRIED LED CO el St Do. 
9 | Myers & NY... ada tees ehs ONC horse. .....00 00s tunnnns 31.00 | United States origin, free.............. Do. 

10 | Mehcanical Pabrie Det mes ene sai es raes Unbleached cotton cloth..... 179.75 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 
change of rate. 

10 Mills & Gibb... eee iti Nl aaviva, Jewelry... ...c..aocianniss; 3.25 [Court judgment... .......ccvatvnere.: Do. 
3 cies 00 oa sheets sees t se nevis then chia sm 0. ives ieirn bliin costes ; do Do. 
10 Meyer, G. A. & EB... lu. ited 0. eta Ray ; Do. 
320 Morrison, J, ee een a Lea QO haa eh ae : Do. 
15 Matthews SONS, Aid. ore sny reser inlets PR BORE RGD Sal Do. 
30.1. e800 a re tie sass tat sas srs stant Ey ae 0 ce cnna Titer fa rnas ; Do. 
Y TET A EE vires re ier s ur] ena 0. iin cin re saan : Do. 
18 | Meadows & Co., Phos. 22 emercnen ee i area secs § Do 
1s Malet oR ere cass prt tare sear str rend 40%... .8 : Do. 
19 | Musacchia B abet s ses Hollen ri... cr sennsmss 5. k hibit 2, appendix... : Do. 
22 | Mayer & ORR. LL esvisse sees sleet rae, 39.40 | Error in classification. ................ Do. 
22 | Mendel Weistock Hat Co 2 tii Paim-ieaf hats. ............. VEE TREE ET I aR ae hp SL Do. 

MIC enZIe, J. Bi. scar arrester ees reget Pastile manufactures........ 28.85 | Error in classification.......ecueeeuen.. Do. 
22 | Morrison, ohn, a i irate Jewelry.......ce.ccnzicicas 3:50 | Court JUGZIMCAE. oc ovvivrosnnnernnonss Do. 
£3 Maniac CO. . cee ss sensrsrsersrrsssnsdocnlsnany BO ais tts sheen a2 ..2 0 0 ALA TRNAS Lae Do. 
23 MorrisEuri & Am. EX. Co. (1.£d.). « coesrecen]aanse 0 as Tair r mrad iD a BD sia sree sad ssa s ans Do. 
2 Morale R00, TD icv tecrsrpsosnrevnasons Rottenfruit.............-.0% 35.15 Exhibit 2, appendix ee ie aa Do. 

1914, 
an, 91 Menzel & Co......-...... AS DE SN ea vie FIerPiNgS, ...ccnsr ro cesserive £62.80 Court Judgment... . ...cuises sss seinen Do. 

0: Mayor& Son, Phob....ccererrinsersnsavedons puriion of metfal...clc. 00, 89.25 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 
change of rate.   
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Feb. 7 

Apr. 6 

May 9 | 

June 10 

19:3. 
July 21 

21 
Aug. 20 
Sept. 1 
Nov. 26 
Dec. 2 

3 

  

   

  

   

    

   

  

   

I Macomber, J.C... ith iia civennsdnsdadnes Rottengrapes..........c00n 
McLaughlin, Gormley, King Co...ccueuann... Bes a saa, 
Myers & Co, BrW........c citi canescens PUIDWOOR- vciconrcac-ssvinee 

Mever& ange: ....... convertase Fish in tins. . 
McCabe Elevator Co Whent........ 
MSU CO .oi sires cncnisons trans wasn amber... a. 
Magee & Co: W, Pons assssraslet onan Scraprubber.............-:- 
McCoy Co., Jou: TB. onc ceciii Sinn dn wiinin sae Bronze wire cloth........... 
Morrison Ricker Manufacturing Co........... Kidgloves... loo. soceiuncess 
MACOMDEL, J. Covert ainn srs sirmasn nines ROlIeN SYopes. ois ss anrs 
Meier & Co. Prank... ..... 00 esas Cotton Roses... 0m. c= 

ER A ERS SO TET Be IOVS. on. si ae 
Morrison Ricker Manufacturing Co...c.ceueuf-.... BO. nasa cients rie 
Musica '& Son, A... cotinine deine enra snes Jewelry... cia iy ree 
Massey, CoA. oy sieni si iciaa debs thus sasnarrs Fur neck plege........cox--- 
Maynard Child... . iii iinanin iba Rotten grapes..........----- 
Memphis Queensware Co Decorated china............ 
Miers & Rose Horses, ete 
Magsee & Col... ease hs Candles. . .. 

| Miller, Rhodes & Swartz Cloves. dis teases de 
Mothise IB, Mie. eiinaeinsaaiidane Steamerrugs...........---= 
Monguin, Rest. & Wine Co. (Ltd.).......... RARE. Si a daa 
Mill & Mine Su Ply Co.i.. co. WHC TODL... sano vnss sinner 
Merrick heynoldS Co. ... coven vnssdarmicsas Leather gloves... ..... ives» 
Miyozakl dr Co, Hh. . . ee iliaaeiasannne rte cit lies 
a 0.0... ies asian vase ins vos nanos her Medicine preparations... vo .. 
Mannheimer Bros. .........cc vs sessnnssesss Gloves... .. ........ 00 00s 
Manila Trading & Supply Co................ Wood stands. oo... ooesinais 
Memphis Paper Co... ..cne.uaasadenanase. Wrapping paper... .i.------ 

Mathis, B.M..... cis cs revstabsssnins cas Decalcamanias 
Milley &Tozstall......oiicsiendisissnss vty SIN TINS. LL. sree 
MaNiven, L....o. 0 ones sac iin izes Wood pulp... 
Moore & CO. A B....cniu-cot is oui Be, Boot DUID. . «iy svesiianes 
Myers & Co, TF. W. ......0nc.oncooneaonies JAMEL. col. vier semana 
Mexican Telegraph Co, The. oli isa es Manufactures of wood....... 
Moy Go ae... 0 Tl sie eae veh s Plax fabric... oi i... 00 ven 
HDi & Sothwick <0... . ve. vusuiass Tomb eloves.,.... 0... 0x1. 
MENIver, Lic. ir. siti id iiinatee sate Flax straw. .....00 uu ices 
Macomber, ToC otiii. shia nii dines iatss Rotien grapes... ....... ca. 2- 
Masson, Wife Sardines in bouillon......... 

NIX S00, TY. a ia Tes Sin mae s 5 Seid Horseradish roots. .......... 

Neuman & Schwiers Co., The................ Herringso.. oon. lua. isons 
National Cash Register Cort ons Printing press... ..aseesseds 
Newhall & Co, BH. M.....cnviaivas SOlphOr. coset iatans iv nrnsh 
New York Millinery & Supply «0 Jewelry... aed 
N ow York Merchandise Co......c.cuonans in sfsavns go SREP ae 
PEI assur sn denannssuiitas ns Unease une desneisyresyOs tines sa vaissone nse       

42.75 
800. 50 
15.00 

1,138.31 

  

Exhibit 10, appendix................. 
Tver bo ae Cation. oy ican 
Free under treaty and Canadian 

reciprocity act. 
Courtjudgment.........-...-- 
Twicepald........coecmaisenssas 
Exhibit 19, appendix. .c.....ocveeesan 
Court jud gment Ea NOM SI 
Exhibit 3, appendix.....ccceeniaaa... 
Error in classification. ................ 
Exhibit 10, appendix. . .c..cnuaesne-v- 
CleriGaberrer. fl... ec issun a eas 

Pald.by.carrior....... 5 us Susavvasss 
Court judgment... .....ic.inovizanss 
American manufacture, free........... 
Exhibit 10, appendix... ...iecvsxenesns 
Clore] error in reduction of currency. . 

Coie judgment 
Error in classification 

* Exhibit 20 a 
Error in i 

   

Free under treaty and Canadian 
reciprocity act. 

Errorin iassifieation.........ccvvnra 
Courtjudgment............cesees 
Error in classification. ...... 
Clerical orror.. ohn dic dice 

  

Exhibit 10,:appendix.. . ioe. ciiaiis 
Court judgment dias iw Fale Arn en a 

Following the decision in Exhibit 6, 
appendix, 

Cour judgment... ..i.....c0ss00oenn 
Error in classification 
Exhibit 4, appendix.......... -e 
Court judgment Seen nnn oe ead eS 

  

   

  0. 
Par Xs sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

0. 
Do. 

‘
S
H
L
L
N
d
 
S
W
O
I
S
A
D
 

d0
 
S
A
N
N
J
A
T
™
 

S
I
I



Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. 
Dec. 4 | New York Merchandise Co $69. 00 Par.Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

5 Nathorgn & Co, MM... 00... oo 49.5 Do. 
20. 25 Do. 
53.25 Do. 

240. 50 Do. 
272.25 Do. 

do. 83.75 Do. 
11.» New. York Millinery & Supply CO. sc vows va fer 22000 cc inagprensssssansesss 14.50 Do. 
12 Nouburger& CoM oii ci circa evens [a nae dO. La. eee ag 64. 25 Do. 
12 | New Sorte Merchandise CO... .oeoeeemeenennsl enn. 0: oriniivis al innsa 33.00 Do. 
05 der a0 ae ini ce aa tbr dns ann erivs suman sess itis sl G0. rd a des 108.75 Do. 
151 N en 2-00, M. .icunoinsns Woven enes inition 0 sae 41.25 Do. 
15 | New York sis C0. ac cicr tan ene snare G0... 47.50 Do. 
18. $0 qa aE RS ve ESR eS Anes ee vee eye BO. aS 29. 25 Do. 
20 eects OL or ce ence asin tenes seat naan oD Sale 5 RE te i TA, 7.7 Do. 
24 | Nairn S Ciacloai C0 PND... tees inn ns hie Belting. ;.0 cress onsdiivanan 190. 30 Do. 

1914. 
Jan. 10 | Niles Moser Cigar Co...... eoecesesiecunse ans COATS. . sow aise es nua wia'sin’s S15 Errorin weight. ineiii salons. : Do. 
Feb. 28 | Nye, Jenks & Co .......... IRR SCroonings- ves icin snes 194,00 | Error in classification........ce....... Do. 
Mar. 18 Nieatini Vora. i. a vee snsn tes ssn Whisky. 2... iciieisi. 4.80 | Error in Fone. oc vais ceion innas ines Do. 
Apr.” 6 V Nensiadior § Bro, (...... corn srnsneme nes Motalpolish......0o...ozea.0 35:90 1 Comrtiudoment. . ... -xu ch anpm ie cummins Do. 

9 | Nugent Bro. Dr ov Goods C0 Bisa setdanas YAM CIOVEE us aie ods waiamsns 20. 852. Error im clasgifieation...........c.eevui- Do. 
257: National Sales CO.eee.onsnssasnnanssrannevnena Cotton Clot... sone sn naman S12 do. ro rn. vec a oa Do. 
29 | Noonan, Lohrmann Co............ oie sunset Rosaries of glass... icemeeens 85.60%... JO. ii irises seam nse era ena Do. 

May. 0 Nozaki Bro8., i. incre inassnssinsnansssnit Flgh air os vd 2.07 0s 5s 0 es Sinan sie sale marae Do. 
9 | Nugent Bro. Dry Goods €o., B.............. Paintings in frames......... D9 005] Clerical BITOT. 5 vt dsm nics ne se ws Do. 

25. Netistadior & Bro., OQ. coc. sircelheadinsasnss Motalpoligh....t..o0.0, 000 34.35: ‘Court Judgment. .... -ce wins mnsmsanins Do. 
June 10 | Nordlinger & Sons., S...... woe mR mdm eae Decorated earthenware...... 6.05 1 Clorieal OFTOL. Jil. . suvei vine mes svinnnsis Do. 

1913. : 
Anz. 307 OBrien, B. P..c.ccuvess balers oa en taialea at Herring. 0). cies 242,40 | Errorinclassification.... .cceeces-on Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909, 
Nov. 3, Ornes Beswein & €0.. .esseriscmvonsicnnanness Cheese. ol. on semndss scans 4.02 Krroriniweight. .... ote nae seman ras Par. Y, sec. 3, act You 3, 913. 

90:0 Ovington Bros. 'Co,... 00 cnet int aeaismanans Jewelry i ce eae 3,00.] Court Judgment ......;. c.cvieeiesiceie Do. 
Pec. 5+ OVINSton Bros... vee. a eens snout insane: asa B0u ses sie vais dietsle em ia wires BO eke 0c Ln lh a re bi pee al sin ng Do. 

11. Ottons0ser, DV... sas snus 254, 50:1... 0. nuns sh dein we nssms wimisins vials sinio o Do. 
3 ares 20: a 106.50)... do.. Do. 
16:7. .55.00..0: aires oi 372.200. a do.. Do. 
19 Oia Bros Coie rinses 58,75 nan Gans dae alain ola SE sss imi wali iin arn Do. 
27 ass 0 Sd deans nes : a (DNs Sa QO eee ia tne ob nibs mimo wn wm 1 Do, 
27 Ofjansosey, Dsrapes edn es oat a isan ees waa ARTS. vas 00. Jed ats hns ain sn asin insnan 448.50 |..... i Sees ian wa sith las ms wale Ps ewsiine Do. 
27: ste thes, Senanais kee Sy eS tas Sala dot. oo. Serer aes BLT.50 ds c0cd at nis sosran os bie ns ons nin sin sins Do. 
29 | Osaki Pehoen NE Beste ns ent evnatinl dena ens PAPEL esc vserancen cuocises 19.33 Vit nava from warehouse after Do. 

change of rate.             
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Apr. 13 

May 1 
21 

June 10 
24 

1913. 
July 9 

Aug. 1 

Sept. 
Nov.   

  

Oriental Tea Co...... FIRE ORR Re de ot BUIDS. ci enna nabs 
Ostensosey Denes civaions se todintsndonvnoibs J ewaly Ereholol sank ens dunss 

rita 00 Se SN Biscuits... ice Ves aieas 

Pasteur Chamberland Filter Co ............. Merchandise...... eee a 

Pr Nat ccen crn csciensinannanesa res Alumingm.......eeeessercsen 
Pickert, FISH & COL. Cai iioivisisntnrnnaniot Soused mackerel............ 
Pittsburgh Dry Qoods C0. THO: sai auesass CIOCEKS, .o. cerns snnsnsssonses 
Pratt & Farmer Co.......c oo aaeansnsannins LL a Lr NER 
Pierson, Ralph & Co eh i ea Re wie wen nln Sheep Qi... c.eucues suas 
Puccio, Oo i er Botte Irtit. i nuiiines 

Pittsburgh Dry Goods Co,, The.......cxsoe.x Cotton 2loves.....--.0..000n 

Palmer Co., The. ..esssess wwii esnsenssens ss RIAN ClO di Ss d dere see 

Parise Lge... 0. laut sanaaivass JeBteal i iE ed 
Perkins, Goodwin Co........... .{ Bronze wire cloth........... 
PAMOMO BrO8....:. aan ssnsssnnnsen WHS. oh ie cd nea 
Peck Dry Goods Co., Geo. B Felthals,..o. ov lilo 
Parmslee Dormant Co..........cvennuuanns Decorated earthenware...... 
Pierson Schade Forwarding Co.............. Gloves... o.nssmssnnesevneinn 
Pratt @ C0, Cul a dn i Ss dis Aluminum......« RE RAL 
Perceval, Cov de arg Salle... iil sean ramen 
Pacific Land & Cattle Co.....ooomeeornons DUIS. vnevesiensnsnnnense 
Parle PISher C0... vis Pegunh sh silen bas esn was GL DETER ER eae ta oti l 
Portland Rice Milling Co... -.5...cc deasins ven 08 CR 
Post Bis 00.000... Juss: cisions iantimes Fi PEE Se EI 

Pierson Schade Forwarding Co.............. Straw Bats. oe ieasvass sics 

Ritchie, I, B.uovieisvossdungisvesve neve onan Herring... .... ees usnseses 
Rothenbors & & Schloss ClgarCo......cunuvns- Cigars: oo, adic tae rigs 
BUCkOrl 0. Lue ondiiadensidivasdnnneosne si Horse-radish roots........... 
Rich & Bo. HF a -...| Articles of silk yarn......... 
Robinson, J cae dt vas ane Bungostlphil..... 4. anus 
Rhomberg Bros Co Brandy 

Typewriter 
arpets 

Saddlery 
Saddles 
‘Woolen goods 
Jewelry 

Foss do 
ia do 

al do 
Peon do 

  

  
  

    

Error in elassifieation. ........ovounsss 
Court ndgment. . ov eccrine inn 

Excess deposit refunded on liquida- 
tion. 

Exhibit 21, appendiX......cccrccnsavns 
Court judgment Ee RC Aa 
Short Shipped. ..c. a aeesvssmiricsss eres 
Court judgment.............e.c.vneee. 
Errorineclassification....csscesnssss-- 
Exshibit2, appendix... ....ccvieescsrers 
Error in classifiation. . .....ox........ 

Withdrawn from warehouse after 
change of rate. 

Exhibit 3, appendix.... 
Clerical error... .....svuuxa 
Error in classification...... 
Clerical eTIOr. oun iv ssn sesnssasisannys 
Error in classification..... basses estety 
Exhibit 21, appendix....... Swiss 
Exhibit 20, appendix........ hue welense 
American goods returned.....coeee..-- 
Error in classification...... ced eavs ness 
Clerical arrOr. to torus nsnns vet tae nsnsa 
Pi 22, APDERAIX... cdi asin nein 

Clerical error in reduction of currency.. 

   
   

Error in classifiestion.......csenevssss 
Errorinweishi.....oceevsnsnpensness 
Court judgment. .......cceeeeueannenn. 
Error in classification. ........ssssesss   

Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
0. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 
    

  

  
  

  

  

    

  
    

    
  

Date To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for rafund. Law under which refund was made. 

* 

1913 : 
Nov: 261 Richard © Co, 6. B.. -..ccececinaionnoaainn JOWelLY .. 2c id santas 2085.50 | Cort judoment....... 2. vaasnassses Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 

OB ROBIE C0, The. hfs ese ne nent at nfenia® QO. ol crear ins tanta 2.007. QO a ees Do. 
29 | Royal Metal Monuiactaring 00... ....vuexsido unt G05. Silene nach 1,060.50 {..... BO, Lt ni i einai aay Do. 
29 | Royal Jewelry Manufacturing Co............|..... do coin iriial 1.024.754... 0. rt a ita Re a Do, 

Poo. 3, Bichon SCO, 0, Bt. iii is SRS Sen LI ..nt BO. 2 a Do. 
RE ONTO Re pen aS, ea A0ia terrain aes 2.00... OR AA Do. 
5 | Royal J Swany Manufacturing C0... tad on. QO. tent ed 2.013.104...<¢ 0 a ye Do. 
5 1 Royal Metal Manufacturing Co..............[.. AR ROL 3130.98... BO. a ti aes Do. 
12)... G00, le Gl Ey SE Se da BOL asa 2,030.00 ..:.. Cd aR LR EE Do. 
12 | Royal {oyohy Manuacirig Co. ci ii bs FOL. tT 123.75)... B00 a sib Do. 
13 | Royal Metal Manufacturing Co...convunuen. to... G05 iY abiah shh as a 295.00 1..5.. BOn i ns EL Do. 
13 | Bike Kumier Co., The. it otic GIOVE. cube. Lai died 9.56 | KError in classification Do. 
13 Rothchild Bros | ioe. ill: 0.00, Seer DRI UR 13:00: Clerical error: . 50 Lo 200 Do. 
13’ Royal Metal Manuiaotaring 00........... 5.0 JOWeIIY co. ila idvoiue cui 300,03 Comtjudgment..........co.cuveunnass Do. 
18 | “Royal Jewelry Manufacturing Co. ...........|..... AO. cade dl a: 385.60, 1. 5x OL Ce Li ais diel deed Do. 
22 | Racine Woolen Manufacturing Co........... Cotton wearing appar:! 20. 40 Winaam from warehouse after Do. 

change of rate. 
27 | Royal Jewelry Manufacturing Co............ Jewelry. nae 275.65. Courtjudement.......... ...ssuudondun Do. 
27:1 Royal Metal ManuvfactoringCo...........c.}....0 QO a raat 310.0. QOe: Tn rn la iis Do. 

1914. 
Jon 17 RIchard & Co, OC. Bu co iain. avn bios, AOL Real 40.05 10 <5. QA a dee ns da ade a Se Do. 

WP Bich & Co, Ne Fs idtidiiis atest he Articles ofsilk yarn. ........ 122.56'¢ Error in classiflention.........coucue- Do. 
20 Rubel Ps Bong le. «fs sli sedi sia ve oa Rubber waste... i... <0 G8.70:4: Courtjudemsent..... oc iol iiveiaa! Do. 

Feb. 13 Robinson, if. Ch 0. od is ie Beda 229.05. Exhibit 4 appandin.. a. ..cca.. alas Do. 
194 Rosen Dloomm, Aide Lilie chines nme is Se maie mies | 2.754 Brronirwelant. i. oo aol, Do. 
10 BR overolters THe sal Cais nes svdmme dus :) 18.90 | Error in classification Do. 

Mar. 10 | Regnier & Shoup Crockery . o 1.00. Clericalerror......>... co. 5 Do. 
191 Rice Stix Dry Goods vo... 0. i... .5., 3 25.95 | Error in classificgtion 5. Do. 
26 | Rosenthal Sloan Millinery Co. ............... 4.90. |... QO. Tee, LR She nd Do. 

Apr. 6 Rosenheim ACM... oo. laf... | Metal po'ish 175,50 | Exhibit 23, appendix. ........ 000... Do. 
20 aan G0 a isso Se aN d 183.15 Conmvtdudament. oc... co. ii uc... Do. 
A). vii 0 i a iE Sean ah wana Sean ays Ry do B80. 20 00, es Sa re de aa as Do. 

May: 01 DleeStic Pry Goods Co... cute ionne. ss Fabricsofflax..........0.0. 55.40% Errorin classification. .... -........i. Do. 
9 | Rosenthal Sloan Millinery C0. ............... { Strawihatse ol aia 16:10. ..% AO er rE J dees na a Do. 

121 Rosenthal & 10, FB. Wo... hanna ans tis {Jute bagging... oiieenees an 39. 701.-... Sree aN LR Do. 
13 | Richmond Dry Goods Co. (Inc.)............. | Linens...................... 5.70 0 Clore erIOr,.. 0 as eas ia as Do. 

Juno 10 1. Boss & Co. {Ing.), Ja8. Ri. .;........00 00a Bottle caps, ete...... eau. ied 5.80 Errorinelassifeation... ...ii...c... Do. 
2 Babe, Ht se Sit sve did tn enn inns aa Palmtleaf hats. .............. 169.75 | Clerical error in reduction of currency.. Do. 
23 | Ravarino & Freschi Grocer Co............... | Spirituous beverages........ 18:45 | BErrorinclassification.......... a ever- Do. 
20 RichiNond Paper 00... ..c- vss svsassnsnaissian | Wrapping paper. ........... 46.90 | Free under treaty and Canadian reci- Do. 

procity act. 
1913 

July: 2 | Songormam, Ele. ol desl veel enn mami ie Ors lds dee ve Seed 29.55 | Clerical @rrer. .. a sassi vss smeanosssses Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
IIE, JW sa or Sasa tes ian ma meses duns aust JP ON Fottlos 53.57 | Court judgment Do. 
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Aug. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec. 
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Sigmund, R. P 
Scrivner, Fe. dee oe Sas 
Scanlon, J, Po. . eesainy-nss y 
Standard Knitting Co., The Articles oe sikyarn. ........ 
Smith & Dove Manufacturing Co............ Lace machines. ....-=......4 

BNSY AW. oo srr sacns cana a nd PUD. aires ivi Teed 

Schade, Wilired £ C0.........2.0..200.0000 5550 AO... dosed ns 
Som C0, WM. ......ccciveinossonannss Matches... nears 
CRIA I... saves ansmens assess mnes Dubleations. .... il: avait 
Salley, W..: .... eect cada ssaiiesanseal TE 

Schade, Wired & C0. .......ouuciioraa sian] ones 80... rials 
Soyium Paci Cov ios ioosiice ginces | di ol Sheen SVR ai See FS 

Sholom Be C0. OW os iisis i adaa in sabe vs i ls Ey Cadet 
Schoellkopf, Hartford & anm Co... unui Cod tor vroaets. J... L000 
Schade, ilired G00 ie soa Gldibagene Lo. Jf coh se 
Streeter, Danial Woo... oo. i eas I Elk appatel uc Lin 
Segthern Bagong Co,........00.c00e 00 neonys { Cldbageine ool 
Seicntific Materials Co.........vvesassnnuevt | Glass rovers... uo ar snseas 
Samuels & Bra. (ING. YY. 0.0 ara aiiianndns | G iloves eRe eT NC, 
Slern Bros MAING)... couric chaaiosane: jionsd Q0uznorerrnnrsinnannnnnn 
SON Bra. isin dachi emt ea ies on TUR Rr 

Fasvh 39: cs naisinis essa shr ngs ag ngii an anel Jowelry ois eae 
on a ELLs Le cna Ams ete ae Ys See BO. osm asides vaaeat 
Sg CHAAR Bros... oii. nanan in 0.0000. a es 
SLOP BIOS. ve suis sn instn nas sain dsp atts sas 80; iin siesioeade 
Seliatzs Max. o..o0. aa ahacaiaains Clgarsttos. . no ssh nas sues vt 
BES C0. inncssvanssrsmnns JOWOIPY «oo vaninn iden mn ntiness 
Simpson, Cra 
Siegel, Cooper Ca. ..aus 
Straus Bros. & Co........ 
Siegel goer 
Saks & Co... 
Schmitt, NM A 
Samstag & Hilder Bros. .......x csnovsvnsien 
Steinhardt & 
Shartenberg & Robinson Co................. 
Steinhardt & 
Sheldon & Co 
Syndicate rading C0 on ae resins rman 
BtegemMan, Jr. , B. ou vais aee cic cnn snes 
Samstag & Her Bros. otenaonneanaaa: 
Steinhardt & 
Strauss Bros 
Steinhardt & 
Sle Bros. con ve ihssnne soil an naansis sanmenwsk 

Stegemann 
Searles, Bilin nannns 

wiord & Co. 

0 reat iis a: 

Bro. (Inc.), A......x. aa 

Bro. (Ine), A. ecnaisionnass 
G. W 

Bro. (Inc.), A 
& C 
Bro. (Inc.), A   

    
   

  

5, 959. 40 

3,332.57 

.25 
2,675.73 

1,710.18 
299.11 
99.37 

  
  

Error in classification.........ccc..... Do. 
Short shipped...... Do. 

FELON OPE ed Drea Do. 
Error in classification. ... Do. 

Free under treaty and Canadian reci- 
Pay act. 

Free under treaty and Canadian roci- 
no act. 

Error in Weigh en aan 
Court judgment..........     

  

  

S 

: Special act of Congress, approved Feb 
7, 1913. 

ec. °8, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909, 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 
  

  

Date To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was mada. 

1913. 
0 5 SAN ar BPOS Le Jue ir sss aan cranes saab Jewelry........ ee ER IY $15.25 Par. Y, sec. , act Oct. 3, 1913, 

51 Slegamann, Jr Il to. nessa ssuscenvanssnnosstonsss do..... Sea nesv say seva 63.5 Do. 
6 | Samstag & Hider Bros... secssnveniessmresiiesss G0. Tecan iano as nan 458.00 Do. 

ARS RO. 5. rt ae va sawr satu unas savan]asonn QOS carnveirostesisy 3,098.25 Do. 
S34 Simpson, Crawdor@ Co. 2ace seis cit vnanasnalcdnee QO: in cress dine 175.50 Do. 
8 | Siegel, Cooper 0, oles ves nav danni nae se any 0 dt rs sane sisn 74.50 Do. 

10 Stegemann, Jy Es dams as has rina snviess in iias sis BO... sods vavansenneen 135.00 Do. 
10 | Schade, Wiitred % 00 deere cuore es ieit Manufactures of paper...... 5.53 Do. 
110] SOMITE IM c. lntiee dnvassenasonseies sands JOWRITY a hai oneness ons 8.25 Do. 
11 Stegemann, j IE. eee ae di 1,141.65 Do. 
12.1 Samstag & ITHACT BroS..cecccicoenesanntvece 545. Do. 
12 | Siegel, Cooper Co......... seinen sab avesnaene . 64.75 Do. 
12 Simpson, PAWIOTRICO. a sensseasnnsnssnnnsne 491.15 Do. 
EL ERE Se 525.00 Do. 
1211 Stinerd: Sol, W. Il... vats neionsicamsees 14.50 Do. 
hati RU a LR SA SRR RR 8.75 Do. 
15H Simpaon, CTawiord & CO. .ccceerecrrossasens 125.25 Do. 
15 | Siegel, Cooper Cuvier iss omens sinsinnnansses 27.75 Do. 
15 Strauss Bros & Co...ovnees 58.00 Do. 
15:1 Stern, Pudi ciennnsivnn 42.25 Do. 
16} BIoTR BrOT: L «cavern microns 884.15 Do. 
17 | Snows, W. S., Sample Ex. Co. 28. Do. 
17 Schmitt, Mis eisanenns 55.50 Do. 
17 Stegemann, j Tot ese esn 597. «Do, 
17 | Samstag & Hilder Bros. .... 515.65 Do. 
3840 irons Bros, &C0. Lc neviasvedenvessrnsonss 42.50 Do. 
18 | Samstag & Hilder Bros..... ar wera ae 2.7 Do. 
1801 Stogemanm, Jr, BL ill os ra ease see ven vd 178. 50 Do. 
dS Sern BIOS. | ois a. geese nnn eee 48, Do. 
19. "Steinhardt & Bro. (Inc.). A... eievmeeceses 1,443.20 Do. 
19:1 Steinhardi & Bro, A... oavecerssasnsenssans 3-5 Do. 
20 | Sterling Bronze C0 HB san nes aera nnn Mort SeUIDtOres ea. 547.05 BE xhibit od appendix. i aan Do. 
22 | Samstag & Hilder Bros..... Ee aren ae Jowell rae is 134.25 | Court judgment a TR Do. 

SEIN BYR. i oy ea denn anne se donn aus bane tn A ruses wa saas 3.75 x dO i ees As Eanes sepa sada Do. 
oS STE RR WONG ON. Ll, sens sess nnssanamionae Shortage....... ama 14,49 |..... {ra Te On i Sel SOL Do. 
23 | Siegel Cooper Co.......... Enna b des tae ned TeWeIY iit ee foninnsncnrncis 123.66... . 40. cen vs Baar ans vss eases sess Do. 
23 {.SIMpSon-Crawiord COvecsnnsssrssrssssrsstssfacsan 40... coieas ei de S anna 146.25 1..... d0: eee nates an Sa see pte oa Do. 
2 SRSA Ch. tc sen avannshsorsns anne onan sre) RO lenin sone ane stave 106.751...5. (1 eae ns sn wen ala awn ah ain wien Do. 
24: Schmit, M.......... Steen sis ss vate sei uveias syns ses G0: ferris ce rae sves as 42.95 1..... QO, A Stal ss rns sna sbess sve aie Do. 
24 | Steiner, S.S..... Wisinsanvesnann vsssssssanens] AROGLOR IIIS SoS nee 42,60 Exhibit 2, appendix. ..... :.xzs5u0-05 Do. 
29 pl i Ee at a aus uet nna nsen Manufactures of metal....... 5.60 | Withdrawn from warehouse after Do. 

change in rate. 
PD de wea AOL dc sassy anannsne scevsessesssvevnso] VALIOUS ALLiCIOS... . .... aes £4.53 ..... dO. aes ae ocsideve deve nian Do. 

ty Shoten Mi. soe sssssensnns asm Bamboo screens............ 13.00 L..... do... 1h. Seeds ssn ss irene Do. 
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29 
30 

1914. 
Jan. 

Feb. 

Apr, 

9 

  

aig 
alley, W. He rereera areas 

  

Salisbury & Nightingale..cuceeceececscnssanns 

Sugrant, EB. M.. 5... eienns woe nue dae 
ia M.:Shoten, ...«. exe PUREE TE 

HOTTL i . ol Vues srsluns nh nus nine sninennivensrinss 
Sieg, il vei va seeit slid 
Sep TOS. anew nonon vines a 4 Heeb wie oe en 

Stohmeyer & Arpe Co. ...... ceneouensrsanssn 
Sonthworith-Co,, The W, P.......i.ivuasina 
Smith-McCord Dry Goods (0. .cuuueueunnn. 
Salts Textile Manufacturing Co........c..... 
Sherwood & Sherwood. .....ccoeeeeeeenannn. 
Southern States Bag Co....u.ucveuueunniin-- 

Stix, Baer & Fuller Dry Goods Co.......... 
Sioux City Seed & Nursery CO....cuueeeun-. 

Sergeant & Co. AT BE ot hid uriing slate seein wa rs 
iy & Co, 

  

  

Manufactures of metal...... 
Waste Bagging............. 

Stes). iii sede Soames 

Bronze wire articles......... 
Various articles. ... ceases 

C'oal-tar producits........... 
JOWEIrY . eval iidaiidnnincas 

Articles of silk yarn......... 
Fabrics offlax.. ....icve.. 
Spansion io civ .. 
(lass jars. .... Serie erviue 
BOriap.... sea coseienssodine 

CANONS. J. iil cli ie, 
Cabbage seed... .....cevees 

Gloves 

  

SII BIOs. cL. ficiaacvosssdaee Candles. ...cqaiesnsve ovals 
Stern, 8... .. dui. vee JAN ASTe TODAY. . visa esinase 
Stegemann, jr., E Jewalry. i hic viiiiiinn 
Sage Allen & Co Women’s gloves... .c..cvv.- 
Salley, WH viii vn bandana Horie... isin ss 
Siegrist CRTAlEY fui th velinie sts vu ss dune ens Gloven. .... Jiri ta. 
Ser BOS. es LL he Ses a miei te San ae Jewelry... iit Li 
Scruggs, Vandervoort & Barney Dry Goods | Manufactures of glass....... 

Sines, Aer CO. ca adbsvannnn rndaneics Silk goods. il hei dave 
Southern XPOS OI0h. . Lv vay seman saan arate Cigar box labels...;......... 
Samuels '& Bro. (INC.), J. cece saisnvinansiis GIVES. oa scien anaes 
Stewart Bros. Hardware C0 natant Fork trowels, rie........... 
Sheldon & COo..:0. W.......0 ci. vsiiein; PAUSES od. aS eae 
Stirn, L. SR ly Beans. ss he a ma ad a 
Standard CHEMIA] £0. vx vsearerss onan Metal polish... .. aa sme 
SIEWNT LOMIST CO, . iu. sass tinins sans ssis ams Sheaf loaders. ... ve. s00es. 
Sage Alen & C0. 0. riiiiansnnnsvnsinsnns GIOVE ttn Sin ve sns waa 
Straus 8 Sons. Lave sev iivavsnnnnnisiencsnz- Merchandise. ««.eevosvesonss     

Error in classification... ..cesevernces. 

Withdrawn from warehouse after 
change in rate 

Exhibit 3, 9ppendix..........0... 0... 
Withdrawn from warehouse after 
change in rate. . 
i inelassification.... ...cvecseses 

ClerICol OITOP. «i. rca nnasnnsinnns as 
Error in classification... ........cceese 
Contd) Judgment... Cll iad 

Error in classification................. 
Withdrawn from warehouse after 
change in rate. 

ClerionfOTTOr. . oil oui nr de sats uw 
Exton: deposit refunded on liquida- 

on. 
Exhibit 3, appendix.......coeeeie. vn 
Error i in classification. . 

do 
Court judgment. ...................... 
Error in classification... .. i... onsets 

eeenall. cine cnenicceccncccacncccnns 

Exhibit SO appendix. ..... 0 desssne-s 
Court judgment bie een wr ahaa 
Bxhibit 23, appendix... 5s esvansses. 
Horo in classification... ......... aves 

cece lec ncncccccanccncccnnnse scecccosncs 

EE AA 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 
  03
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Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. \ Law under which refund was made. 

1914. 
Apr. 9 Seiagh, Vandervoort & Barney Dry Goods | Straw hats....cceeceennnee.. $44.40 | Error in classification......ccc........| Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

18 Stace, On J. aaa cdswanasnsnsds as swios Claars. ob es seta vids it ans S02 Clorieal OPF0r a. carr ss sss ioaiisenadrs Do. 
185 Saunders, BW... .ecavises Wasnis aed Sannin Cini Aro8S.. oau sienea dno. 21.75 1... 05 oS Ailes erasers eS ad Do. 
18...5 G00. esi has rasaranannnanssstnins sa) BAR HLS fee saen srt 53:40 1... BO. nate are Te EEL SENG Do. 
18 1. 2-05 05. J i Sr sda nana a SA Min] buttings. ... ease 508.82 | Exhibit 25, papper aaa taniotaianies Do. 
18 Severin, Ne. reer seis aea swan gn senna Medical preparations........ S51.50°| Errorin classifieation.........co veers Do. 
23 | Storrs & Harrison CO. Tho i... ois vasiisonss Rhododendrons............. 19.30 1....% BO. astute ic se lias i see Do. 
oS SAR YEN C0. i it sisi sens revs ss BOs rts Sia tees 6.84 1..::5 0. Ch ele Rreasard sii bila 0e Do. 
29 | Schwabacher Bros. & Co. (Inc.)............. PIS ls. ine iti 190.35 {..... AOS or ie cint sansa On sd Do. 
29 | Seattle & Puget Sound Packing Co..........|..... (1 La eR ae 67.89 1...-: 40. ic. item see tain dit sabre le Do. 
29 | Straus & Sons, L Merchandise ai 19.35 | Court judgment Do, 

May 9 | Schade, Wilfred & Co.. Sa 4.10 | Error in classification Do. 
0. ia 0, i eee FEE ISR i a230y..... Jono a ge Do. 

12 | Smith, R. Waverly...... A RR Bread. he ene 22. Aone ad ea rl SE Do. 
12 Shallus, Fed al a ER a on fardines in bouillon. ........ 20.01 | Comrtiudement.......coa. ova vedde Do. 
13: Salley, Wo BY. oo oo ad a hati as Old gunnhy rags... .... J... 18.90" | Error in classification... .c.c..oiioaies Do. 
14 | Salts Textile Minniactariny Co, The... Spanglish. l 5,020.46, 7... AO Se SL as arn a Do. 

June 10 Sommers & Ca, B..\.. ines ccna Yoolapparel......o.0 i... 3.15 | Appraiser’samended return. .......... Do. 
17 | Snows U. 5 ons Ex Cold.) .....00. Merchandise ..... 0... 00.0 S87 Court judgment. ..........C 0. L..s, Do. 
Ol Saunders, Be ns ci see as mama nnn Flaxsiraw. 00. cai. de. 147.33 { Error inelassification................. Do. 
22 | Sinclair, Baorey CO ot tam nh vee Manilahemp............ es 16.58 | Additional duty erroneously assessed. . Do. 
23 Samuels & Bro, INC.) scale on dieci avait BIOVes. ir. oe tl rs 12.21 1 Error in elassification.............0 x Do. 

Rha I HH. seeds resis nee vide Sardines in bouillon......... 56.00 Const indgment... .. .... co 00 Do. 

1913. 
uly 30] Tammen Co, Phe HLH... .......... 28.50 | Error in classification Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
Aug. 28 | Textile Finishing Machinery Co NE 05 i, do. 0. or ain Do. 
Sept. 23] Tolkoln Co; The... or. i danas § fi L801... 4 POR ES AN A le Ra Do. 
Nov. 26 Trores, Wo dei eg a SL Se Jewelry: iia ine, 9.75 | Court {Jn dgmeni Par. Y sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

Dec. 3 eB ey TT ee A. sa A050 3. 0 a a ee Do 
Filden Thurber Corp. The. acai Lio; Glassware... . cco adee danas A 115.25 Witharswa from warehouse iter Do. 

change in rate. 
AL aah, iS a ee ie sane aaa ni Manufactures of paper...... 25.85 [240 Ao TR Do. 

1914 
Jan. i Akaka, Yi aden antes Various articles... .......... 572.22... QOL ase Do. 

10 | Taylor Instrument Companies............... Manufactures of metal....... 45.00 | Clerionl error. Lo. sei iT aaa Do. 
Mar. 31 | Tootle Campbell Dry GoodsCo....ccceaa..... Gloves: eddie 25.67 | Error in classification ’ Do. 
Apr. 3 Hoyer, Sond Co. 100 Lr asain iene rnins Jocquards...... .....000.... 12.90 {....< 0: ines ea See Do. 

7 | Taylor Dry Goods 0%, John..... Fabrics of flax 0.00... QO. iii Do. 
23 | Thurnauer & Bro., G. Na Merchandise. ........ 4 14.15 | Court jod ment. ..... Do. 
25 | Taylor, Son &'Co......00c0nsnnns Yabricsof silk.......... 22.15 | Error in classification. Do. 

May 13! Thompson, Mrs.Chas. BR... ..aecisnennnnass Woodihoxes.....c........... 12:20 ....3 0 re losses reas ts Seon manies Do. 
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June 17 
17 
18 
26 

19013. 
July 2 
Nov. 11 

19 
Dec. 11 

1914. 
Mar. 

1913. 
July 18 
Sept. 30 
Oct. 31 

31 
Nov. 1 
Dec. 10 

30 

+. 1004. 
Jan. 9 

9 
Feb. 26 

Mar. 27 
Apr. 15 

18 
June 1 

1913. 
July 9 

    

Tokstad Derg: C0 iis a ieen ee vies Lea Fishintins.......... =... 
TolBlad, TV. is es vcsnstiasenannns ann dhiianisns 0.3. TT 

Tokstad RL C0. ices ie tenn sai ee 0. os ec ivanmnninniis 
a BO dai ri dre si Area a Shwe hs maa a wee BO. tii. vse tana 

Union Electric Light & PowerCo............. Cedar poles.....icciitessnsss 
Union Cotton Bagging Corp................. Old bagging........ aaa 
Uihlein, Henry... oc. i. iranian ChoniDagNe. «oa nas srnssnans 
United States BXDTesSC0.....caanenanennnn JOWRILY , i.e sanvnne PTonal 

Universal Shipping Co... ..v..5nveprencmnnens Manufactures of aluminum. . 

NIA ii Vanes ns Catlle. J. sani on lbely 
Vantine & 00, Ad Acad iicssiogadess Bone charms. .............45 
Vina Co.,J OB ssh tS HeITings. . voc. tabs cn vais 
a BO ts ee set S ahi i a es aes Frankfurter sausage. ........ 
Vitro ON autinritiie Co, The aia is Cay. esas Sane 
Venirone, IP... i csi ivanann MOTAION. . ooo oe mss enennbue 

NVICarIo, V . ..eavesivisennssensavisnsnsainsssnans sie do... RSs esas 

Veonirone, BF. P.. oie asicais- ahs sae DIVE OIL. . Le sevdascnnsotee 

NI0aTI0,Y ites snisns ice mass tanh srw ts sen BADER. d Use ve Si hone 
Vondergrift &:Co., F. B....i veencininciinns Flax-weaving machines. .... 

Nan Hoesen Co, I, P.....ocueaiiviindasamnn Anilimedye...........000.. 
Vandergrift & Go, LB naa Parts of machines........... 

Nanderink Co:, The B. T.....covnssieneininn Palnl.. ol te aiid: 
Vandiver, IHL ee Wool on lambskins.......... 

WeoldomariiCo., THe. icv ives ioinsinsonivans Vermouth... cule. iodine 

Ww ng &0Ce.,C. Hi... aiivaiaiss Mest CRE Nap A SE 
A TR I ST A BOR. os tah ened 

Ww or & Co., A Horseradishroots ........... 

Nallace, BD, Po isla ani aisiiiinnnilaiis Aoi a 
A eithelmer & Co... ... asinine anagnnns COVES: ooh iii een 
Wittiver Lace Co. i... 0. ii dic vast Cotton iaces...... ........... 
Waterhouse, Prank. RICO oe atl SONAL J os deni vis 
Woolworth & SR RS Metal DOXES. «oe seinuvannunsss 
eter TAN C0... er rede Machinery. ........0.0.000ea 
Wymm& Co., Chas. ...... 0.0... 0... Borvinbs. oo . .0tiueiic. og 
a 0... tii. ie die ad See na edn) ARLLRCOSOOA i iia ides 
anes 0... veessmsnenomacanrssva mousse of LAMB EIOVOR. Laid or   

14.03 

82.11 
72.00 

387.25 
92.10 

5,7 56. 30 
334.32 

1,147.05 
4,560.92 

16. 80 
40.24   

CIOrIOn) OPPO ces ccs nanarnnvssnsnnnte 
Error in classification. ........ccc0.00n 
Pald Dy Cartlor.. .. ci... sismisainssens 
Court judgment... ici toa ssinsnsases 

Error in classification. .....ccccesoness 

Short shipped ........:.. eceseservesees 
Court judgment.......... cesececcsscan 
Error in classification. ......... Sisaery 

oie ied G0... Lr CL resi 
Clarion] Orror cise thici viv evnviisive 
Withdrawn from warehouse after 

change in rate. 
Ervorinweight.....o.c. >... iis. 

Withdrawn from warehouse after 
Changs in rate. 

Short shipped and paid by carrior in 
part. 

Paid by Gatley. de sr cis 
Error in classification. .... ....c.. cL. 
Following the decision in Exhibit 6, 
app pendix. 

Exhibit 6, appendix... ............5.. 
Court judgment id se hees 
Clorienl eIT0r.. ux, cass an insnn sure oiis 
Error in clossification. :....cccccaeude 
Exhibit 27, appendix................. 
Error in classification . . . ...ooooooenn.. 

    

  

Cec. 28 25 Sbsen. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 3 1013. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Sec = subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
0. 

PR sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
0. 

Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Special act of Congress, approved Feb. 

7, 1913. 
Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
Special s act of ‘Congress, approved Feb. 

Par. ve sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913 
Do. 

Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

  

    
    

    

To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

Webb Freyschlag Mercantile Co.... «»~| Lead pencils............ “ress 34. 80° 1 Shortage... c.veonavses eiases Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 
Yohery Atbine. se Fur Wearing dnparel WLI 36.88 | Personal effects, free.... os} P30, Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 
Webb peyschinn Mercantile Co....c. dee vans Decorated china ............ 13.80] Clerleal @rror, i ice iv anes Do. 
White Wilson Drew Co.c....cicencesononcons CHOW CHOW <2. coc oassaecean 24.53 Error in classification... ...c.eesenssomne Do. 
Woolworth: & Co., Fa WW. .. i h cc iniaeeinases JOWOIY . cuvaernina TASTER 142:25.1 Court judgment... .... 0 cesadansssss Do. 
Wiener Bros. cei tan ti tdi toi cheiaiidon snsdya sales do... ..-. Ce esenctnsise 214.25 d Do. 
wien B03 rade sinncnrehvisvessdrannmssnssnernny si tset U0 suwanesnssansnsnr ses 5 Do. 
weraslDeesnaw Seuesb ues ory sy ese sete eee 0... nananands Sula sunnier Do. 
awn BOL des os dele ds icmiia sedans san wash wae ame sQ 0s sage nase ain nmmishesnes Do. 
Wolff & Co., Naat nines a das A cued ena)ee ss 0. ava oadnns ss snns sais Do. 
Wolff & Co., Ha hese init sabes ceneleuash 0a ase ntnis sme sen Do. 
Wanamaker, REE ey a Sl a 0 see ad so aiden abn Do. 
Wolff & Co., Bes ies si fa ate ts aaesie lela iesy QO. sess nniinensamaissad ; Do. 
Wiener Bros. ..ov. Swede wide elo t ol Sete svie's bla Siae welts 0. oe Seva vsnale nisin sain ssn Do. 

swt Oa oe Ys aia wna niaids swath aisinls + ine vain dmistets eleide BO. «aire nda miavisss dans Do. 
Wolfl E00, Hii iis dish evans hale ve ae AOL annie ia nds Do. 
WOTENGINEr BIO. 4x. eon on oss inna saannntianes do. eum. iw ala rie Smee wi are Do. 
NOIR GC. XL... i rariecsaasnrsnbess]onias Qo. Ls au Std, Do. 
WVIENET Bros... viacins inact ness sms sats sis enns AO et alse dials nas ea as Do. 
Wertheimer Bros... i diverted ania fonass AO. ain ane nodi nan sedans Do. 
Wolff &£Co., Allfved oi Sassi lied QO Lee eek nace as Do. 
Wool & Co. H... oi. i etn ade desavensranlaomss 00. vd daar seta hsaaenes Do. 
Wiener BYOB. 1. css nsesnsiesinsriodnssmn lanes sions QO. evenness stsons Do. 

abi OL, Lois d tend on rei wan lg eens es sawn nA sian win wads soars mind anaes Do. 
Wo & Co Hr... res caiman idee gins ima aye bunts G0. cemennnre san Sree ais Do. 
an BO. i ce em te des rade a ena Yolen LO ek sins vais en Ae oe ala Do. 
Wiener Bros. J iat. sits ivan sess mals send AOL Sas saris ns assay Do. 
NV anamaker, J oo. Sisal Cen are Jewelry and gloves.......... Do. 
Wiener Bros. Jett de rds aasiiinst dons sna iJOWCIIY saa sna wninels tal snnnas Do. 

Laka Le I en Do. 
Wolll' & Co.,H.......-.- Do. 
Woolworth & CoP. WW... Do. 

olf id Cos MH... lc oi. la Do. 
WW IONEr BPOS. ieee stn inalina mains mans gens ames Do. 
Woolworth &. Co. Bo W ois: iivinssinesns Do. 
Wolll® Co. Hl. si fe csc ch adn ais a biunte Do. 
Wier BY Oe Foe wm on da ey as a RR a Do. 
eet. oe dan anaes aa dee ses Sei ee Do. 
Wolfl & Co., Alfred...... Do. 
WACNOY BIOS. tse nwenenside on daidscaivaranons Do. 
dye 0. os et sal oi ms dale ins ols limes Son's win trae 3 inn = Do. 
Wool & Coy lH. ot iin sidnas Do. 
Woolworth & CO, Ba a alah Do. 
Wanamaker, J. ... ht aaisievnissvnans Do.           

35
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Feb. 

Apr, 

May 

June   

Woll & Co, Bl... i de eneideis 
Yioner Bros NR i ri EYL 
Wolff & Co., H 
Woes: Bros... Lie valnasansoes vs unbensvivaned 
hi Yrs C0 a a i eae 
Wolff & Co., 
Wiener SoH laa sin wise ain nine nn in nw Ae ale Ben 

‘Webb-Freyschlag Mercantile Co............. 

Nr J ii alain chased nnn ae guess 

Wer Walter 
Web oe 
Filey, C ee dedane 
‘Webling, WAHEr oo cvreern 
Gd Col... vials 

Woawarth &Co., FB, W.. oeiniccaconennend 
‘Wilkinson Co., E. "de Boo snes anes resis 
Wyman & Co., Chas, Bl. ..... ue. ede deiicnas 

Woutueod, CB i erie en ss ae 
Weideman’ Co., Bie Sd hans eis wa an 

Weidman Co., he 
Wadham fT De a 
Vimm& 6 & Co. " C, 
‘Wheatley, A 
Wynn & Coy “6. Hci i een Wesson 

  

  

eseccccscccnnsnnncnnes 

   eater... cous denna nants 

Candles... i... oi. oau.. 
Lappings, AaX... consi 
Books in foreign language. . 
IOVS. rs ee nns ain sities wis 

Printed matter...... ui... 
Flax embroideries........... 
LAGUOTS. 25 csv wamsnsensic 
Bottles... cieaecus wh eewsueds 

Straw hats: vo... vided 
Herring... ..c., cc. voensie oe ves 

Pabricsof flax.........0:... 
Mineral waters.......evevee 
Herring... ......» ween sisi 

Diethelm 

  

O00KS..cccccacccccccccnceee   

200 | Exhibit 28 appendix. seri tal ded 

: Withdrawn from . warehouse 

  

Court judgment At LE A I PNA 
Withdrawn from warehouse 

change in rate. 
Clerieal @rrOr. vc esa sans anaiansssasns 

Court gn i elias 
Exhibit 10, appendix 
Exhibit 30, appendix 
Court judgment Sheree all mie 
Exhibit 10, appendix. 
Error in classification . 

Court jugdment. ...........ecs.00720- 
RE in classification 

A Er RRR 

  

eeeselllUecccccccccccccccncncecccccccanns 

Sn S et et save Rl aE LY 

change in rate. 
Error in classification. ................ 
Error in reduction of currency........ 
Errorin classification... .... ..ivscees 

Clerical CILDY. a dntien 
Error in classification. .ceeescreersnnes 
ClorTieal OTLOr i... esas dus sindecaenni 
Tools of trade, free.......... Vest une 
Error in classification. 

do 
Free distribution, 1000 Lois vusaonssnbsnen   ‘
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiseal ycar ending June 30, 1914—Continued. 

  

  

            

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Reasons for refund. Law under which refund was made. 

1913. . 
July «24s Yor dl Hl. on aes JoMons., oii. ia. $30, 72: A Dan@oned. ci its saesins enn eionsle Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

15: Yamato (Ine), The... ... hc cvanesas Decorated earthenware...... 10.80 [Short shippe@. cc cca ivanaivsns soe Do. 
19:4 Youmnker Bros, (InC.)...c.. 0 sar a00 5 Gloves. vo. lilies cain 98.03 | Error inclassifieation... ...o.ocu.nine Do. 

Pec.’ 204 Yomanolo' &'Co:, 8.0... austin enn Various articles... ve. usevss 128.70 | Withdrawn from warehouse aiter | Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913, 
change in rate. 

29:1 Yomanolo, XK. cisnsvreivcnnnsrrsonrenssnsaslaneen GB: ans onscedonoeswunen 204.36 {v..-- 0 erin icsrr iano an tense Do. 

1914 
Jon. 27 ¥oune, HL. FH ....oove eile veins Pocket knives Sees wlenaeisss es 84.40 | Exported from warehouse............. Sec. 2977, R. S. 
Mir. 18'1..... 80 Hendrie amas non sped mei Oliveall.....cocodveecneis 4.66 | Withdrawn from warehouse after | Par.Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

cringe in rate. 
18: 1...-. BOT er ices ead ER Re TaN 20.40 nade, es a Do. 

Apr, 17 1i:Younz Co., Richard. .....c.veeivevrene RNS. Li on La ae 492,27 | E MAE 31 appendix. iii. aera ne. Do. 
June 18 | Yamato (Inc. YATHEe I Ln aad Demrted earthenware...... 2070 IRI rrOr ve er ernitor naan toa Do. 

1913. ; \ 
Ang. 7 Zunzag, FiOarela.. lau ese. Cattle........ snag nk sehen e 50,00: 0.5. G0. cc user isunninn neo deedre .-..| Sec. 28, subsec. 23, act Aug. 5, 1909. 

1914 4 
Apr. 15 Zones WW. Re euueniioacitivnsesnnnnsss Cotton laces......cnevevever- 40,80 |... 00 rari ster nese emer Par. Y, sec. 3, act Oct. 3, 1913. 

358,346. 51 

  

Respectfully submitted. 

OFFICE OF AUDITOR FOR THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., October 3, 1914. 

W. E. ANDREWS, Auditor. 
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