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FROM 
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JANUARY 26, 1909.—Referred to the Committee on Ways and Means and ordered to 
be printed. 

  

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, January 25, 1909. 
Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the information of 

Congress a detailed statement of the refunds of customs duties, ete., 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1908, as required by section ‘24 of 
the act entitled “An act to simplify the laws in relation to the collec- 
tion of the revenues,” approved June 10, 1890. 

Respectfully, 
J. B. REYNOLDS, 

Acting Secretary. 

The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.



Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908. (Report required by section 24, act of June 

  

  

  
  

  
        

      
  

10,1890.) 

Date To whom refunded Nature of refund Dut Interest Total Reasons for refund Law under which x ¢ : ¥- | and costs. : : refund was made. 

1907. 
July 5 | Algoma Iron Works, The...| Molders’ patterns........ Cert eis ey Error in classification....... Roo, 34, act June 10, 

5 | Algoma Steel Co. (Limited) .|..... 0, cn so De Fidei seems san at GB IO a AEE 0s ace Si Rens Do. 
Aug.) Allison, W. BH... iwi Imitation parchiment Paper....... cc ceuie ini ir aol 082 0 las Zao og.) Q0e see Bi sae niimin Do. 

1.0 Albrecht, H., &Co.si..ix-.. BO Ale. i rs se i ee ah ILO AN SANE. sic ewy tuner Do. 
9 | Algoma Steel Co., The...... Molders’ patterns...o. ... ay id aan Error in classification....... Do. 
9 | Algoma Iron Works, The....|..... 0c ry vel i ive ch mete s Pere se Tres enya SABI Le AS. TS LL do. 2 sa aan Do. 
9 | American Express Co....... Gilt frame for Institution. ....to vee colada sasn nse Exhibit No. 1, appendix. ... Do. 

20 | Allen, Jos. M.. & Co........- Mag. eo tera r ee sen ars Sea Short shipped .......cceuuee Do. 
23 Ackerman, BP. ae ue. Ano eam. a AR ie Error in classification... ..... Do. 

Sept. 19 | Amsinck, G., & Co.......... BA i ce ad Exhibit No. 2, appendix. ... Do. 
20 | Austin, Nichols & Co....... MOShrOOMNS:. -. sere ces a San is Court judgment... ........:. Do. 

Nov. 9 Allen & Lewis... li. ..... Pineapples. .oo ca sont Error in classification....... Do. 
9 | American Express Co....... Millinery ornaments........... nena ares em fi AOE ly a dey de OD fe is x AO ore. tw sais i Do. 

06 [vain Qos as Lace clothing......... nen menbe se eet toe JOON Ct Sa TH O19 00 dO. i aie Ei dedi ee Do. 
27 aaah dO. 0 a ti re ee eves te Olive oll. nn ei a SN a BIO In Zango. cee Do. 

Dec. 20 | Aikman, T. S., Co Preserved pineapples... iu con ae aaa ois Court judgement... .........: Do. 
20 i-Armsby, The J. K. Co... 2..|..... 0. ci i ail re hate tetas E420, 00 So TY Ao, G6 QOL vu eiensadons Do. 

1908. 
Jan. “81 Asia Co, The......ci icine Shellfish... aca tT Th fa Tie 51. 30:f. sun ida 51.30 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
Feb. 4: Anderson Bros......ceceoes Granite (destroyed bY fire). e.eeeeceeuecennnnne- 08R.00- 1.0 cian nsas 238.00 | 7CasSNAIlY ec. ei cine e nn inn ii aad Revised 

atutes. 
&:( Ashworth Bros........o-.o-~ Card cloth, foundation flax, chief. .....c.cou..... 20,483.02 |..cviiainias 26,453.02 | Exhibit No. 8. .veecceunenesn Sot: act June 10, 

Mar. 6 | American Bead Co.......... Glass beads filled with wax... .....ceneiscennsn ¥00, 40 aes 799.40 | Court judgment............. Do. 
16:10 ASI Co. The. sic ies. Shellfish, i de. i ai Se ve sann id ans dun 0.00 Jo. Cova eiy 9.00 | Error in classification....... Do. 
17 | Allen, Henry, & Sons........ Dress 00d8. ee oe Vi Pdr a vad Wah ae ea 086.28: oan. 256.28 1 Clerical error. . ove. . ccvuaess Do. 
17: Allison, W, IH... ... Louies. WOO pUID co nn. cS Elia ee . Do. 
28 | Ashworth Bros... ... c...... Card cloth, foundation flax, chief.....ccceeen.... Do. 

Apr. 1 | American Express Co....... CBO80. cis a SR es ran nei tnen sna nrin tran Do. 
25 | Alexandria Hotel Co........ se To a SEE ER RE NR ae Do. 
29 | American Express Co....... Ladies lambgloves.... conc cu cis aur Do. 

June 29 | Allen, K.J., Son & Co...... Toy tea sets and toy earthenware............... Do. 

1907. 
July “3 | Belknap Hardware: ‘ond | Sheep Sheors.........cvesacuvenssnnineue anatase Do. 

Manufacturing Co. 
22 Bears, HB si sadeesiise LC Car NE i i ida erase Do. 
28 L Bacel, Mi... oer. ad eesass Olive oil in tins...... eeccud i saree aie Do. 
26 | Baeder, Adamson & Co..... Buffalo hides Do. 

Aug. 1 | Baird, John, & Sons. oii OAL. . rotres ef reine erie Do. 
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Sept. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Apr. 

May   
  

Sores Loree onder bs Bas Rl en RE Sn LS a er 
Briscoe, TK .csonsvacisonns Yorttas EP NO RR A a 
Brewster, GC. G.......:..zs"- Antiselenile, ir a si ete eee See 
Borafeldt, Ge0., &'Co... 0... Paper artICles. i. ... .. obser susan ss natn ne nis 
Bush, Geo. 8., & Co... .....- Canned pineapples ....... irs veve vasvusorianoni 
Bedoll, B. W......c0nu uni. Belt buckles and other ornaments.............. 
Braun, BW. Co... Coal=tar preparation... .... 0 .icrassessinsees 
Borgfeldt, Geo., Elo. civ. MIInery ornaments. ..c...... ivi de msrdonnsion 
Bush, Geo. S., & Co. hn EE A LS RS Se Vt fe cp SAR 

porated). 
Boyer Sorthern Dredging | “Steel DIDS: sans vesriecnsrssnsinsss sn vavanvenes 

0. 
Bonnel, BAL... cians Cattle Aes i sae see ey xe 
Bush, Geo. S.,'& Co. (Incor- 1" Wool onthe Skin. .......... i. iveensenovanevann 

porated). : 
Bassett, McNab & Co....... Jacquard Agared Silke... ..... cir ve saat aensriss 
Bush, Geo. 8., & Co......... ARGNOVIeS a ee ees 
Briedenbach, K. A......... INeruSted SIONES. nanos ra ssannsrrassadnssse 

Veal 0G rE a AO a dea ae 
Brown, The Paul oer, Co.| Pineapples in OWN JOICE. ...... cc cues vn swans uns 
Biljss, The E. A; Co........ Imitation precious Stones... coo ivevidvacans 
Berlin Aniline Works cali a's Persian DEITY CXITACE. . cass fens ssn nnrsersnses 
Bush, Geo. S., & Co. {Incor-:| ApolNaris Water. ......... asc isan ssssessasssn 
porated). 

Breyer, W. z a ninlaain a slatais aiaatae Sewing machine 
Bush, Geo. 8.,'& Co, (Ineor- | Brokenyies. .... . ct ca soesi dees sss mnnn nase uns 

porated). : 
tay BOC it ice. ania BRSDPOTPY COIAIAL. i vs i icine asec oes ve? 
Ban. ee sh sre seaa as BeaWERd ch rel cr ava ats a salen SS aE 
Bush, Reo. 8., '& Co. (In--| Pineapples M Eins. . ...ci.. uae saiinbesansarawen 

corporated). 
Blatt, Carl. ......... ka Preciousistonescnt, not set. ................rcue 
Brown, The Paul Taylor, Co.| Preserved pineapples.......cceeeeeneneceennnn.. 

Blumauer & Hoch.......... FA QUOr ec eet itd nie navn nde ioe sn anos Ah ean 
Bloch, Wl... ..:.50 laa SWING. Cs i sas ran r sess Sonne saan 
Brown, Thomson & Co..... Linen'woven fabrics... 7x... c.i cassnsnssss nan 
Burnham, Stoepel & Co..... COLO OBIE Yh waits rn deere saan 
Bauman, L., Jewelry Co..... Meal Dells... oc Ss noe ni same 
Becker, John................ DCIS St. sons rian sar tir nr aie Rass a 
Butler Bros. oo. Laid. Hand sewing needles. ......... cic aerssnsssanasn 
Bush, Geo. 8.,0& Co. (In- | Fittings of glass bottles. ......... 00. i. s0anuen 

corporated). 
0, Sl te sais bees seen DIY Rang ae er St as tama me Se eae 

Bently, Chas... 0 iaaas Manufactures -of Cotton. ccc cr ser rnc vneninsvavees 
Baker, Herman & Co....... Steel INSITIDS. .. i esse sansnsonsmesnnninssaes 
Bamberger Stern Co........ Cotton gd Aax Iabrios ste ivr cues vnsis obese 
Bred V., £C0...c.sa0nsen Tappings. oo i ee A Sn, 
Butler BIOS. . ere eaenons Ni (not specially provided for)...... 
Brinker; Wm. ........- 3 NOSE. re ae i Sian ese Sn esa diss ss 
Balfour, Guthrie & Co Cement... . ..s. .. 0sen~s 
Butler Bros... cess vsses ......| Hand sewing needles   

    

    

eeecsccccccs 

eeccccccncne   
3.40 

33,030. 71 

4.50 
6.25 
2.40 
1.95 

20. 40 
5.00 

120.10 
12.25 

6.10   

a judgment...........-. 
Er in classification....... 

Clerical 8TTOT., vans snrasven 
Error in classification. ...... 

Court judgment............. 
Error in classification. ...... 
Cowrt judgment. .......cues> 

do 
Exhibit No. 4, appendix.... 
Error in classification. . . .... 
Court JUACMENt. «.. csv cones 
Short Shipped... ...scvesssses 

Household effect. ........... 
Clerical error in weight. ..... 

0. sre eat Yee names 
Exhibit No. 4, appendix. . 

Error in classification. ...... 
Exhibit No. 4, appendix. ... 

Clerical eITor. . -c ce eevevewes 
Short shipped. .....ccaeuvs> 

Clerioal CITOL. sows sda nininine 

Clerichl error. ........0.i0aun 
Error in classification. ...... 
Exhibit No. 5, appendix.... 
Court-jndgment.....:[.:.... 
Exhibit No. 3, appendix. ... 
Ero in classification. ...... 

Clerical error................ 
Error in classification. ......   
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

  

Interest Law under which Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. znd costs. Total. Reasons for refund. TATA WES TORAG. 

1908. 
June 5 | Barrett, M. L., &Co......... Bote CNarEes. i. ss saver sess sess es sama $15.60 f:ciee ian $15.60 | Exhibit No. 6, appendix. ... Reo: Lo act June 10, 

23: Borzialdl, 660, S00. cf DOUS. i i Ee reas OB advan 7.251. Clerical error. vis curve ave Do. 
29 | Burditt & Williams Co.. RO Taps... ean sommes nes Sein wed S51 fa es 351.14 | Exhibit No. 7, appendix.... Do. 
29 cess QO i ai ai ce raseesnscsm 0 creer a ns ttn et ea ak 30,48 ic, is 736.48. |. o. -. Q0usnas sina sessrinio seins Do. 
29 240. aa ee Fr SS ERC I SIR PP Sr BA Bl eters 784.55 10. 0. ar ivesesnnsennnsre Do. 

1907. 
July: 5. Compion, Phe W. HH. hear | SeIa80rs. oct iad ada daa Clerical error... vice evacowe Do. 

0. 
6G -Crawiord; DD, . Joo is Tien BlOVeE. crise rvs vs dda nr is anes Bro in classification. ...... Do. 
6. Chentmais, G. ........0niee. Tinens snd COLIONS, ... .. chris susan vain aims i 2 LOs DD Hie ie ds we amn at ti FOTO ida 20% + Soins wie mod wisiarais w winnie Do. 

23: |-Contl, Cesare... ol. con il as Olive Ol IIING. 5. i ea St seeds Sone jodgment........ Do. 
23: | Calogera, Geo. P........-... Olive oll In barrels. coi i srt de irene ABB. O07 os. an 22 186.00 fs 0. res rcs satin sen Do. 
23. 'Casaeza, A. & Sons. .o...... LL an eh Ce a A ee Ne ee BB RE SRA Rh Ty RE QO. cnet aevae tn waa Do. 
26 | Causse, The A. Yo; Mommie a Dl IIS. oi... oo ces de some nnne es sa vnamnm RT BE a ATT BR AO a sales Conininnnsraesnuis Do. 

turing Co. 
26 V-COlbY & CO... cieicceeances Niger-80BQ0 Sic oi. evi Ce anew ci era SON Sf a SE BO BR A AO ti Se Seabee Do. 

Aug: 1H Chandlor-& Budd Co. The BiSculs or al ese daa ois Error in classification. ...... Do. 
5 | Chamberlin - J OIOSON = Dil | COIODAN0E. tee onever rrr rr eg a TROD sees see snes dans Do. 

Bose Co. - 
14.000 0. imei ina Hemmed cotton handkerchiefs. ........ccc..... Clerioal OTTO. . conn. unr cns Do. 
16 Christian; RB. di, & C0. oo Waar. ci Tn ir a teas svi aa es rai Error in classification ....... Do. 
25: Colton, BW. M.t, aiinaecnn.n Articles in baggage... i ice ic sr ed ida. Personal effects, free. ....... Do. 

Sept. 20-| Casazza, V., & Bro.......... M00 ISS ns. one ccaces nem sooo na ah ann Court judsment.........<<.- Do. 
20 | Cohen, Rudolp BY sieve Sans Col OE Yas. oe ieee isi an aisle aera ins P Do. 
21 | Choy Chong Woh &Coos oo. Dried mushrooms... .... 5. .%- Do. 
26 Cajlencens McAuslan & | Manufacturers’ glass or paste Do. 

rope Co. 
26 | Couch, Sarah M Drum, china ware, and bamboo cloth.......... dA tol : Do. 

Oct. 1 | Chester Steel Co Wood patlerns......v....--e> S7b0:l enna : Do. 
11 Central Vermont Ry. Co... Wood pulp......iueeeiciacne 6.07 ed ees 6.67 Do. 
22 | CalkingCo., The. .....2..... Manufactures of glass AB cians ; Do. 
25 | Central Warehouse Co... .... Straw mating. oo rr al ise. 20... : Do. 

Nov. 16 | Consulate of Japan.......... OVO CUDS, ooo ss essen sens cae vase demue nut 15.00... ! Do. 
26 1 ‘Christensen, B_. ....0 cure. BSCS se ts Sy sae ttn wen Sn Ss 2% Wai , do Do. 
27 | Connell, M TE Pineapples in OWI JUI0e. co athe aie cre cod re du dai 00. 20 ok J 99.20 | Exhibit No. 4, appendix... Do. 
27 CotidlE I, L  e CCA PONeS ds ic i aise mms an ba HE at en 46.33 | Error in classification. . ..... Do. 

Dee. 18 | Corn Products Refining Co... Maple Saar. oon es sii eve sis co wndnt odes cade ~ 320. aaa 11.32 | Clerical 6TIOT .. sussova nse ennrs Do. 
20 Chenin, Jonson: Du MIHReRY cf cd es cae seve conte eee AA se ansne 4.40: )..... AD... ii ins nie ine ke Do. 

ose Co 
201 Crome, FF. L.) & COuccsocnes- Wea DOES. 5s, tease ston sens snassnenuanssss ons 16.93 | scones 16,23 1: Short shipped.....c.csvess-- Do.   
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Jan. 8 

28 

Apr. 28 

May 65 

June 5 

Sept. 26 

Oct. 11 

Nov. 14 
Dec. 18 

Mar. Gi   

Claris, Ji 8.2 uo aavusonvanass 
Ceballas, J. M., & Co........ 

Courtin & Golden........... 
Concordia Publishing House. 
Crawiord, A. 1. ......--0x 
Columbus Merchandise Co., 

e. 
Carleton Dry Goods Co...... 
Central Warehouse Co....... 
Carter Dry Goods Co........ 
Cook, Mrs. F. W 
Campbell, Sot & Jacob- 

Coton, Robbins & Co..... 
Chesbrough, Aaron.......-- 
Curran & Joyce Co.......... 

Conway Co... 0: i canennsn 
Clk, C.W., &Co.....0nu-s 
Colonial Wine Co. .......... 
Cornwell, G. G., & Son...... 

Dillingham, B....... cones: 
De Bonds, A.,& Co........: 
Descalzi, M., & Beta........ 
Damascus Bronze 00.0 
Don Frank, P., & Co. (In- 

corporated). 
Dulin & Man Cocineene- 

Decker, Charles M., & Bro. 
Davidson Bros. Co. sae 
Duff & Benton. -...veeeuvisn 
Dearborn, Wi PB... iee ies 
Demarest, AS. Jieciecracss 
Davidson Bros. Co.......... 
Dillingham, EB. .i. vc sic 
Downing, R. F., & Co...... 
Dudley, W. H., Cot 

Davidson Bros. & Co....... 
Dickson, E 
Donike, B...cocecessesnnes.   

Rubber JSTRIASIIICE snare sees Siena Reva 
Pineapples in crates....    

Booms in foreign language..c...cceeeeecennnnnnnn 
MogneSIn rings... . ios v errs nen nvm sree 
Pecorted CHING -. ave isernssrrsissevcnsvoncune 

Cases as American manufactures returned....... 
Wool of third class on skin... ... cree iiawss=ass 
oslo Lr re Sd Sede Sa ey 
pe] In passenger's Dagpage. cc cou veonnessines 
Cotton flax Tables. 0... cvs cat innnscanuvasae 5 

CRO DANO. as hiv ves can mi tidhans wo wna oins 
Bottle Charges... 0 ide Vda al Sie adie 

Paper suitable. for printing... .......ccoavsonnss 
Dyers’ sticks... .-coiihens 
Olive oil in tins......... 
Antimonial lead.......... 
Dacorated poroelain. c.. cicveesinsinssrnnssnin- 

   

Borcelaln.... co... tei sens ters ve sv eves 
Patterns or mMACTHNOLY «Las vs sd sewsssonsesinsins 
Basswood lumber, Ta Ea Ais Shes Cae 
Canned pineapples 5 RR A Sen 
Dict He ale erat Shae a ee 3 EW a AI ee ei 

In SC NAD Sat 
Old cunny DATING oc vnc uemerosnsatnoneraioy 
PYIOXYIING. Lessee se smms mans asin nine 
Pulp wood and printing paper...........cvnsue 
Prosgrved pineapples... cui cccrcnss NL 

eeneellD.iccccccccncccncccccccncccnccccnccncncncnnn 

a PR I Dp I nS PT 
Linen personal effects. .... irate a aE ea eee nine 
Manufactures ol Wood. ccracerneseesenasnn ise 

  

ceccessssscns         

Error in classification. ...... 
Vien fruit, nonimporta-~ 

on. 

  

Clerical eTTor. os: aaesves ls 
Personal effects, free......... 
Error in classification. ...... 

Short Sion BAe desi v ies 
Exh No. 6, appendix.... 

endo 
Behn No. 6, appendix. ... 

Error in classification. ...... 
Court Judgments Soiree tener 

Exhibit No. 4, appendix.... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Clerical erTor... si ces snens 
Court judgment... .......... 
Error in classification....... 
Exhibit 8, appendix........ 
Clerieslerror.... ..... 0... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Bing 4, appendix........ 

Clerical OTr0L... as senses 
Personal effects, free........ 
Clerical eIT0r. u. srnssrvoennns 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 
  

Interest Law under which 

  

     

        

          
  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and costs. Total. Reasons for refund. etna Was nde. 

1908. 3 
Mar. 7 Dewar, Sinton &CAIX- Finished INOL0CC0. «oe esse nnsnsssrasnsvenneany $7.35 ina eiveannen $7.35 | Error in classification. ...... fe 21, act June 10, 

ander Co. 890. 
30: Denimzio, J03., Fruit Come. | LOIMONS. «ove coon dunes vrosnpemuionissdesseorienss 72001 Leva viens 72.00 Dovared fruit, nonimporta- Do. 

ion. 
May 9 | De Bary, Frederick, Co..... Champagne R00. [oe anaes 8.00 | Short'shipped...... . =x. Do. 

9'| Davies, Theo. H., & Co. | Biscuits. ...i.ccieavive BAO iiiicu iia 8.70 | Error in classification....... Do. 
(Limited). 

0:1 Dentke, I. uote ce iacnaie Sacks filled with bran 100 notes 12.00 1... QO s tas snareane Do. 
15 | De Monaca & Lauese....... MACATORI. i sii nsnnn masa teers amas smn sen 13.500... esa 13.50 | Error in weight............. Do. 

June 5 | Delaney & Murphy......... Bottle charges $08 fol cata 4.06 | Exhibit 6, appendix........ Do. 
5. Dumpsey; Pi, & Co. o.oo 0h nh i ae Ee Be Se Sa 43.40... oe 13.40... RO iss eins n tne ae wa mis Do. 

17 Dea Society OF ATS AN TOWEL Y i tn iiin de ris sans nne nana tone as G00 eer ai eas 6.00: (= Clerical error. ...... cco cao ues Sa Do, 
rafts. 

10 | Davies, Trank............ 5 WY ARE cho eae tines SW a eR ae a ae Sat 133 Bd Laide. 133.84 | Exhibit 8, appendix......... Do. 

1907. 
July 24 Exery Bird Thayer 10. GC, RIaX. 5 cae avnisinnns sinssns veniasnssnrsionmdens F211 1 St a 8.00: 1-Clerical' error... . va sasnassas Do. 

26. Bartle Bros... ove edie. shd ETE ERTL Re Sh a ee Bn le ¢ RE ER be Sei 733.90: (Court judgment............. Do. 
Sept. 19 | Effinger, John.....ucecce.... CLI08. 5 sy penta den sd daw Se ee aso 41. Bi iii inie 47.55 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
Oct. 9 | Eliot & Matthews........... Printed aller. ...u. nde recat snsnsnnssnaadndns 220 fe a died 2:20... {RR RM RR Do. 
Nov. 9 i & Walker Dry Goods | Manufactures of cotton. .e.ceeeeeeeancnnnnn..... 15:40 1... coun 18.401. .... QO: kei atari Do. 

0. 
1908. 

Jan. 29 | Elliott Nursery Co.......... BIS Cr er anes vr rem Sr RMA Ce on BI5.95 sees iviiae 815.25. (Clerical oryor......... civ ve vu. Do. 
29 | Eden Publishing House..... Books in foreign language. .......ceuuueeeunn... A600: asc vi aad 16.00 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 

Fob. 24 | ErricoBros.......iccieuue- Coraleut in variouS dorms. .. Ju sve eesisesusnes 5 a ee 158.80 | Court judgment............. Do. 
Mar. . 6 Eimer & Amend........-... Volumetric flasks and glass tubing.............. 08.05 iv civsaciee 63.05 L...0% AOC. a eae. Do. 

20 | Ely & Walker Dry Goods | Cotton hose and cases as American manufactures S00 a ra 39.16 | Clerical error. American Do. 
Co. returned. goods free. 

ADL. 25:0 Eseallier Tieon ie. cocveeeis-n Bote Ings. i. ones nnons Aenea nm ane ne cme 20 oe cenccicens 1.20 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
June 5 | Eitel Bros..... Reset rare Botte ONAL cc ola vic Pie tensors aces ais on R10 V5 ct ae 18.10 ..... Srelai nahh Saas AR Do. 

1907. 
July 23 ELiogenpers: Chas... .| Olive oil in tins. ... 8.00: Vo he 18.00 Do. 

20 | Field & Co. iiiiivacidues Lithographic prints 90.95]. asain 76.95 Do. 
Aug. 20 Fulton. oe and Burlap Co. Burlaps: i. dS vans unas 2.18 Do. 
Oct. 24 | Folger, FH. 8... 0.0.00 0. BR epAITS IO VESS0lS. «Liv. caer rs msion sane e nn 004. 08 ria 294.93 | Sec. to Revised Statutes. . Do. 
Nov. 16 | Fink, G.W. HATES iia aes COtIONCIOtN. . ...ccsrseni inne cssnnn dias assas nis 102.602. renin 102.62 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 

ov Fisher, GoD. Cae sviaed Cedar poles. ...... eh ed Leds wd Rt eR red 158.07). cree veal 158.07... 80. ss cen sevaes Do. 

1908. 
Feb.” SU Tullyoma. ...cceecevicidvenn Cubllefgh i. i nec rn cevn ies at nan seo E eases OL TS eed PE. TB [vase QOL iL sr tis Lo sadn uns Do. 

S$ hPerry, C. P.vinanes wean se ay Household effects... .. ...corsrnvsmnarasesssesns™ 180.00 4... 5a ennn 180. 00 Hori effects, free...... Do. 
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Ld a McKinney D. G. 

Forays, M., Co. .1. convenes 
Fischer, I., X Brose. 
Friedman, Meg. 

Fransioli, P. 3 C0 ean 

Gould, H. A., Co......c0.14- 
Gross, a SRA SEY 
Goldberg, Moris. cc neviah 
Greenway, T.Bicc.-coine oid 
Gimbel Bros... coca secce-aes 

pot t Co. 

TI John, & Co.......> 
Goldberg ECO re 
Geary, M. TJ... iin 
Gulbenkian, G., & Co....... 
Gordon & Ferguson......... 
Great Northern Ry. Co...... 

Gibboney, James, & Co..... 

Gordon & Co...... en varenied 

Grodel, Charles TH... cc... 
Grant & McKee COs snsnins 
GIDL Bros... oc aiais 
Greif Bros. Co., The.. 
Gulbenkian, G., & Co...... 
Gorden & Ferguson......... 
Gill, The J. X.,Co.........0 
Gough W..T0. Ls. os 
Glover, W. I... Ji oui... 
Gallagher, John, Co., The... 
Gibson, The, Art Co........ 
Girvin & Byre..........ock. 
Goodkind, 1.60... ccveervvn- 

   

Hawley & Letzerich........ 
Hengerer Wou Co........... 
Hensel Bruckmann & Lor- 

bacher. 
Herrans, H...c.o0iceidss,   

Cases as American manufactures returned...... 

Cate RISD reas smash ss seaimaaunn 
Music books 
Spectacles... 
CINCY sess rsnn st ons sana assesses 

Balla. i Samar rears ten sta ae ee Seed teenie 
Olive oli ting. ..... oo. vison snmdsvansnsaess 
Imitation DIecions Stones. .. .. .c-vensenersasnmne 
Repairs 10 American vessels. ...u.u.szuenseavass 
Wearing apparel... -. oc... oassivmsne swans 

Hair 08 WOO OIE SKINS. vices avacarnnmncsvnnssas 

ATHCIOS IN DAZ age. vies ve connie nana 
Wool from Bagdad... easernesh done nmuesnn 
THIS OTSKINY. ois oiiivile nals nls woinie wimtie wivieairs ve 
BI InGnS. 0 a a be wd me 

PINCADDIBR Lit sues inisvansvnaioin asain aoians sess 

Excess quantity ol apples. .. essere vennimeonnsnnes 

    

Scrap: sunny Dagaing. overs rsnss dunn samen 
Linoleum : 

AV O0k. . os a a ee ee 
Furs dressed on the skin 
TEA DENOIS shin sh tha re ae ew ie 
Oo RE et Th SN LR PI Ses La CN 
TB008. on sas ae ee mae SA Ce NT ae 

Vetch seed and whisky. ...... ..cceciceidvec ane 
QlOVes or ae i asia ee sme sna teed 

Bandes as manufacturing fur......cccceveeen... 
Best ackies and other ornaments...... NE a A 

0) seit sass es sen Sas gwen ss 

  

  
  

  
  

“eesscscscss 

  

1.20 

111.60 
75 

1.50 
62.35 

496. 40 
23.00 
75.15 
13.25 
23.45 

96. 66 

812.37 
1,079. 20 

47.20 
41. 40 

8,060. 07 
410.10 
18.30 

2.75 

111.69 

3,787.70 
469. 86 

  

American goods returned, 
free. 

iid in classification. . 

  

   Error in weight......... reve 

Exhibit 1, appendix........ 
Error in classification. ...... 
Court’judgment...........-- 
Sec. 3115, Revised Statutes. . 
Woe ‘apparel, duty twice 

Exhibit 9, appendix........ 

Court judgment SRR Tae 
Error in classification. ...... 
Casually. acura saainsmnsss 

Clerical error. oh ccs iad. 

Exhibit 8, appendix........ 
Error in measurement. ..... 

Olerjenl OPLOT. oid ee wwii 

Bxhibit 10, SPreudiz esas 
Error in classification. . ..... 
Clerical error... . 00 dl... 
Exhibit 1, appendix........ 
Clorieal error... .. on ol 

  
es. 

Sec. 24, act June 10, 
1890. 

Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

  

Interest Law under which Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. | ond ecosts. | Total Reasons for refund. refund was made. 

1907. 
Aug. 1 Heckendom, J. B...ss000ee-1 WOOA DUID. covet ives Sennen rees te Tretia $42.17 ..... Seeenss $42.17 | Error in classification....... Bw act June 10, 

1890. 
5.4 Hordes, Jo P. Jo i coniitonns BIOAY oe idee sess ee tias anni se i 146.34 | Error in gauge.............. Do. 
9: Howard & Smith... ......... Eerie PEeANNGS. vv roi ivi ie tba cian 9. 9.20 | Error in classification Do. 

20 | Hawley & Letzerich........ ET TT. A ay : 137.97 1...-: do... iain. Do. 
24 Hop Yick Wooo. zane. Dried fungus... .... ces citi ai das 2.9 2.90. i a Do. 

Bept. 26 | Hoffman, The F. W........ Silverware % 2.70. | Clerical er1or. ... ccocuevease Do. 
Oct. 1 'Hedly, DJ. on. coiiicini Beads... Fees RE 7.0 7.05 | Error in classification....... Do. 

2 Halters’ Brrr Exchange The | BUT Waste. coi. or assis NS. 40.0.0. cosa 118.40 | Court judgment............. Do. 
(Incorporated). 

Nahe &Cona.io..cl uni: Biscuils...... 0.8 iin 10.83 | Error in classification....... Do. 
11 | Haller, H. M.. Pineapples IL Bivens duis 121. 50 | Exhibit 4, appendix........ Do. 
17 | Heil, Henry, Chemical Co ...| Manufactures of oi FL RR Se eS E50. aa a 4.80 in classification....... Do. 
7 Hop Hing &Co.......5.... TRNBL SNORE... voce rd i ir es 0 oe TOL Ao Se ae Do. 
17 | Hinckley, A. RCo Repairs to American vesselS........cceeueen.... 2 ia saat 21.29 | Sec. 3115] Revised Statutes.. Do. 
17 |-Heinz, H.J.,, & Co... ....... OHVe ON IN EING ct ala vets dv aaso san ian 102-485 cnn aeas 102. 43 | Exhibit 4 appendix........ Do. 
24 Henderson, TLS Nay German STIVeL SCIAP, voter ec cis evasive sas eran S00 sees 5.00 | Clerical @ITOT. ............... Do. 

Nov. 26 | Hawley & Letzerich........| Distilled and malt liquors. ..e.oeeuueeeivnn..... 88.800 ceri 08,5001... QO ie a eh: Do. 
Dec... 16. Hong Farlow... ou... 3 SLE EL i as Paar 6.00 aa 6.60 | Error in anion wees Do. 

20 HL I, Je ie verona Silk scarf...... Sh vasesa eaves nt a nas dre ea se S80 a 1.80 | Personal effect, free......... Do. 

1908. 
Jan. 8: Hoshizgakl 8.....c.c. ci .0 Shel. Lo atthe aie Ss . 5.70 | Error in classification....... . Do. 

Sp Heng, 1. J... Conv iia ive Oliveolbin ting. or... coon oh eo iii kh ; 59.95 | Exhibit 11, appendix........ Do. 
8 | Holmes, The Ay HH. C0..-{ SH WINE AN CABLE. i vo vi vatares ies svat donne . 8.75 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
8 Hawley & Letzerich.. DISH BDI IS... Lie dan da swears sei . 11.90: Clerical error... . i. ci seis Do. 

10 | Hubbs Hastings Paper ‘Co...| Parchment DADE cecvsc inns src smansices ne vocee : 15.86 | Error in classification....... Do. 
10 | Harwood, F. W., & Son.....| Malacca Ei Ree EE RS se So RR Se 3 2.10. AO. as da Do. 

Eile We oo aii Raney Dostal cards. auc aes esc events x 4,85 00. .: PRET Do. 
29 | Hawley & Letzerich......... Enameled iTONWAre ........ uu: suns sane avsan . 47.60 | Clerical error. . Do. 
29.1 Hahne & Cov... ceo Wool underwear. co. i rie aie : 521. in G0... Do. 

Feb, 8S i:IHamane, I... oi. ant Cathle fish. se eevee : 38.85 | Error in classification Do. 
13 | Harper, John M., & Co...... Mocha sheepskins with wool on................ h 296.04 | Exhibit 9, appendix .. Do. 
17 | Hayes, James A., & Co...... Ove ollInDottles... cc. i ve van sn asad anes ; 300.80 | Exhibit 11, appendix....... Do. 
24 Bormann, H...0 conan Millinery ornaments... ........vccenvnnnn , 82.20 | Court judgment............. Do. 

Mar. 3 | Hawley & Letzerich......... Manufactures of leather................ J 2:00. Clerical etror,... isi acess Do. 
3 Hirsch, 8..8C0.0- 00... Booth WHISKY... 1. Livni inane B03 Li 3.05 FP Error in gang... .. uneven. Do. 
5 | Havana Tobacco Co......... Value of Spanish gold or Cuban peso. 077.05 |... .000000, 1,077.55 | Exhibit 12, appendix....... Do. 

18 | Hohlfeld, Max...... Lithographic postal card........... 10.000: voit od 10.00; Clerical error. ic onic iva cies Do. 
28 | Harris Emery Co.. Hoslery...... AO vive 4.62 Error in classification. ...... Do. 

Apr. Hivade, K.. oi... 0% .| Cuttle fish 88.20. va tusn ER 85.201. ..-. 00. ieiiicanin dene Do. 
2 Hawley & JoLaeNit en .| Metal manufactures and decorated earthenware. 34. BD vs ees 14. 2 | Cleriealierror.. i... uve ala Do. 

27 | Hachiya, M., & Co... (Manufactured articles... ....c-c.cccsnsrnrisnenes S00) aes wows 3] wiere 0,5 Ties estan atv es Do. 
28 | Hawley & Letzerich._ ... eset PAPO DOXEB weaves heuer Say wun $70 oe ei nig 4 2 Error in classification. ...... Do.   
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May 15 | Hecht & Zummach......... 
23 | Holmes, The Wm. H., Co... 
23 | Hawley & Letzerich........ 

June 8 | Horner, Henry, & Co....... 
8 | Hayes, Jas. A., & Co........ 

23 | Hawley & Letzerich........ 
25: Herman Bros. ... Jc. 
26-| Hayes, Jas-A., & Co. ....... 

1907. 
O0L: 24. | 182308 BYOS. vue deems sone vn 

1908. 
Jon. 8. Thulin Bros. ...... 0s ies aes 
Fob, +8 Iwakami & CO... .o-.rov: 
Mar. 16 Touts Bros... oc inivionsn 

16 Ishimiisn. ovis. manasa odon. 

1907. 
July 22 Joel JB. & CO. caine 
Aug. 9 (J un beh emia ade se iy 

Oct. 24] J ng JACOD- A. .oinennvnsis 
28 | Jones, W. Noy Co oan 

1908. 
Feb. 24 | Johnson, Chas. A., & Co.. 
Apr. 25 | Jevne, H., CO. i dees 

28 Jordan, A J., Cutlery Co.... 

1907. 
Aug. 157 Kowahara, Mo. oc. eeiionins 

23 | Keith, Robt., Furnitureand 
Carpet Co 

2 Rim Sun LoW. 00. cece edeine 
24. | Kwong Luen Fai.... 
24 | Kwong Sang Wa... 

Sept. 19 | Kaufman Bros..... 
Oct. 1 | Kelley, Cla Co 

25 Knoedler MM... .. oui ie 
Dec. 20 | Knauth, ‘Nachod & Kuhne. 

1908. 
Jan. 10 | Kempton, Jessie A.......... 
Feb. 3.r Kobayashi, W' .......cecove- 

Sw Rawahara, MM... 00 oo 
Mar. 18 | Kline, Arthur A... 0.0... ic. 

SO i Kawahara, MM... c-venecee-s 
Api Kelle, B...... cua isecivass 

ay 14 | Kawahara, M............... 
June 17 | Kwong Chong Lung Co..... 

23 Xoch, K. A, &Co.......... 
29 | Keefe, CONresanensvassonnse   

Powdered ocher..... rhs esses eres Ree 5% 
BOLEleCNarges.... 0. vais iiinsnssinanananasinn 
Manufactures OL DAPET <<. sous sos n vs asnvenve 
Bolle CRATE O a cor Uva cree area navn sas 

Wee {01d Jui JOLE DARING). . vii su ncansnsanansns 
i EE LR NI i Ri PT 
BottleCharges. ... 5. . ci darn s anemia be mains 

Wool Clothing. oh. 5... ame Siriaas santas ing 

Shellfish, ci. ih, rar, aT sr A Ata a 
Cuttlefish and embroidered-silk wearing apparel 
LE a er Ce pl I IE 

Pinapples in own juice. ........... esreneseeees 
Bisel 18: emt run a ms nt amass nat am sass ss dunzy 

Heros tOVeSSels. . ci. iste sane anes 
Dry sheapsking. ... oi. cans aan aasensas 

Fino plomlappings. i. ..c ic. ietadsiaasiin a. 
Bottle Sy A EEE Ee SE TE 
En ee SEE Re Cel 

Vegetables in natural state........ccceuueunnn... 
Japanese MAtUING. « «ou ints ia ial. 

   Canned pineapples...... .:..ccinan 
Miniature paintings in frames 
Wall DOCKeIS io, ce iis sin es susan sanaanss suis 

Piano, household S008... v- oi: sesso nnvasioss 
Connedrentlle fish. . .... 5 civvis sia iiencvainmn 
Chinese WINE. ..o.uich avin disdaavhsesinnniasn 
Plaster of paris statuettes..........cecceean..... 
Bolle AtiNgS ase eens sss sennssavesaosannsns 

  
  

2,282.94 
11.60 
8.50 

13. 40 
6.94 

  
cesesccsccss 
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e
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®
 

S
R
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1 317. 82 
"137. 05 

6. 30 
539. 04 

87. 60 

12.00 

21.00 

  

Clerical error......... os 
Exhibit 6, appendix....... ve 
Error in classification. . ..... 
Han 6, Bonen PT 

Exhibit 4, appendix......... 
Horor in classification... .... 

“Sec, 3115, Revised Statutes. 
Exhibit 9, appendix......... 

Exhibit 3, appendix......... 
Exhibit 6, appendixX......... 
Clerical error........ Soswswos 

Error in classification........ 
Clerical error. ave ds cna amen 

on Judgment. ..... oi. 
Exhibit+4, appendix. ....... 
Court judgment 

“eens O.cveenccccccacenccnccs 

   

Error in classification. ...... 
Qlerical'orror...... co. 2.5 -   

Do. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

Interest Law under which 

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and costs, Total. Reasons for refund. refund was made, 

1907. 
July 23 | Leeming, Thomas & Co..... Chocolate and confectionery...eeeeeeeeeceeaenns $A RE iia $244.85 | Court judgment........ assun Bee 2 act June 10, 

Aug. 5 Lothrop, Li. D.... 7. cceenss FISK. Josssie vin manne doh sues Se PeE 449.36. Seas 449.36 | Error in classification....... Do. 
9. ‘Lette, Arthur..:.:.......... TEE RR i Ll CS A 48.35 lr sessnsess 48,39 .c ae 0% cas se ee rrr wes ne Do. 
9 | Lo Buono, Vincenzo........ EOS s.r ses i Sian aan sans saeae L220 serine 1.20 [Clerical ertor....-. «ves ve-- Do. 

20 | Lazarus, The J 05:,:60. 0.00. Steel millinery ornaments. .......ccvrcavinecces 37:55: late loans 17.55 | Error in classification....... Do. 
23 Joweay B., & Bros..... Blesched linen cloth. ..c...c.. caves oncunnsns sen 10 eee Tou. oo. LE COBRA BE gs, AE Do. 
23 Lonyop The, 0 ee DISC ITS a news sisan wae als wa hot Simm ala Be Si a es 88 OL aa, 88.61:4.....0 QO ies Tn amas te me nbiad Do. 

Oct. 10 Lemen Low Water Alam J Catatites eee ies DoE eaieat 9.285 es RE Do. 

Nov. 16 nn Joseph, & Co...... Steel Dat OINAMONTS. o.civeiiis iiaives si etivanss 16:35 1. cu ees es aes 16.835 %..%.. ASS aS GP, Do. 

1908. 
Jan. 9.0 Tee CG. W. .ooo.ciaiiea BO ay eters sso iste ronan sun cos ants 13.50 | Personal effect, free......... Do. 

80-{ Lewis, UB. WB. uo... ouedeiue Ne AW WOT. odes tt ais conan ses sa dnnas 145.75 | Error in classification....... Do. 
Mar. 1 | Leigh, Evan Arthur........ Card clothing machinery.......... 366.75 | Court judgment. ............ Do. 
Apr. 16 | Lazarus, Joseph, & Co...... Millinery ornaments.......... 51.75 | Error in classification....... Do. 

24 | Levi, Ottenheimer... .| Bottle cork and capsules, ete 146. 49 | Exhibit 6, appendix........ Do. 
25 | Lagomacsino Co... Bethe Bins Re ad 2.40 1. i Ae RR NL Do. 

May 9 | Lott, Mrs. B. O. +. Horse, bugay, and harness. cove ic ves sitenns 43.25 | Household effects, free...... Do. 
Toengaat & Co... 0a Manufactures of metal. .........ooomoone onsen 56.25 | Error in classification... ..... Do. 

June 5 | Lindquist, B., & Co......... Bote Cares. ics ee Cians ses dren ren anos 25.60 | Exhibit 6, appendix......... Do. 

1907. 
July 22 | Meadows, Thos., & Co...... ATCC OTS, Bll. said tei ort assess ene 28:20 {rr ren 28.20 | Error in classification....... Do. 

22 |. Middleton & Co.......cue... RO area en Ee eS Pea n vA | en 2,150.50 | Exhibit 1, appendix......... Do. 
22 Myers & Co, BP. W......... UID WOO 2. sates ita ens w be ae aa 1058.25. ee ame ras 1,058.25 | Error in classification....... Do. 
25 | Marchesini Bros... .. cucu OHNE oll IT UNS a ves ons ms cesle ards daveein LEO A eens 14.00 | Exhibit 11, Appendix...... Do. 
25.1 Maresco Roberts. ...........[-. 0. OK 0 aii slats wa ss Sens s Bae os wie wae ed sara B30 ctv aS ST BID se a ame Sr ns araimtui Do. 
29 | MeQGettrick, P.............. PUD WOO. a acess snnangnts= esr enn dens rn L430. 7 Ln has. 1,435.17 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 

Aug. 1 | MeNiven, Tsaac............. Black curranis....... a. lei cea ae tad ER ee 60.45... .... A0en a casidonsnssnsssronis Do. 
1 McFarlane, Wi. una ioue. Lithographic posteards.. ... ose. siavesnmi soni 34.25 |... aaa 34.251... Od vin cote eset nonss denn Do. 
1 | Marion, ET vs Excess value of additional duty................ 82.80 bo oun, 32.86. Clerical error. cc ci. icasnnan Do. 
9: Myers, F. W.,.&Co. co.cc. Sawn blocks (PUID Wood)... 2. ii leave cebaes 48.80 0c. ities 48.80 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
0.1: McCoy, 0.10. . .o civics Gross posts, manufacturers of metal............ 2B a ie 2.25 Affistionn goods returned, 

2 , Tee 
32 Martin, Gusta. ce oeierse- SCARY TOR Lo ni a nese 20.97: eis. 20.97 | Exhibit 13, Appendix....... Do. 
12 | Mayer, Chas: & Co......... Jewelry and decorated ching.......cceeeveeue.. Gr00 1. amas 6.00: Clericaliorror. i... cc uicnuse Do. 
15: Murakami, 0... oe Vegetablesin natural state. ....ceeececeeceavensn 82.95 i sei 52.55 | Error in classification....... Do. 
16 | McClure Co. ani em Ching WAT0. a5 Ss ss hada dan nine swam us sme 43.20 io codon: 40:20 GO arms ase sas hs aan Do. 
2 | Mathis, BE. M._..aiaaana-- Oil paintings and STaMes. . «cous nerisncasaonses 228.75 Iii 208.75 \..~.- LAE SO Do. 

b MeNIVOn. , Lil ic cncnsnes Malling. iii coh een adh cde ave edl lenceles Cdl. 0 ec ce ev Cmca Do. 
2 | Myers, F. W., & Co......... Mill betting BS DUI WOOR rere staan son 68 80s ernie 63.80 |..... B07. oii iin rine Do. 
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Sept. 

Oct. 

Apr. 

May 

June     
    

Sas AOL errno Ries sss aren s 21s tO asain ans viens ba eee eh Cae sve nS eu 
Mayer, Li., £00... 000emss Manufactured article n. o. p. (wafers)........... 
Meyer & Lange............. rT Ty Ren SE LN Sh wn 
McMillan, G: K.,;:Co........ DISCS. Cis Jeans didnn sv nnn va sie Ua Cees 
Munoz, J: L000: nite siisn. Brandy Cherries. . .. coisa rssnnssrnssrwssnnsssovs 
Mendelson, I/......... 0000 Preserved pineapples. -. . x, cri inions sansresos 
MeGettrick. .  svivicedess Wood pulpandashlogs.........o.0..a5 000s: 
Mayer, Chas., & Co. .v..s ox Decorated china and manufactures of metal.... 
Myers, BF. W.. &Co .......- BOOT ct edi sani rans sane Save ads us anes 
Maas, ‘George J... 00.000 TWO RIDASIEL DUSES.. ovo winin sn sms ssa mane 
Murnay ££. Co... 0.00 ate NV OOIe Clot fa. ass ie dena e nn 
Meier & Frank Co........... PD MIS cc sensors sss a inn ns nls mn sn Sa ee 
Meyer Bros. Drug Co. ......| Magnesia carbonate and antimony ore.......... 
MeNaaghton... co. ves Househol@eflents. . cc... coc iuaennnsimamsnarass 
Meyers, F. W., & Co........ WV OO PUD. cf te ii cess hs vir aa eats R ss ae 
McKibbin, Pods Dorsey Purs dressed on Skin... once cia masses ssn 
Mentzer, BoC... coo ies. CO ODDEIIOIC ws vos mine's sn ne vsn sls ns nas nnn ws snes so s's 

Magzon, Wm. H...o.uvaae Scrap sunny ageing... .. 5 cas cies sates neainn 
Maurer, Wo A. ..0... ue. Decorated CartNen WATE. cuss versrrsensrovsnnsnnn 
Myers, F. W.,;:& Coi:. Ground wood i pup: Pe a HS eee Te ee 2 
Miyake HH... al. 5 Oude fish. sae a ara Ee Aa Sey alte 
Muarakami, PL. ».aua-a3 ees 
Merck & C0. tut rot aaa Ponaeied ‘opium... 
Monsanto Chemical Works. .[ Chloro sulphoric. -....ccceumiecaaeanann.... Ron 
Maurer, BEd. oui. inva vane Pineapples in own juice. nie wnat eae ser be Rea 
Mechanical Fabrice Co....... Woveniahrie fax... vio nisi sans asashes 
Mueller, John-G... 0. .oe oo] DYEWINT INSITAMEBNIS. . «cove vanes sso vans snnsnsss 
Myers, BO. W.,, &Co..:...... SOC ns rtrd mena sea 
McNeill, Ho J..o. luo abca Patternsfor machinery. :...... ivi in cdodiv sad 
Marvin Co., The W. H...... Currants, short shipped. ......... coca sanass 
Monitor Drill Co............ Molders’ patterns. .............ceuiaue ran. 
Muller Maclean & Co........ Value ol IMVOJee: crocs sed cash sain as 
Mivake, Hoo. oo.i ia, Canned aittle fish. ........coivvemetano inn wit 
Myers, Fo W..&Co.u:.o.0n-. Ground WOOd PUD «ane sitar sr snsssrnts sr annme 
MeGettriek, P...c va ssaer-n TM A IS Se MS TE SE fi SE 
Meldrum, HA, 600... GIOVOS or Cosssansi sion ian reni iit rne mn sre tons 
Moreno; Kadi oi. saci CLIO ois cases ass san snes spisnssnaisnnsicans 
Margolius Co. (Inc.)......... Old DAI doer. at srs sarss snes sa roinn 
Mannheimer Bros........... Br NOWATC. sees ors seme scone taiasne sass in 
Messimy;V. deCo.......... Bottlelcharges. ......o0 reais eds ive nate os 
Morand BYOS...x-. fun eassalonen-s 0. on rr ia ta ese rea pe nar aren 
McMillan, G. K. Eo Co oriniafe nds 0. a ee sete i cre se Same es 
Myers, ¥,. W;& Co... 50: SPICE. ClaPHOAIAS. ve see et orn crv tn srr sean ne 
May, L. L,, Cores INUYSCTY SOCK: 2 cao vencrervinnsraserianssensnnie 

Mucel, B.-....0oi oes iseaeeias OVE 00: ons s ene mann swan din we snnssines ins 
Marr, -D:A Transfer andr Mating. cc utocsecesrscervocrcsnsnnsnasssninsons 

and Storage Co. » 
Magrader, Jom H.........: Bottle fillings. . ae erecseisinssrvesssrssssnns oe 

  

   

    

ecescccsssse 

      
    

st 00 verre ran sews 
Court judgment............. 
Error in classification. ...... 

Exhibit 4, appendix........ 
Error in classification. ...... 

Error in assayer’s certificate. 

Exhibit 8, appendix........ 
Clerical erior.. ..v vi unnass 
Error in classification. ...... 

Hxhibit 14, appendix....... 
Error in classification 
Exhibit 4, appendix ... 
Error in classification. 

  

Clerical error... .............. 
Error in classification. ...... 
Short shipped. ................ 
Error in classification. ...... 
Court judgmens.............. 

Short shipped... caine 
Error in classification ....... 
Exhibit 8, appendix ........ 
Error in classification....... 
Eni 6,appendix........ 
eee==UD (icc eccenccccccncncane 

Abandoned, sec. 23, act June 
10, 1890. 

Error in classification. ...... 
Clerical eITor...c. . eas vanes 

Exhibit 6, appendix..... nes   
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

  

   

   

    

    

       

  

    

    

              

~ . 

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. Jus Total. Reasons for refund. Lay nia ph 

1907. g 
July 10 | Nicholson, David, Grocer Co.| French bitters.............. eaves is danny Cane $87.50 | Error in classification. ...... BoC 24; act June 10, 

0. 
Aug. 9 | Newberry, J. R., Co......... BIOS. i ie a Rae nasna sa 267-02 | i.2 0 ns eonns sis Paes Do. 

9 | Newmark, M.A, &Co...... DP INeaDDIes: or si sre dave tie S iad ees 237.62 1..:.. JO rear Ti es Do. 
12 | Newmark Hardware Co. .... Leather covered buckles. ......c.coeeeeeueunnann.. 13.80 5.... QO. ees sarees Do. 
12 Notional. Malleable Casting | Molders patterns. ......ceeeeeeeeevnnscessoneses W755 0 cc acrssivansansininss Do. 

0., The. 
12 Nordlinger & Mamluck..... Imitation precious stones, not’ set............... LIBS go. er Do. 
20. | Niagara Falls Biscuit Co... Blseuits co ir. i crac ute ad 0 eens eens Do. 
24 | Neustadter Bros...........- Hose (shortage)...........s. . 10 Short shi ippsy i fame si Sema be Do. 

Sept. 21 | Nichols, Austin & Co....... Mushrooms... iii nuc ees 72.45 | Court judgment. ............ Do. 
26 | Newman Post Card Co....... Lithopraphic post Cards... a. eseronmazsmnnsss 48.75 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
26 | Newberry, J. K., Co........ LLIE nn RAR Pe Re SR A en 15-00. =. 0 ves Res Sera Do. 

Oct. 9 Niagara Fails Biscuit Co....|..... 0 Ls ee RR Se dE 353.00 1--- QO. earn sara es Do 
11 sm-Kinlow...........5.. MUShIOOMIS too ot a Le Esai Ee 450. QO at rain as ress Th Do. 
25 | Neustodior Bros... ........~ Cottondiose. 2c. cer iii as al 7- 50-1 Clerical 6110r. .. cues on ionsnes Do 

Nov. 9 Noval Shapleich Hardware FIShNooks convene ii ii adi brea 33.65 | Error'in weight.....c....... Do 
0. 

16 Nadaud, C..G...ccnvecicens: Personal OI eCIy. co so Sta ane iii dees 5.25 | Personal effects, free........ Do. 

1908. 
Jan: 11 | Newcomb, Endicott & Co....| Woolen dress 200aS. ..oueeeueeueennenaennnnnnnns 96.80%: a Cin 06.80 | Clerical orror... 2: ec avenaess Do. 
Feb: 10 | N ares 5 & Bro. Dry | Cotton Rose cee. . iiiciosaeen sso nessshorors 50.78 ai 50.751 Clerical elror.-. ... cs vers ssn Do. 

oods Co. 
Mar. 28 | Northrup, King & Co....... Garden Bead ori i tdi vai sea as va ate NAO i. 11.10 | Error in classification....... Do. 
Apr. 28 | Nash, George & Co.......... Steel and SIDS: 1c. eee a ai 7,000: 92.3.7. cui 7,669.92 | Exhibit 15, appendix........ Do. 

25 | Newman Post Card Co...... THRO ADRIC DIIS. -. . ro sre sa agave ts wee tes 80.50 ses erie 59.50 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 
25 | Newmark, M. A. & Co...... Bote BLinss. ..... i ie a ie sa FR ain 5.53 | Exhibit 6, appendix......... Do. 
29 | North American Trading Monufactures ol Tor. . coco cassie aiZanancss 5:80. La tea: 5.30] Clerical error... .heccivicine Do. 

and Transportation Co. 
May 8 Nionolson, David, Grocery Bote fittings. . cc... co iis sie rr daa, 20.80]. . seats 29.50 | Exhibit 6, appendix......... Do. 

0. 
19 | Nicholson, David........... BOLIC CNAIE08. vee inisiosdeonceesnnstine nian 43.900. cite, 48.90 |..... BO. veverssnssrnomensess Do. 

1907. 
Aug. 1 | Otis Steel Co., The.......... MOOT IS DION: o.oo cnnis casas siainoniias Do. 

15-0 0d el ines Vegetables in natural state. .....co.cueeviiionene Do. 
1028 38. i i Te Seat hen dO inthe iva dens 0 3 Do. 

24 | Oriental American Co....... Pineapples: :. veneers asanvs Exhibit 4, appendix......... Do. 
Sept. 26 { O’Brien &Co...ccuveeen Biscuits... Error in classification. ...... + =1D0, 
Oct. 1 | Otis Sisal Co. sees S Wood patterns. vse Ie eee siamese es sneer ee JOT SB Te 2 de ens whee ene ee Do. 

OD dees A085, va twin an ph amae en rte nis 0 i cirri ran sR Te idea ten ea A TO i A A i nes Do. 
Dec. 10 Oral American Co....... PADI. eet ir ie rs eam see Exhibit 4, appendix......... Do. 
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1908. 
Feb. 

June 5 

1907. 
Dec 16 

16   

Oriental Trading Co ........ 
OL Wortman & King 

mn. Theo., & Co.. : 

  

Perry, Byer & Co vevcvnee- 
Pierano, I... vc caciesain 
Parodi, "Erminio & Co..z..3 
Petry, p. HH, &Co:. oo: 
Packard Motor Car Co... ... 
Piles, The T. H., Crockery 

0. 
Pendas & Alveraz, G....... 
Peebles, The Jos. R. , Sons Co. 
Pollak & Fostein...3-...0.. 
Pacific Biscuit Co......----- 
Park &Tillord. codices? 
Passavani &iCo.... 0 reese 

Persons, C., Sons..... Wewees 
Patrick, F. Ix 25 B00 eres 
Pierson, Rolpn, & & £o canes 
Perkins, W 
Pirnie, James.......... 
Persons :C., Sons... J.c ves 
Pierson, Ralph, & Co....... 

  

Persons, C., Sons. ...... 0 
Pierson, Ralph, & Co....... 
Pendas, Y., & Alvarez...... 
Pierce Steamship Co........ 

Persons, C., S0nS.c..conevs-> 
Palermo, Peter. .cosersnsea-: 

Quong Long Yuen & Co.... 
Quong Wah, Lung, Co......   

Cuttlefish. ...cv.cvenssineone ae nee ete 
are, 0 i mesa s mess m sn me suns Sasi eas bans 
alate 0 ni rnnnsdonsonmnvsnsnsve ven iasmodeosssas 
SE RO ae else os ae ad ania 
able dO. oo hae een 
Earthenware steins, metal tops 
Canned cuttle fish 

Leaf tobacco, unstemmed. . 
Biscuits and crackers...... 
Mushr 

Toilet 

OOS. eve'sicnenrsennses 

SOA is arcane 
Teathergloves........c.... 
Pamphlets in foreign language......cceeeean... % 

ni su ees se des 
Distilled spirits. ..... 
Waste bagging, ete . 
Scotch whisky....... 
Cinem 
Bottle 

atographs.......... 
Rings. i. -...0:.--2 

eecesecsceccssccnanana 

  

   

cececcsccccccasosne 

ecccvccescscscccnnns 

      
    

    

oi jadgment............. 
Error in classification. ...... 
Clerical OTIOL. caus n sonaasnins 

BR 

i judgment............. 
Error in classification. ...... 
Cour} judgment. .......s5... 

Peas in foreign lan- 
a free. 

Noonan A wrens 
Exhibit 4, appendix Pease 

Error IN EMIZe. acs snenisans 
Short shipped.........s5.5-» 
Error in classification. ...... 

Exhibit 8, appendix 
Er] in classification. ...... 

Fxhibit 6, appendix ........ 
Clerical error. Exhibit 6, 
appendix. 

Exhinip 6, appendix........ 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908S—Continued. 

  

Date. Interest Law under which 

  

To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and Cots. Total. Reasons for refund. rotund was made. 

1908. 
Jan. 9 | Queen, James W., & Co..... Philosophical instraments.....c. coo li naiins $283. 20 $145. 50 $48.70 | Error in ciassification....... Sec. 24, act June 10, 

1890. 
OQ] erin QO. ve ae a Ns das als wk ae 1 Le RR IR ON 293. 60 153. 55 WA ie QOL tenis rissa inn Do. 
0 a.ds AO ren eae See 0c rane RT ne te es eae 322.00 174.13 206,13 1... n QO. a caine at sate Do. 
9 nouns Gi sak 5 ings rans sok ae Fuh sa 0 i ak as te ER Sk A ee re ares 206. 50 110. 65 a EE RR Do. 
Olena 0. Ricans en Tak em 2 00 es aa dea Re Se a Ce a 61. 60 32.73 04.38 A004 bs mde ie Do. 
0 aass 0 rains sates tans as as a RC al 283. 24 155.22 438.46 |_.... QO: thai isanseces Do. 
Qiniae QO ihe aie eek am 0. se si es sin sh nm ee nee be Saas 117. 60 61.13 178.78: J onus 0 ol els sh a ral a Do. 
9] 00. irc rcnns terrane dene rele 49 a pes sa nin SS Sa AA SEA el a 67.10 35.75 102.851... Lr SLE Ra ‘Do. 
OD {iss 0 vis coir cb er im sen 1 sin 3 a TD ia Ciut woal A wes rns wie ws id He a SS ne a ae 467. 60 247. 26 T1486: ln BOL ree wens Do. 

Apr, 1: Quong Tuck Co. i vienvons. Hud Ashand Batfish oo ies iii er nniians 12.00 eres 12.90. ...1 B05 sade aon neh Do. 

1907. 
July 23. { HBomeo, ¥., &:C0...cuavcin. Olive oll I TING. i. hese cit mnie naomi seb da aaas , Do. 

23 1 Bayollo, JOS. Avec readme dine 29 RO CNS Ne pe BRB . Do. 
BIE EE TAN BI CR RRC SO pe ade TE RS A Tn A Do. 

Adz.) | Reed Bros. & 00. .ucoiees Fur felt hats and wool hats . Do. 
3 | Rheims, Leon & Co......... Manufaetmes of far... .ccveeesenss 11.35. Court: judgment... ...v....+. Do. 
9 Rosina Sloan MUlnery Sill... or re a 67.38 I Clerical-error....ccceeeie-a--- Do. 

0. 
16: Rich, M., & Bros. Co.....:- Cotton and silk 180 20008. ccacie ve nsec cin. 6.00 dene 6. Error in classification....... Do. 

Sept. 20 | Robison, G., & Son......... COLON FAN. cle ar iv ion dn tse aims aa 830, dO i SA. 839. 49 | Court judgment............. Do. 
21 Richard, C. B., & Co...ciev. HEE TR RS ER I Ta Rm Salil ec 8 0 ies 8 0 crs QO + os mre ies ws eee Do. 
26 | Reeve, JOhN.. abhi varices Lithooraphic Dost Cards. . veces vneniotoneasn 130.20 | cscs 139.25 | Error in classification. ...... Do. 

Oct. 24 | Reed Bros. & Co............ Birds’ undressed feathers... cove ine Sinise AB vena 17.30 eu + AO ce asmrmsirnsis suntan Do. 
25 | Rice-Stix Dry Goods Co..... Montaetures of COLON... oc seeev cei Fis 260 [rae 72.60. |....5 00s. eves shners onan Do. 

Nov. 9 5 mies MIINerY | Sil SADPIOS. vs so oer meat steer ensmss env 40.000 o.oo. 40.0045... B00 rss emiasnsa Do. 
0 

o! 7 J FRI, [IR aT Ra ae Artificial silk ribbon and millinery.............. 105.05. necator 105. 0550 1 sa QO Nee tS ues sates un tns Do. 
Dee. 20 Hien: Thos., & Co.......- Preserved DINeapples. ..... 0 0c svi ndieenniin 3,438. 82 vacate 3,433.82 Bxhibit 4, appendix......... Do. 

1908. : r 
Jon. 9 | Reeve, JoM.cccveeiieovane.- Flax waste, Paper STOCK ..... ceva cen assnss V5. 19 hon 1,445.19 | Error in classification....... Do. 

17: Beedy,; LD. oc cocivivsees CODDCL OTR... cares eins wom genio sins es ae ae as 18.9617. snow, 18.96 | Error in assayer’s certificate. Do. 
30. { Bothschild Bros....... cuc.: SE EWING iin res shtiins su mn nsn ens sams aen se sary 9.00; 1. ni 9.00 | Error in classification....... Do. 

Mar. 6 Rapin, W.L..&Co...... Decaved ITU... or. soi eeiaie tu eee ats 19,34 iain onics 19.14 | Nonimportation............. Do. 
Oo onaad0 es rt dO ee se id 7322614 Lois innaiiann 7228.14 onus nnn a a Do. 

20 Rice-Stix Dry Goods Co..... Cases as American manufactures, returned. ..... WA osc inns 14. 40 Atnatioar goods returned, Do. 
Tee. 

Apr. 1 Rosniy-ioan Millinery | Unbleached Straw brafd. ...cceeeeccotevecanans 7:88 le nnnninaons 7.85 | Clerical eITOr.. uaa vsunnses’s Do. 
0. 

28 1 R088, B. 1s; COcnncvcovines POLE BEliNgs i ven sinensis saaes verse 48.20 foe 43.20 | Exhibit 6, appendix ........ Do.         
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May 8 

19 
June 25 

1907. 
July 9 

2 

Aug. 9 

Sept. 19 

Oct. - 9 

Nov. 9 

Soran th PM. Co..oaiass 
Schrader & Ehlers. ......... 
Schillinger, Leopold........ 
Sherwood & Sherwood...... 

  

Rotenins-Sloen Millinery 

Rico-Stix Dry Goods Co..... 
Robinson, J. M., Norton & 

0. 

Sasso, G., 
Saks & Co 
Scruggs - Vandervoort - Bar- 
ney Dry Goods Co. 

Spokane Table Supply Co... 
Sanchez & Haya Co......... 
Sayegusa, M....... oranmenis 
Siebold, ie AP sd Ss ca Sete inis 

Stein :Co., Abe. ccicuecccnsns 
Strachan, David............ 
Spencer &iCo. .. ccasnsices Ss. 
Shafter, J. Noise. codivaonst 

Swng & Welch Co.,'The.. 
Saie, F,, One & Co.:.......- 
Sibley, Lindsay s Curr Co... 
Schade, Wilfred & Co....... 
Stix, Baer & Fuller Dxy 

Goods Co. 
Schlotmann, Rev. J. B..... 
Schwerdtmann Toy Co...... 

Steele, Bi J... vu. ezesnrisnns 
Shaw, Geo. C., & Co........ 
Spencer Lens Co. ........... 
Stix, Baer & Fuller Dry 

Goods Co. 
St. Louis Edible Nut Co.... 
Sing Sam.;.. olan 
Soy Hing Cheong & Co..... 
Sun Chong. Lame. .....cov.e- 
Sun Yeun Hank & Co...... 

eeeealdO. i ininiicidctcccctciaccecencsnccnnccnnnnn 

  

  

Milinery orRunents. ...cssviesesssvasvessseasns 

Pode CHATTER .sensenrssnnanas eee ae eas 

Woven fabrics of lax... i cc.oinrassnnonsassa 
Olye OIG Sl as Sens aera went a waite 

   Millinery ornaments of metal and glass....... 

Sar Wars: Sc ioe cian sirna ns dinns das enens 
Stemmed Fler tohaeeo. .. cers oes snssss sense 
Vegetables in natural state......ceeeeceeennnnn.. 
BSCS a 165. sane ri sev n ann srasa Renan ad sdunnss 
ASDITALOr DOLLIES. Ui. aio vo vin nig asians dames sna ses 
Manufactured articles not otherwise provided 

(wafers). 
Hairas wool oniskin.. .....ccnavescuosssnadnnass 
Articles:of cotton damask. ..... av.cneensammssss 
Apricot Bemels. voc. civ ns a caveman sna me names 

OLSE8l sia via eso snnnnisn sass inns smneis Sunndvsssrnein 

BISCUITS iii ta swan a aera Se en am Ami nn aS 
Sheet Steel iN SIVIDS vv ais sera suis suai sd sien Snr 
Canned DIHeaPDIes. cv sees nesnsesnsecner sen inns 
PIO eIgIngS. hss a ns an a sees Sars se aes 
Ol DaTTING. cusses insss nna ture sninas sean anwnt 
RP ineaDPleg . Jol rn ses Sew se eas aes 
Sinokers’ articles... co. ii hii essisgsiaane snes 
Portraits, albums, and cotton manufactures..... 
Lime mite: isd cies da dada was 
Bleached Gollong. 5... .s.sosssiadncaanni sneer 
Chinese lanterns....... 
Necklets string beads.. 
Blood char and colors.. 
Beaded and spangled bags’ as manufactures of 

metal. 
ROA tn ie ors ihe wo sain tv pins sie we £5 a ine R ae 
Christmas tree stands and artificial Christmas 

trees as toys. 
Birch bark boxes and frames...c...s=ceeessaass 
BSCS... cs or ea is see mee wan 
MICTOSCODIC COVOL Zla8808. ov pa sans snensssne sn 
Glass Christmas tree bells and postal cards as 
lithographs. 

EEL Ee RE eS Sp 

   

  
                            

      

Error in classification....... 

Exhibit 6, appendix ........ 
Clerical eITor. ceenvanasnesss- 

  

Joa judgment 
Error in classification....... 

Ena AO. . asnene aa 

Exhibit 9, appendix........ 
Error in classification....... 
Court jndgment., .......a..3 
American goods returned, 

free. 
Error in classification....... 
Exhibit 15, appendix....... 
Exhibit 4, appendix........ 
Clerical ofIOr. .. 0%: . senmeinne 
Exhibit 8, appendix........ 
Exhibit 4 appendix........ 
Court judgment eee » 
Clerical 6TTOr. . ox. a tise snes    

Error in weight... ... 5... 
Error in classification. ...... 
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

  

Interest Law under which Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and costs. Total. Reasons for refund. refund was made. 

1907. 
Dec. 20 Sehosilion! Hartiord » & | Potroleum mole. coo vc. oivite oe snioaniniinensns $100.32. sve ivnsan $100.12 | Court judgment...........-- Sec. 24, act June 10, 

anna Co. 1890. 
20 | Sibley, Lindsay & Curr Co..| Manufactures of glass and metal................ 10.001. c0uisniness 10.00 | Error in classification....... Do. 
20 | Schade, Wilfred & Co...... Serap gnmny hageing. ........i as cineresresves 43.00 ees 243.90 | Exhibit 8, appendix....... Do. 

1908. 
Jon. 8. Sun Wing Woe & Co....-.-.. EIA i inser ae avn a aii 10,05 1 Ci endenvves 19.95 | Error in classification....... Do. 

O-“Salize A POD HShing Co... PrN Oda er ccc cee reesei aici sa tn sineinns NC 20. aainans 112.4071 Clerical error. .....cusiaaveas Do. 
9 | Schade, Wilfred, & Co POS dh sc dvi ian iin mn Sa ames amie ea 5. 50: cen sane 15.50 | Error in classification....... Do. 
9 | Schwerdtmann Toy C0... Docoraied enrthenWare. . icv toriaveisc canis: 50 se ee y-501. 0 ranean sr sees Do. 

10} Sahnalia, M., & Co.......... Manulactares of feathers. ..... cco vieauee sohsasaen 30.00... outs 10-00 |x... BO di cee ane are Do. 
10: Swofford Brosz,..oi 0. iv. HOSG 25 2 ihn dos Sadie eA en AR RI EER TE 2 least 2.20 |: Clerical o1yY0r. ci vi si nveiea Do. 
29 | Scruggs, Vandervoort & | Millinery ornaments, as manufactures of 4.85, rade 4.35 | Error in classification....... Do. 

Barney Dry Goods Co. metal and glass. 
29 “Schuchert, J. Fl .=. .........; Moving picite films, United States product 105.00 1... vsrsnan> 105.00 | American goods returned Do. 

returned. 
Fob. 8 'Sayesusa M........... cena QUEERS. de eS SOL ees sans 53.91 | Error in classification....... Do. 

1 Shokal Baill .o 0. Jia iecelas sas QO ri in Re aie a D800: Toca iiicmnes 2800): dO. cia serene Do. 
Mar. 3 | Schade, Wilfred, & Co...... Unbleached WOOd DUD +. caus visersssnvecanin ce N.0L..-oae aes 11.01] Error'in-weight. co... con Do. 

3 | Simmons Hardware Co...... Leal PONCE. i i se aad iin ean D0: OD if aes seniey 35.60. | Clerical Orror.... cessive Do. 
5 Swoum American: Mele-"Coarthon disk -.. ov: vod iia iiinaidisiiion SA. 00]. tea vinnsss 54.00 | Exhibit 16, appendix........ Do. 

phone Co. - 
18 | Smith, Sylvanus, & Co...... COS oc iris tenia naam rs aa i 488. 08. ei 438. 68 i in classification. ...... Do. 
18 | Sibley, Lindsay & Curr Co..| Horseshoe-shaped magnets as toys and linen 0380: an doesn re i LE Do. 

cloth and napkins. 
20:|:Schade, Wilired, &.Co:.;.....| Spanish still wine... .... cof. ioe. ole iltindoas 30.800). cote iis 19.30. {..... AO ict saa Do. 
20 | Scruggs, Vandervoort <& | Embroidered wearing apparel and cinemato- 4.80: savannas 14.80... QO i dine on nae iiast Do. 

Barney Dry Goods Co. graphs. 
20 Bas Da & Fuller Dry | Printed matter and lithographs................. 0.00.0. 0,907..:%. BO ne sens eyes traank Do. 

oods Co. 
28 | Southern Pacific Co......... Gold aNd SIIVEP OTC... essa sncnnrensnansonss . 213.86 | Clerical error......... Do. 
30 | Stevens, TT, M..>& Co.......: LA I ARG a ar eee Aen eee Se . 436.60 | Exhibit 4, appendix. Do. 
30 | Sibley, Lindsay & Curr Co...) Laces, metal’ buttons, ele. ........ iliac ieiisen . 00 2.00 [ Clericakerror...... cu. Do. 

Apr. 1 | Seemann &Co...,........+: Manufactures of india rubber......ce coves nness : 9.75 | Error in classification are Do. 
1 "Schade, Willted, &00.0av. J OBE. J. to es ce cir dE itn a na as h 125501 Clerical error. clo ieee, Do. 

25 1:Shenkberg, G.. Co. cceeiones BIOIInE J ai ei ln ch cn din tenn a Seed ; 12.75. Errorinweight............. Do. 
27 Seller, M.."&Co............. Small THiTrors, 10YS. ta ceed thie enn smn 3 4.05 | Clerical error....... a Do. 
27 | Sherwood & Sherwood...... Glass bottles (Atlngs). . ees crave vances e 3.20 | Exhibit 6, appendix........ Do. 
29 | Scruggs, Vandervoort & Bar- | Cotton cloth, cotton stripe.....creeeeeceeceenannn LAD ieee L480 Clerical error. .....-icveszes Do. 

ney Dgy Goods Co. 
May 8 | Schade, Wilfred, & Co...... Bottle fittings. coh co. iesenaonene soaensnses 23:96 1: ones vss 23.96 | Exhibit 6, appendix........ Do. 

Scruggs, Vandervoort & Bar- | Manufactures, glass chief value...... tne ens onn 2 8D vs cesinnnssn 2.85 | Error in classification....... Do.   
  

ney Dry Goods Co.   
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8 

8 
13 
15 
15 
19 
19 

22 
23 

June § 

5 
5 

11 
23 
23 
25 
25 

29 

1907. 
Aug. 15 

16 
20 
23 

Sept. 26 
Oct. 14 

17 
27 

1908. 
Jan. 27 

- 20 

Feb. 10 
Mar. 28 

30 

ALT I. 
P 3 

M 1 ay 14 
22 

June 17 

1907. 
Nov. 26 
Dec. 20   

Steinwender & Sellner Mer- 
cantile Co. 

Steinwender, H. A., & Co... 
Schade, Wilfred, & Co...... 
Shafter, Jo Nt i eae 
Sibley Lindsay & Curr Co... 
Schade, Wilfred, & Co...... 
Steinwender & Sellner Mer- 

cantile Co. 
Schulemann, F., & Co 

  

   

  

   

Scruggs, Vandervoort & Bar-| Countable cotton cloth Bagured...:....nc 00. 
ney Dry Goods Co. 

Sdunieman, W. H., & | Bolle Charges... -sceenr sions cesonseensions 

Steuben County Wine Co...|..... 00, cia anstan ss ars bah bases se eRe so ae 
Stone, Chas. D., & Co..... | 2..." QoL rh a is seleeidee 
Schenck, Albert. = as Toy tea sets and toy earthenware............... 
Schade, Wilfred & Co....... OE fl on ress mu enn sn ese sama a aS ee ae 
Seymour Manufacturing Co..| German Silver SCIap.....cceeceeecenemenenanannnn 
Seggermanm, B.5..........- Wheat BIR... acinar ermen st wns 
Smith - McCord - Townsend | Embroidered cotton hose......ceeeeeeeanannnnn. 

Dry Goods Co. 
Swallow," A. N., COLeersnsas Bottle Charges... cc anes asiassssnnssnssnnsannes 

Takakuwa, ¥.-coeeeen ea Vegetables in natural state.........cceceeencuaen 
Train, Smith & Co EOI EL TT FL mi Ne a re a Si 
Tresselt, W. F.... BIS Lit rae seep dae 
Taylor, George B.. 
Trouche, Paul E 
Trefeusse, Gogenheim & Co.. 
Taylor, George K 
Takoma Smelting Co........ 

True & McClelland.......... 
Trorlicht- Dunster & Re- 

nard Carpet Co. 
Takakuwa, Y 
Todd, GH. P.oo ol chain? 
Manoka, H-.. cours rensmsosi 
PARAKIIWA, YY - rcenensaeions 
Dsiakawa Sto caves: 
I OAIITD, Das, isrrnisesnnss A 
Tuck Jang Co. - = nuit 
Polaluws, Y.ooeeanen na wein 
THEanNY & C0.aauevasenesve=- 
Po KIWS evs svi nseminsess 

United States Sponge Co.... 
United states Fireworks Co.. 

..| Repairs on vessels... 

  

Bottle BtLNeS os. . is iiss issn eman annie 

        

Illustrated post cards. . 
Leather cloves... .......... nesnsassnnes 
Repairs to American vesselS....ccceeaeann. 
Lead IN Ore. oc ivsiine enn i nusvmnmiots we cases 

Old bagging 
Whole Too CarPelS. . curve sore rseromemvone unin 

Cattle Sh cir einen ran ia anes 
Salt-water fish, smoked haddie........ccc....... 
Ganfiod cattle fish a essa as 

cececcsscccesscsssssesssecnensnnassnn 

DOES a ines smn sem aa sa nss sw ss snus le cn elie 
Fir0 CYaCKRTS. is wins sans unas ss nssseivausnnnsyuve   

Error in classification....... 

Exhibit 6, appendix....... we 

Error in classification 
Exhibit 8, appendix 
Error in classification 
Sec. 3115, Revised Statutes.. 
Error in classification 
Exhibit 17, appendix........ 
See. 3115, Revised Statutes. . 
Error in assayer’s certificate. 

Exhibit 8, appendix   ‘
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Exhibit No. 18, appendix. ... 

  
  Error in classification. ......     LT



Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908—Continued. 

  

Interest Law under which 

  

    
  

        
  

  

Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and costs. Total. Reasons for refund. refund was made. 

1908. 
Jon. 28 [ Ungerer & Co..oveuuvuvena-- ENlourage Croat... vee rscnvovessenvenstreonsn $136,925. |. covnnaceare $136.25 | Court judgment............. Sos 24, act June 10, 

1890. 
Mar. «3 | Ullman The Emetem C0... QI. oy i ea iia S047 desea oie 80.47 | Errorin gauge .cceeesicvives- Do. 
May 5 | Ullman, B.,, & Co........... Cotton and flax fabrics... .vciconeraacvorsans an 22.40 |. eaais 22.40 | Court judgment ............ Do. 

1907. 
Aug. — | Ventrone, F. P......... enna OHVE OI IY TINS. Ss Le aaa 00.00. arenes 29.00 | Exhibit No. 11, appendix... Do. 

1908. 
Jan. 10 | Ven Treese.............. 0. CODD OT0 Jo ss arose sn aa malas 0025 oe a 60.25 | Error in assayer’s certificate. Do. 

17 Ving Slogan (Incorpo- | Excess quantity of cheese 90.20 0: ve aa 70.20 Brrorin weight.....c.....-s Do. 
rated). 

Mar. 6 | Villari Mitchell & Co........ Decayedienil td i eres tes SN 00 fo... an 8,797.06 | Nonimportation............. Do. 
16 Vine, Magnano (Incorpo- | Frankfort sausages. ...e.eeeeeeeceeecenennnnn. BY fii ats 59.50 | Error in classification....... Do. 

rated). ; : 
Apr 25 Vache, T.,:8.00..,c cceceves- Bottle Abhings Ll sl risa es eee sa si 2.00 saan 2.00 | Exhibit No. 6, appendix.... Do. 
June 25 | Volker, Wn. & C0. sees Matting... Te tetas rea an Gil frscces sana 6.00. | Clerical error.:... ccsicee vara Do. 

1907. . 
Aug: 9 1. Woodside, 0. J vores aees io Carbonate of zing .. 5. 0 cd Sane nk wet 197.20 sore 197.291. dO. ener cnssriaeins Do. 

12:1 Wood, Charles H............ Fla cardawastos. an si ca OB 2B seek cuaneins 795.25 | Court judgment .....:.ccau. Do. 
Sept. 19 | Wilson, Thomas, & Co...... Cotton'damaskz articles... ........ ieee auc 70.60. ea loan. FO.60. x ON a Do. 

26 | Wallace, David & Sons..... BIC ted seh ia ta ae Ce i hae 0.90 ooieinesicss 9.90 | Error in classification....... Do. 
2%. Ward, B.M.. ..o00 un Oiseuitsandwalers. 0. oR es 480s er 4.80.1... AOL a ens Do. 

Oct. 8 | Wilkinson, E. de F., Co..... POSTING SlONeS.. sneer celine iene eto ds san OL. 00 oni 61.00 J. 5 AO shai iiivasies Do. 
9.1 Westinghouse Electric Man- | Machinery... oc ce.ccevesvesesoronsessoosonse FA Ae 504. 45 | Clerical error. ........-evsve. Do. 

ufacturing Co. 
9 | Wyman, Chas. H., & Co..... SHE wearing apparel... oii sii don sas dO its: 4700 Fe iid0s sr SE ve Do. 

11 | Ward, Aaron, & Sons. ...... SOUS. a esos resi ran senn daa ah dia VR RC NEAR, 78.80 | Error in classification....... Do. 
17 | Westheimer, J., & Co....... BANAL. es ee sin sn a a SP fries S291 Jani doc a TT ad Do. 
25 | Wing Sing Lung Kee. ...... EDI Serr rs ea aR fe re Lamy irs QO ee ee Do. 

Nov. 26 | Wallerstein Produce Co..... DS at ris en a we ea A Re 207.25... 5, eas 297.25 | Exhibit No. 19, appendix... Do. 
971 Wyckoff, BE. Q...0... Rois Silk embroidery and cotton clothing. ........... 210 een, 20.10 | Error in classification....... Do. 
27 | Wyman, Chas. H., & Co....| Olive oil, manufactures of wood, of glass, or , ; Do. 

paste, and millinery ornaments. 
Dec. 16 | Wah Hing Lung....... sve KX intiish Do. 

16 |-Wah Keo, V. 1. Co...cocvufaas. do Do. 
16 0V ing Sing Lang Co... cceceofenen do Do. 
20 | Woodward & Lothrop......| Manufactures of metal Do. 

1908. 
an, 8... QO: Si Sede sana ie Toys. -.-.- LS ca ee 504. dots. evs tse ds Do. 

SWE BIOS. ances viromane Post cards 32a 32a G0. ies detain snee Do. 
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Feb. 10 

Mar. 6 

Apr. 11 

May 8 

1907. 
Aug. 15 

24 
Oct. 17 
Dec. 16 

1908. 
Feb. 10 

Mar. 
80 

Wyman, Chas. H., & Co.... 

V allerstein Produce Co..... PRBS. . Lc ersrna sans hems dans evt snonae ee 
Wolding, Kinnan & Martin sa Cigars... ERS a CS INE AS 

0. 
Walsh, F.0D. ....... iaanss DINGS. sa erinss sas anrn ses sess ers uirtisvat 
Wing Sing Wo:C0...-.neevss CO Ie SI ve ies vne sao ta ssn aries an 
Wilkinson, E. de F., Co..... Wovenlabricgof flax. ........ 0. csceaaicvee es 
Wood, Chas. H............. Flax card waste. . iain ee Ea a sl 

an, Partridge & Co....| Silk wearing apparel and linens... ... ae er 
Wilkinson, E. de F., Co..... Woven abrie Ang. oes ese sina gsc erans 
Weidman, The, Co.......... Gas DO ICE is eve ta ie ban ms wa enn aT 
Poowars 5% LOthIoD co AA NeAWAre. o.oo es cette Vote wide wns 
Wright, J. A re ara aaat Leather quiver and plain pottery............... 
Wyman, ay H.,&Co..-. 

Wo Sing & Co... oc. nasass 
‘Wallerstein Produce Co..... 
Western Leather Co........ 
Wing Chong Lung Co....... 
Wilckes, Joseph..........-.. 
Wa Chong Co. ..i vs oeinnenss 

Winn ¥. de PP... 00... 
‘Wyman, Chas. H , & Co. bes 

Wood, Charles H-..-.-.e:-- 
Wiegmann, J. H 

Yamamato, K......hceaecal 
Yen, Wa. i essesasnrses 
Yomker Brog. i iis. 
XYulong&Co.3. 5... anves 

Yomamato, KK. ..o.eessens 
Yu Shun Kee..... Posen 
Yerza Bros. Co. caneene- sess   Yamamato, K......... 0... 

        

> Dotile Cres tide ees ey gn Bele = 

"|" Steel in Strips... acu. 

  

Cigars and cigarettes, champagne, flax fabrics, 
and cotton hose. 

(Galvanized iron wire cases as American manu- 
facture returned, etc. 

LL i (short Shipped)... seosseirrenvses 

Seraplesthier. oh clit Cie reed ke Rye y nee 
Fish in less than hall barrels. . ...c.cceveseaceren 
Steel IT SIDS. oles vases svn wes nies crc hnnes 
Cuttle Ashi io loi vail unsnn- ssi ban sa meesen saree 
Bottle flings. . oo nesses ss siti ss Sains debiane x pines 
Woven fabric fax... 0. .5. oi na ete ans igen 
Bottle itlings i eT ss es Pent wee sei 3 
Lithographson celluloid... i. sia didalssess 

   

    
   Woven fabries, lax... ccc inset ie sh 

  
Plain earthenware, bottle charges, and dressed 

skins. 
COON WS. ca i. cnce cr rnvvvsnnnresssstnes 
Toy tea sets and toy earthenware............... 

Vegetables in natural state.......ceeeeeeeeenn.. 
AE ete os Catv mn ram vias Sua dnielale ans dw wren 
ION. GT i Rese de pd ta eee 
HL I RAN A SN 

Cuiile Ashes Et we Reh ee Sueiere 

"Nonentimerated anuiactared Artois. nme nnn: 
Cattle fish... . co. cvesnicvsren tas sinmonns ues   

    

  

68.97 

325.03 
23.62 

3,146.72 
20.71 

478.39 
97. 50 
30. 34 

  

Error in classification....... 

Exhibit No. 19, appendix... 
Clerical OFT0T cve sss oe an snsws 

Exhibit No. 3, appendix.... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Exhibit No. 3, appendix.... 
Court judgment... ........... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Exhibit No. 3, appendix.... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Short shipped... ....-ves=s=ss 
Clerical erTor. .u..onsvess vis 
American goods returned, 

ee. 
Shert shipped... --. eee 
Exhibit No. 19, appendix... 
Error in classification. ...... 
Clerical error... ......ccaisanns 
Exhibit No. 15, appendix... 
Error in classification. ...... 

Exhibit No. 3, appendix.... 
Exhibit No. 6, appendix.... 
Error in classification....... 
Exhibit No. 6, Appendix... 

HE xhibit No. 15, appendix.... 
Exhibit No.3, appendix. sess 
Error in classification... .... 

Court judgment... ........ 
Act of March 3, 1883 ...... Eg 

Error in classification....... 

"Short a 
Error in classification. ...... 

hile QOS tv dns ens vantivs so 
se 0 ci snsnmns ens svessnnss 
aR JO. co il td ise sweles 

an AO se Se rea ma   ‘
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Statement of customs refunds made by the Treasury Department during the fiscal year ending June 80, 1908—Continued. 

  

  

                  
  

| 
Interest Law under which Date. To whom refunded. Nature of refund. Duty. and costs. Total. Reasons for refund. Yefund wos Tande. 

1907. 
July 23 | Zanmati, A., & Co.......... Oly ol INANE. i sa rie ens SVT Bl fr eosin $17.50 | Court judgment............. Soot, act June 10, 

: 1890. 
26: as dO. tinea terse Mushrooms as vegetables in natural state....... Gel S di came 6.15 0. caer cao ete Do. 

Bept- 20 20008 8 C0... tu tecivoconse]eases BO es a vviineaiabris A a lO sr ds 47:70 4... BO a aaneasnne sols ns mis : Do. 

1908. 
Jan. 28 | Zion's Cooperative Mercan- | ChiNaWare... . cos sssosesnstotosssiasnsssssans 114260.) cot La. 114.60 | Error in classification....... Do. 

tile Institution. 
June 11 | Zeh Ebling & Reuss ........ Toy tea sets and toy earthenware............... 844.00 | $1,043.74 1,887.74 | Act Mar. 3,18583....-.ccauie Do. 

: 1: Zech & Schenck. i ca. enenssls ame 0. avis tasters rrr aan Sande sa TR 584.75 832.99 L417.94 1. .-. 0. . esc ieiwenene sens os Do. 

307,017.71 3,429.05 | 310,446.76 

Respectfully submitted. 
W. E. ANDREWS, Auditor. 

OFFICE OF AUDITOR FOR THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT Washington D. C. November 10 1908. 
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APPENDIX. 

Exmrsir 1.—(T. D. 28074.) 

No. 14973.— FRAME FOR PAINTING.— Protest 226399 of American Express Company against the assessment 
of duty by the collector" of custums 2% the port of Buffalo. Before board 2, April 1, 1907. 

This case relates to an oil painting in a guilt frame, imported under bond in accord- 
ance with the terms of paragraph 702, tariff act of 1897, for permanent exhibition at 
Cornell University. The painting itself was classified free of duty under said para- 
graph, and the importers contend that the frame should have been accorded similar 
treatment. 

FiscHER, general appraiser: * * * We are of opinion that the contention of 
the importers that the frame is likewise free of duty is correct. While it is true that 
the general rule is that paintings and frames are separable for tariff purposes, articles 
imported under the circumstances present in the case at bar are on a different basis. 
For the purposes of this paragraph the painting and frame constitute an entirety. As 
already indicated, a bond was given on entry which covered the frame as well as the 
painting, and under the terms of such bond no duty accrues unless the articles are 
used in any manner contrary to the purpose declared on entry. There is no allegation 
here that the conditions of the bond have not been complied with; and we hold, 
accordingly, that no duty should have been taken on the frame. The protest is 
gustained. : 

This ruling is not to be regarded as a precedent to be applied to importations under 
any other paragraphs of the free list. Asan example, it is not an authority for admit- 
ting free of duty the frames on paintings by American artists residing abroad, which 
paintings are themselves free under paragraph 703, for obviously the frame is not. 
‘the production of an American artist.” 

Exum 2.—(T. D. 27977)—Balata. 

EARLE v. UNITED STATES. 

U. S. Circuit Court, Southern District of New York. February 27, 1907. Suit 4313. 

CRUDE BALATA—INDIA RUBBER.—Balata is one of the kinds of gums described commercially and generic- 
ally as india rubber, and when crude is free of duty as “‘india rubber, crude,” under paragraph 579, tariff 
act of 1897. ; 

ON application for review of a decision of the Board of United States General Ap- 
praisers. 

The decision below, which is reported as Abstract 12042 (T. D. 27458), affirmed the 
assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New York on merchandise 
imported by Earle Brothers. 

Henry W. Rudd, for the importers. 
D. Frank Lloyd, assistant United States attorney, for the United States. 
Howes, district judge: The subject of this appeal is the gum or juice of the balata 

or “bully” tree. Its nature and dictionary definitions have been fully set forth in 
G. A. 5098 (T. D. 23599) and G. A. 6164 (T. D. 26751). The collector assessed duty 
upon this substance as a nonenumerated unmanufactured article under section 6 of 
the tariff act of 1897, and his assessment has been affirmed. The importers claim that 

Jit is entitled to free entry as ‘india rubber, crude,” under paragraph 579. . 
It is abundantly shown by the Treasury decisions cited, and, indeed, is not denied, 

that botanically the balata or “bully” tree is different in species, if not in genus, 
from that to the gum of which the word ‘‘india rubber” was first applied upward 
of one hundred and thirty years ago. But under the rule that in laws relating to the 
revenues words arc to be taken in their commonly received and popular sense, or 

H D—60-2—Vol 149—35 3]
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according to their commercial designation, if that differs from the ordinary under- 
standing of the word, United States v. Buffalo Gas Fuel Company (172 U. S., 341), 
the importers contend that the trade and commerce of the United States did not 
know, nor was there, indeed, anywhere known at the time of the passage of the 
present tariff act, any one kind or variety of vegetable gum or juice identified or 
described or actually designated by the words ‘‘india rubber crude.” It ic further 
as=crted that ‘‘india rubber” was in 1897, and still is, a word used to designate nearly 
a hundred varieties of ‘‘inspissated vegetable gums” capable of use and actually 
used in the manufacture of what are commonly known, and in 1897 were commonly 
known, as ‘‘rubber goods.” This particular gum is, and long has been, used for 
making dress shields and machinery belting, both of which articles are commonly 
described as “rubber shields” and ‘‘rubber beltings.”’ 

In my opinion, these contentions of the importers have been abundantly sustained 
by the testimony introduced in this court. I think it must be assumed that ‘he 
framers of the tariff act knew that there was a great variety of gums generically and 
gonial described as ‘india rubber;” and within that category balata is fairly 
incleded. 

The decision of the Board of Appraisers is reversed. 

Exursir 3.—(T. D. 28516)— Flaz-wool fabrics. 

UNITED STATES 2. JOmNSON. 

U. 8. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. November 8,1907. No. 60 (suit 4289). 

FLAX-Wo0OL FABRICS—MANUFACTURES OF WooL.—Flax-wool fabrics in which flax is the more valuable 
element are ditial'le under paragraph 346, tariff act of 1&97, as fabrics in chief value of flax, rather than 
under paragraph 366 as cloths in part of wool, a contrary classification not being required by the proviso 
in paragraph 391 of the silk schedule that ‘‘all manufactures of which wool is a component material shall 
be classified and assessed for duty as manufactures of wool.” 

AppEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
York. 

[Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
For decision below see 154 Federal Reporter, 752 (T. D. 27897), affirming decisions 

of the Board of United States General Appraisers, which are reported as Abstract 
11697 (T. D. 27409) and Abstract 11794 (T. D. 27426), and sustained protests of Charles 
A. Johnson & Co. against the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the 
port of New York. 

The case involves consideration of the following provisions of the tariff act of 1897: 
346. Woven fabrics * * * composed of flax, hemp or ramie, or of which these 

substances or either of them is the component material of chief value. 
366. * * * (Cloths * * * made wholly or in part of wool. 
391. All manufactures of silk, or of which silk is the component material of chief 

value * * * and all Jacquard figured goods in the piece; * * * Provided, 
That all manufactures of which wool is a component material shall be classified and 
assessed for duty as manufactures of wool. 

The material in controversy consists of woven fabrics of flax and wool, the former 
being the component of chief value. It was classified as ‘“‘cloths * * * in part 
of wool,”” under said paragraph 366, the theory of this classification being that it was 
required by the terms of the proviso in said paragraph 391, as the goods were ‘‘manu- 
factures, of which wool is a component material.” The importers contended that 
classification should have been given under the provision in said paragraph 346 for 
“woven fabrics * * * of which [flax] is the component material of chief value.” 

The Government argued that the proviso was intended to cover all fabrics of which 
wool is a component and that it had been located at that point in the tariff which 
would naturally be assigned to a provision intended to have this scope, being placed 
at the end of the four fabric schedules of the act, namely, I, J, K, and L, which em- 
braced paragraphs 309 to 392, inclusive, and relate, respectively, to cotton goods (Sched- 
ule I), to linens and other manufactures of vegetable fiber (Schedule J), to woolens 
(Schedule K), and to silk goods (Schedule L). , 

In support of the collector’s classification, the Government cited the decision of this 
court in Rouss ». United States (120 Fed. Rep., 1021), affirming a decision of Judge 
Coxe in United States v. Rouss (113 Fed. Rep., 817). In this case it was held that
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articles of cotton and wool, cotton predominating largely in value, were properly 
classified as— : 

Manufactures made wholly or in part of wool, under said paragraph 366, which is 
the paragraph under which the merchandise in this case was classified, and were nd 
dutiable under paragraph 322 as ‘““manufactures of cotton.” 

To the same effect there were cited other decisions by Judge Coxe in the circuit 
court, southern district of New York, in the cases of Vandegrift ». United States (113 
Fed. Rep., 816) and Converse v. United States (113 Fed. Rep., 817). 

Counsel for the importers relied on the decision by Judge Townsend in the circuit 
court, southern district of New York, in United States v. Slazenger (113 Fed. Rep., 
524), and the decision of the circuit court of appeals, first circuit, in United States ». 
Walsh (154 Fed. Rep., 770; T. D. 28325). In these decisions it was held that the 
influence of the proviso does not extend outside of the paragraph in which it is placed. 

J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney, for the United States. 
Hatch & Clute (Walter F. Welch of counsel) for the importers. 

Before LacomBE, WARD, and Noyes, Circuit Judges. 

Per Curiam: The single point in this case has been decided adversely to the Gov- 
ernment in the circuit court of appeals, first circuit (154 Fed. Rep., 770; T. D. 28325), 
and we see no reason to differ from its conclusion. 

ExmiBir 4.—(T. D. 28052)—Preserved pineapples. 

Duprey v. UNITED STATES. 

U. 8S. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. March 26, 1907. No. 228 (suit 3705). 

PINEAPPLES PRESERVED IN OWN JUICE—FRUIT IN SUGAR.— Pineapples preserved in cans in their own 
juice, with added sugar ranging in quantity from 2.28 to 8.82 per cent, are dutiable under paragraph 263, 
tariff act of 1897, as ‘pineapples preserved in their own juice,”” and not under the provision in the same 
paragraph for fruit preserved in sugar. 

APPEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
: York. 

[Decision adverse to the Government. ] : 

For decision below see 148 Federal Reporter, 333 (T. D. 27516), affirming a decision 
of the Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 5787 (T. D. 25577), which 
had affirmed the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New 
York on importations by U. H. Dudley & Co. 

The articles in controversy consist of Singapore pineapples in tin cans. They were 
classified as ‘‘fruits preserved in sugar” under paragraph 263, tariff act of 1897, and 
were claimed by the importers to be dutiable under the provision in the same para- 
graph for ‘pineapples preserved in their own juice.” The Board found that cane 
sugar had been added in the preserving process, in quantities varying from 2.28 to 
8.82 per cent, and affirmed the assessment of duty, on the basis of the conclusions 
stated as follows: 

SOMERVILLE, general appraiser: We are disposed, therefore, after due considera- 
tion, to adopt the following principles for the classification of goods of this kind: 

1. Where the chemical analysis shows not over 14 per cent of total sugar, including 
both invert and cane sugar, and the chemist expresses no expert opinion on the sub- 
ject, the goodseare prima facie subject to classification as pineapples preserved in their 
own juice and not in sugar, and are therefore dutiable at 25 per cent ad valorem under 
‘the last clause of said paragraph 263. 

2. Where the percentage of total sugars runs over 14 per cent, and there is no expert 
opinion expressed by the chemist as to whether or not cane sugar has been extrinsically 
added, the probability is nevertheless that such cane sugar has been added, and the 
goods are accordingly pineapples preserved in sugar, and are dutiable at 35 per cent 
ad valorem and 1 cent per pound under said paragraph 263. 

The Board’s decision was affirmed by the circuit court as above stated. 

Comstock & Washburn (J. Stuart Tompkins of counsel), for the importers. 
D. Frank Lloyd, assistant United States attorney, for the United States.
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Before LacomMBe, TowNseND, and CoxE, Circuit Judges. 

Per CuriaM: Since the decision of this cause at circuit, our opinion has been filed 
in United States ». Johnson (T. D. 27830), January 8, 1907, in which we had before 
us pineapples similarly preserved, except that the cans contained a trifle less sugar. 
We are unable to distinguish between the two causes, and therefore the decision of 
the circuit court is reversed. 

  

Exner 5.—(T. D. 28548)—=Steel strips. 

UNITED STATES v. BOKER. 

U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. November15,1907. No.85 (suit 3923). 

STEEL STRIPS—SHEET STEEL IN STRIPS.—Under the tariff act of 1897, providing in paragraph 135 for 
¢«gteel in all forms and shapes not specially provided for’’ and in paragraph 137 for ‘‘sheet steel in strips,” 
steel in thin strips over 50 feet long and varying in width from half an inch to 6 inches, does not fall within 
the latter provision, because not sheet steel nor stripped from sheet steel, but is dutiable under the former 
provision. 

APPEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of 
New York. 

(Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
For decision below see 154 Federal Reporter, 174 (T. D. 28005), reversing a decision 

of the Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 5929 (T. D. 26063), which 
had affirmed the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New 
York on importations by Hermann Boker & Co. 

J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney, for the United States. 

Comstock & Washburn (Albert H. Washburn of counsel), for the importers. Charles 
P. Searle appeared and submitted a brief in behalf of other importers. 

Before Coxe, WARD, and Noyes, Circuit Judges. 

WARD, circuit judge: The merchandise involved in this case consists of cold-rolled 
steel varying from one-half an inch to 6 inches in width, not over .025 of an inch in 
thickness, from 50 to 250 feet in length, and put up in the form of coils for importation. 

The question has been raised successively under the tariff acts of 1890, 1894, and 
1897, whether this article falls within the classification of ‘‘steel in all forms and shapes 
not specially provided for” or within the classification ‘‘sheet steel in strips.” It 
arose first in the United States circuit court for the first circuit. In re Wetherell (60 
Fed. Rep., 268). The legislation involved was the second proviso of paragraph 148 
of the act of October 1, 1890, ‘‘ that flat steel wire, or sheet steel in strips, whether 
drawn through dies or rolls, untempered or tempered, of whatsoever width, twenty- 
five one-thousandths of an inch thick or thinner (ready for use or otherwise) shall pay 
a duty of fifty per centum ad valorem.” 

Corr, J., held that the merchandise was variously described in commerce; that 
there was no article known under the special designation of ‘‘sheet steel in strips; ” 
that sheet steel was a well-known article, being hot-rolled steel not less than 8 inches in 
width nor more than about 12 feet in length; but that strips cut from such sheet steel 
did not seem to have been imported nor to have had any settled commercial designa- 
tion, nor to have been much dealt in. In view of the addition of the word ‘‘sheet” 
before steel he thought that the question was one of doubt which should be resolved 
in favor of the importer and the merchandise classified for the lowes duty as ‘‘not 
specially provided for.” : 

On appeal to the circuit court of appeals (65 Fed. Rep., 987), the court, while 
agreeing generally with the reasoning of Judge Colt, held that, as steel stripped from 
sheets had not been an article of importation, while the article in question had been 
largely imported, and that, as the words ‘‘sheet steel in strips” immediately followed 
the provision for flat steel wire, thought to be an analogous article, and were followed 
by the words ‘whether drawn through dies or rolls,”’ which could not apply to sheet 
steel, so far as dies is concerned, Congress must have intended to cover by these words 
strips of steel of this thickness, however produced, and reversed the judgment. 

The question then arose in this circuit in the case of Boker v. United States (116 
Fed. Rep., 1015), in which Lacombe, J., followed the Wetherell case, holding that the 
articles were ‘‘steel, sheet steel and in strips.” Upon appeal to the circuit court of 
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appeals (124 Fed. Rep., 59), that court found that the articles were not sheet steel, 
because they were not hot rolled nor of the length of 12 feet or less; pointed out that 
in paragraph 124 of the act of 1894 the words ‘‘whether drawn through dies or rolls,” 
found in the act of 18) and largely relied upon in the Wetherell case, had been 
omitted; and that the importer had proved that strips from commerical sheet steel 
were an important article in the trade and commerce of the country and were known 
among dealers as sheet steel in strips. Accordingly the court declined to follow the 
Wetherell case, and reversed the judgment of the circuit court. 

The present case arises under the act of July 24, 1897, which provides in paragraph 
137 for ‘‘sheet steel in strips, twenty-five one-thousandths of an inch thick or thinner,” 
which words do not immediately follow, as in the act of 1894, the provision for flat 
wire, a circumstance to which weight was given in the Wetherell case. 

Counsel for the United States insists strenuously upon the application of the rule 
that, when words in a statute have received a judicial interpretation and the same 
words are reenacted, the legislature must be presumed to have used them in accordance 
Ta ou + Fiske v. Henarie (142 U. S., 459); Sessions v. Romadka 
145 U. S., 29). 
Assuming that this principle is applicable, a conclusion exactly opposite to the 

Government’s would follow, because the Wetherell case was not decided by the United 
States circuit court of appeals until November 13, 1894, over two months after the act 
of 1894 was passed, so that during the deliberations of Congress the judicial construc- 
tion of the words was that of Judge Colt in the circuit court to the effect that they did 
not cover the merchandise in question. The omission of the words ‘whether drawn 
through dies or rolls’’ and of any limitation of the thickness of the strips is quite con- 
sistent with the intention of Congress to accept that construction. The reversal of the 
judgment after the passage of the act of 1894 could not change the construction of the 
words in that act nor we think of those words when reenacted in the act of 1897. 

The record includes the testimony in the Wetherell case, in the Boker case, and 
much new testimony, both on the part of the United States and of the importer. 

The judge of the circuit court found that the nomenclature of the steel trade was 
very loose, and, following our previous decision in the Boker case (124 Fed. Rep., 59), 
held that the words ‘‘sheet steel in strips’’ exactly covered strips cut from sheet steel, 
and that the articles to which the Government proposed to apply the words, not being 
sheet steel nor stripped from sheet steel, nor denominated in the trade ‘‘sheet steel in 
strips,” should be classified as ‘‘steel in all forms and shapes not specially provided 
for.” We agree with his conclusion, and the judgment is affirmed. 

Exner 6.—(T. D. 27806)— Bottle charges. 

Haves v. UNITED STATES. 

U. 8S. Circuit Court of Appeals, First Circuit. December 20,1906. No. 665 (suit 1827). 

1. BOTTLES CONTAINING OLIVE OIL—DUTIABLE CHARGES.—In construing paragraphs 40 and 99, tariff act of 
1897, respectively, providing for ‘olive oil * * * inbottles” and for ‘glass bottles * * * filled,” 
Held that the corks, capsules, labels, envelopes, packing cases, and all other dutiable items are inci- 
dent to the oil rather than to the bottles, and that their cost should not be included in the dutiable 
value of the latter, either entirely or by apportionment according to the value of the bottles and their 
contents. 

2. FILLED BOTTLES—COVERINGS—DUTIABLE CHARGES.—The imposition of an ad valorem duty on ‘filled 
bottles,” by paragraph 99, tariff act of 1897, does not require that such bottles should be subjected to 
section 19, customs administrative act of 1890, prescribing that the dutiable value of imported mer- 
chandise shall include the cost of the coverings and of other expenses incident to preparing it for 
exportation. : 

3. CO varie Dury CONTENTS—BOTTLES.—Ordinarily containers, coverings, and packing 
charges of goods subject to a specific duty are not dutiable unless, as with regard to bottles, it is other- 
wise expressly provided by act of Congress. 

4, CONSTRUCTION—DOUBTFUL STATUTES.—The rule that doubts as to the construction of tariff acts should 
be solved in favor of the importer may be so applied with regard to different conditions that in each 
instance the result shall be favorable to the importer, notwithstanding that similar provisions may 
thus be given different meanings. 

AppEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the district of Massachusetts. 

The decision below (T. D. 27666) affirmed a decision of the Board of General Apprais- 
ers, Abstract 11169 (T. D. 27331), which, for the reasons stated in In re Leggett, G. A. 
6353 (T. D. 27317), affirmed the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the 
port of Boston on an importation by James A. Hayes & Co. 

The pertinent portion of section 19, referred to in the opinion following, reads: 
Sec. 19. That whenever imported merchandise is subjcct to an ad valorem rate of 

duty, * * * the duty shall be assessed upon the actual market value or wholesale
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price of such merchandise, * * * including the value of all cartons, cases, crates, 
boxes, sacks, and coverings of any kind, and all other costs, charges, and expenses inci- 
dent to placing the merchandise in condition packed ready for shipment to the United 
States. : 

Comstock & Washburn and Searle & Pillsbury (Albert H. Washburn of counsel; 
J. Stuart Tompkins with him on the brief), for the importers. 

William H. Garland, assistant United States attorney (Asa P. French, United States 
attorney, on the brief), for the United States. . 

Before LoweLL, Circuit Judge, and ‘AvprIcH and Brown, District Judges. 

BrowN, district judge: This case relates to duties imposed upon corks, capsules, 
labels, reed envelops, wooden cases, and the cost of filling and packing cases in con- 
nection with an importation of olive oil in bottles. No question was raised as to the 
duty imposed on the oil itself, nor as to the duty upon the glass bottles containing the 
oil. Corks, capsules, and labels were treated by the collector as dutiable as parts of 
the bottles, at the rate of 40 per cent ad valorem, under paragraph 99 of the tariff act 
of July 24, 1897 (30 Stat., 156, 157). Other charges for reed envelops, wooden cases, 
and filling and packing cases were apportioned pro rata between the value of the oil and- 
the value of the bottles plus the value of corks, capsules, and labels, and a duty was 
assessed upon the part of such charges which was apportioned to the bottles. We do 
not find in the brief for the United States any discussion of the propriety of this 
apportionment. 

Before proceeding to a consideration of the questions presented, we feel it our duty 
to comment upon the state of the record. The decree of the circuit court here brought 
under review was entered in a proceeding to review the decision of the Board of Gen- 
eral Appraisers, which proceeding was begun by virtue of section 15 of the act of 
Congress of June 10, 1890 (26 Stat., 138). The decision of the board was affirmed. 
That decision thus reviewed was rendered by virtue of section 14 of the act just cited 
(26 Stat., 137). It affirmed the decision of the collector, and so, in effect, we have to 
pass upon the collector’s decision. The only note of this decision is contained in a let- 
ter of the special deputy collector transmitting to the Board of General Appraisers the 
importer’s protest. That letter nowhere states what was the duty assessed. It sets out 
generally the importer’s contention, which was in the alternative, but does not state 
how far it was sustained nor what rule was adopted, except as may be gathered from 
this phrase: ‘My action was in seeming conformity with T. D. 26270.” If, as mat- 
ter of administration, the reference to the treasury decision thus uncertainly followed 
was sufficiently explicit for the Board of General Appraisers, yet it does not inform 
an appellate court, which can with difficulty affirm or reverse a decision so vaguely set 
out. From printed reports, from the briefs and arguments of counsel, and from the 
intrinsic probabilities of the case, we believe that we have knowledge of the facts 
sufficient to decide this case; but in proceeding to do so we are not to be understood 
as approving the practise of presenting questions in this manner. : 
* We will consider first the duties upon corks, capsules, and labels. Paragraph 40 
of the tariff act (30 Stat., 153) is as follows: 

40. Olive oil, not specially provided for in this act, forty cents per gallon; in 
bottles, jars, tins or similar packages, fifty cents per gallon. 

Ordinarily: the containers, coverings, and packing charges of goods subject to a 
specific duty are not dutiable unless expressly provided for by act of Congress. 

nited States v. Leggett (66 Fed. Rep., 300) and cases cited; Merck ». United States 
(99 Fed. Rep., 432); United States v. Ross (91 Fed. Rep., 108). The above cases are 
cited in United States v. Nichols (186 U. S., 302). 

It is to be observed that the specific duty upon a gallon of olive oil varies according 
to the container, being 10 cents more when contained in bottles, jars, tins, and similar 
packages than when imported. in other containers. Glass bottles have been dealt with 
specifically by Congress, and therefore do not come within the general rule which 
exempts the containers or coverings of goods subject to specific duty. 

The United States contends that authority for assessing additional duties upon 
corks, labels, and capsules is to be found in paragraph 99 (30 Stat., 156): 

Glass and glassware: : 
99. Plain green or colored, molded or pressed, and flint, lime, or lead glass bottles, 

vials, jars, and covered or uncovered demijohns and carboys, any of the foregoing, 
filled or unfilled, not otherwise specially provided for, and whether their contents be 
dutiable or free (except such as contain merchandise subject to an ad valorem rate 
of duty, or to a rate of duty based in whole or in part upon the value thereof, which 
shall be dutiable at the rate applicable to their contents), shall pay duty as follows: 
If holding more than one pint, one cent per pound; if holding not more than one pint
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and not less than one-fourth of a pint, one and one-half cents per pound; if holding 
less than one-fourth of a pint, fifty cents per gross: Provided, That none of the above 
articles shall pay a less rate of duty than Ps per centum ad valorem. 

By this paragraph, under the general heading ‘Glass and glassware,” glass bottles, 
whether filled or unfilled, and whether filled with free contents or with contents sub- 
ject to a specific duty, are subject, according to holding capacity, to duties of 1 cent 
per pound, 1} cents per pound, or 50 cents per gross. This is clearly a specific duty 
on bottles as glassware. The further provision *‘that none of the above articles shall 
pay a less rate of duty than forty per centum ad valorem” affords no indication of an 
intent to give the words ‘‘glass bottles” a broader signification in determining the 
duty ad valorem than in determining it at the specific rate. The articles which are 
dutiable ad valorem are the same articles that are subject to duty at so much per 
pound or per gross. 

It is urged that a “filled” bottle necessarily implies the use of a cork, wiring, or 
other fitting to preserve the contents of the bottle, and that such fittings, therefore, are 
arts of the filled bottle. A sufficient answer to this is that the Tanguage * ‘glass 
ottles * * * filled or unfilled” does not imply a cork or other fittings to preserve 

the contents, but, on the contrary, for purposes of taxation makes free and specific 
duty contents, and corks to preserve the contents, entirely immaterial. 
Corks, capsules, labels, and wire wrapping are in no sense glass or glassware or 

glass bottles, and an attempt to include them in paragraph 99 is in violation of the 
ordinary rules for the interpretation of language, as well as of the settled rule of law 
that duties are never imposed upon a citizen upon vague or doubtful interpretations. 
Were there a fair doubt, that doubt should be solved in favor of the importer. Hart- 
ranft v. Wiegmann (121 U. S., 609); American Net and Twine Company v. Worth- 
ington (141 g.5 , 468). 

So far we have considered this as an original question to be determined by an exam- 
ination of the statute alone. We will next consider authorities cited for the United 
States. 

Francis H. Leggett & Co. v. United States (138 Fed. Rep., 970; T. D. 26270) is in 
oint. The court, however, rested its decision solely upon West ». United States (119 
ed. Rep., 495) and cases therein cited. West v. United States involved paragraph 

248 of the tariff act of 1894: 
248. Ginger ale or ginger beer, twenty per centum ad valorem; but no separate or 

additional duty shall be assessed on the bottles. 
The collector assessed duty at 20 per cent not only upon the ginger ale but upon 

the cost of corking, wiring, labeling, and capping in supposed compliance with sec- 
tion 19 of the customs administrative act of June 10, 1850. The Board of General 
Appraisers sustained the collector on the authority of United States v. Keane (84 Fed. 
Rep., 330). The decision of the board was reversed solely upon the reasoning and 

grichten, of the Supreme Court in Schlitz Brewing Company ». United States (181 
S., 584) 

With due respect to the learned circuit judge, we must differ from his views as to 
the effect of this decision of the Supreme Court, since we are of the opinion that the 
point decided in United States v. Keane (84 Fed Rep., 330) was not commented upon 
or directly or indirectly involved in Schlitz Brewing Company v. United States (181 
U. S., 584), which decided merely that certain language used in a statute concerning 
drawbacks, namely, “imported materials * * * used in the manufacture of 
articles manufactured or produced in the United States,” did not cover ‘‘bottles and 
corks,’’ as they were not imported materials which entered into and formed one of the 
ingredients of a bottle of beer; saying that ‘‘to speak of the bottles and corks as ingred- 
ients of the beer is simply an ‘abuse of language.’ 

It is manifest, however, that to hold that bottles and corks are not ingredients of 
beer does not involve the conclusion that corks, labels, and capsules are glass bottles. 
It is unsound to reason that corks, labels, and capsules must be either beer or bottles, 
and that because they are not beer they must be bottles. According to ordinary 
understanding they are neither beer nor bottles, neither oil nor glassware; and because 
they are not one it does not follow that they must be the other. 

United States v. Keane (84 Fed. Rep., 330) held that the provision ‘‘no separate or 
additional duty shall be assessed upon the bottles” did not prevent the inclusion of 
charges for corking and wiring in determining the value of ginger beer according to 
the provisions of section 19 of the customs administrative act (26 Stat., 131). In 
other words, that the exemption of bottles was only an exemption of the glassware, 
and not an exemption of incidents of putting the beer in condition for market. The 
opinion says: 

The wiring with the corking is not an incident to—a part of the cost of the bottle, 
bai an incident—an inseparable incident to the commercial article known as ginger 
eer.
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The decision was as to the extent of an exemption of charges which otherwise would 
be made under 26 Statutes, 131, section 19. 

United States v. Dickson (139 Fed. Rep., 251; T. D. 26422; see 131 Fed. Rep., 573; 
T. D. 25339) contains expressions apparently inconsistent with the decision in atred 
States v. Keane, and which indicate that the exemption of bottles included also cork- 
ing and wiring. This, however, apparently was mere dictum, and it can not be said 
that the reasoning in United States v. Keane was considered or overruled. But, 
assuming that there is authority for the proposition that a statute which exempts 
bottles should be construed to exempt corks and wiring, we must still inquire, Does 
a decision that an express exemption of bottles exempts also corks, labels, and wiring 
lead fo the conclusion that the imposition of a duty on bottles, filled or unfilled, 
requires the inclusion of corks, labels, and wiring as a part of the bottles? The rule 
of construction is that doubts should be solved in favor of the importer, and this is 
applicable to both statutes. 

The attempt is idle, however, to find in judicial interpretations of the word ‘‘bottles” 
as used in an exemption clause of paragraph 248 of the tariff act of 1894 authority for 
construing the words ‘‘glass bottles * * * filled or unfilled” contained in para- 
graph 99 of the tariff act of 1897. The words to be interpreted are different, the con- 
text is different, and the subject-matter is different. Paragraph 99 is in the schedule 
“Glass and glassware,” and is clear in terms; and these terms must be taken in their 
obvious and reasonable meaning, which does not include corks, capsules, labels, or 
wiring. 

We have next to consider the effect of section 19 of the customs administrative act 
of June 10, 1890 (26 Stat., 139). See, also, act of July, 1897 (30 Stat., 212, sec. 11). 

~ We think it clear that charges for corks, labels, capsules, and wiring are expenses 
incident to placing the olive oil in condition for market. The olive oil is the principal 
article of importation, and the bottles of the kind enumerated in paragraph 99, as 
well as corks, labels, capsules, reed coverings, wooden cases, packing, and filling, may 
be regarded as incidents to the preparation and importation of the olive oil. The 
bottles are dealt with specifically, however, and in section 99 of the present tariff act 
are made dutiable as glassware. 

It is contended by the importers that all coverings and incidental charges other 
than the bottles are incidental to the specific-duty goods, or the olive oil, and so come 
in free. It is possible, however, to consider a case of olive oil in bottles as containing 
two different kinds of dutiable merchandise—i. e., olive oil and glass bottles—and it is 
perhaps not unreasonable to say that the charges for reed coverings, wooden cases, 
packing, and filling appertain to both, and therefore are apportionable pro rata accord- 
ing to the value of the respective kinds of merchandise. It may be said that for 
many years glass bottles have been dealt with as dutiable glassware, and not merely 
as incidents to the importation of their contents, and that, having been so dealt with, 
the same rule of apportionment of charges for cases, packing, and filling should be 
observed as where a single case contains entirely different and independent articles 
of importation. To determine if such an apportionment is just requires a construc- 
tion of paragraph 40 (which but for paragraph 99 would allow free importation of 
bottles and cases as well) and of paragraph 99, which makes bottles a particular class 
of ad valorem merchandise, or, at least, merchandise subject to duty not less than 40 
per cent ad valorem. 

In United States v. Nichols (186 U. S., 298) it was said— 
The customs administrative act was not a tariff act, but, as its title indicates, was 

intended to simplify the laws in connection with the collection of revenues, and to 
provide certain rules and regulations with respect to the assessment and collection 
of duties, and the remedies of importers, and not to interfere with any duties thereto- 
fore specifically imposed or thereafter to be imposed upon merchandise imported. 

While section 19 provides a general method for the assessment of ad valorem duties, 
we are of the opinion that the determination of what is in itself dutiable must first be 
sought in the provisions of the tariff act. Having in mind the well-established rule 
that specific-duty goods bring in their coverings free unless otherwise provided, we 
have to inquire whether the imposition of a tax on glass bottles indicates that Con- 
gress intended that cases and other coverings of olive oil in bottles should also be 
regarded independently as the coverings of the bottles. 

We think that in construing paragraph 99 in connection with paragraph 40 we can 
not be governed by the considerations applicable to a single case of goods in which 
are found various independent articles, such, for example, as silk goods and woolen 
goods. In such an importation the case may justly be regarded as apportionable 
between the independent articles. Silk and woolen goods may be treated practically 
as if they had independent cases by regarding a single case, for the purpose of assess- 
ing duty, as two cases or coverings whose joint value is that of the single case. This 
joint value being apportioned between the contents gives the same practical result as
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if each kind of goods had its separate covering. This result is just and equitable and 
does not substantially affect the total amount of duties which the merchandise must 
pay. Olive oil in bottles requires not only the bottles as containers, but reed cover- 
ings and cases which are necessary to protect the oil itself, by preventing the breaking 
of the bottles which contain it. The bottles themselves require for their protection no 
cases or coverings other than those essential for the protection of the olive oil. As we 
have said, section 19 of the customs administrative act was not intended to interfere 
with duties specifically imposed by the tariff act. By the construction for which the 
United States contends, however, it is made to have a direct effect upon paragraph 40, 
and to diminish the rights of an importer of specific-duty goods under that paragraph, 
since a portion of the cases which are the coverings of the olive oil, and as such not 
dutiable, are made the covering of glass bottles and dutiable. The importer is thus 
made to pay a total duty which is greater than the sum of the duties expressly imposed 
by paragraphs 40 and 99. 

We are of the opinion that in determining the gross amount of duties to be assessed 
upon a case of olive oil under paragraphs 40 and 99, by the sounder construction sec- 
tion 99 must be held to require a determination only of the value of the glass bottles 
containing the olive oil, without the addition of any portion of the value of the cases 
and coverings, all of which are the necessary and usual coverings of the olive oil, since 
these are provided for by paragraph 40. As a matter of common sense, the imposi- 
tion of a tax on glass bottles does not have the effect of requiring any different kinds 
of cases or coverings for olive oil in bottles, and does not require that additional or 
other cases or coverings be provided for the glass bottles, since they need only the 
same cases and coverings that protect the olive oil. It is improper to apportion any 
part of these cases to the bottles, for the reason that this is in effect to say that this 
part is not, as a substantial matter, essential for the protection of the oil. The theory 
of apportionment of cases breaks down when it is so applied as to increase the duties 
and as to deny what is the fact—that the entire cases and coverings are the essential 
and usual protection of the oil. The theory that a part of this protection can be sepa- 
rated and apportioned to the bottles loses sight of the fact that the remaining part 
would be an insufficient protection for the oil. 

As it is conceded that the major part of the coverings of the oil is nondutiable for 
the reason that olive oil pays a specific duty, we think it follows that the minor por- 
tion is also nondutiable for the same reason. The error is in the attempt to apportion 
the rule and to apply it only to a part of the necessary coverings of the oil. 

Counsel for the appellant also contend that the uniform practise of the Treasury 
Department for a long period of years was to regard labels, capsules, corks, and the 
like as not appertaining to bottles nor enhancing their value, but only the value of 
the contents, citing T. D. 6914, T. D. 7465, T. D. 3944, and T. D. 2589. It is also 
contended that this interpretation was not interrupted till 1902, when it was reversed 
in West v. United States (119 Fed Rep., 495). We fully agree with the appellant 
that West ». United States is not a sufficient authority for the reversal of the former 
practice, and that there is no sufficient authority requiring a reversal of the former 
practice. 

We are of the opinion that there is no warrant in law for assessing ad valorem duties 
upon corks, capsules, and labels pertaining to olive oil in bottles under either para- 
graph 99 of the tariff act or under section 19 of the customs administrative act. We 
are further of the opinion that it is so very doubtful whether there is any warrant in 
law for apportioning any part of the charges for the reed coverings, cases, or filling 
and packing charges to the glass bottles that this doubt must be resolved in favor of 
the importer. Hartranft v. Wiegmann (121 U. S., 609); American Net and Twine 
Company v. Worthington (141 U. S., 468). 

We think it is doubtful whether Congress ever contemplated the highly artificial 
mode of assessing duties which is illustrated in the present case. An apportionment 
of a part of the cost of packing cases and coverings to the glass bottles involves the 
erroneous assumption that the bottles require other coverings than those which are 
essential for the specific-duty goods. Upon this erroneous assumption is based a 
calculation to determine what part of the cases or coverings is apportionable to the 
bottles. It is, of course, impractical, and would be altogether unreasonable, to make 
an apportionment between a specific duty of 50 cents a gallon on oil and an ad valorem 
charge on a glass bottle; therefore, it is essential to compute not only the marketable 
value of the glass bottle, but the marketable value of the olive oil—a computation 
which would seem to be altogether superfluous for the carrying out of the statute 
which imposes a specific duty of so much per gallon on the oil. While it seems to 
have been the practice to require a statement of values on importations of specific-duty 
goods as well as of ad valorem goods, yet it would seem hardly to be within the con-
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templation of Congress to require an ad valorem valuation of specific-duty goods 
merely for the purpose of apportioning, in an artificial manner, case and packing 
charges, necessary for specific-duty goods, between bottles filled with specific-duty 
goods and the specific-duty goods which are intended to bring in their cases free. 
We think, therefore, that view of the statutes should be preferred which will restore 
the former practice, and relieve the customs officials of the burden of artificial com- 
putations by which importers have been charged with duties additional to those 
expressly defined by the present tariff act. 

The judgment of the circuit court is reversed and the case is remanded to that court 
for further proceedings not inconsistent with this opinion. 

Exuisrr 7.—(T. D. 28770)— Wire rat traps. 

Wire rat traps or other articles manufactured from iron or steel wire which has been coated with zine, tin, 
or other metal, subject to the additional duty of two-tenths of 1 cent per pound under the last proviso to 
paragraph 137, tariff act of 1897. : 

TrEASURY DEPARTMENT, February 18, 1908. 
Sir: The department is in receipt of a report from the United States attorney for 

the district of Massachusetts, in which he states that suit 678, Burditt & Williams ». 
United States, was recently decided in the United States circuit court of appeals for 
the first circuit adversely to the Government. 

The merchandise in suit consisted of rat traps made of steel wire coated with cop- 
per. The duties were assessed thereon at the rate of 40 per cent ad valorem plus 1} 
cents per pound under paragraph 137 of the act of July 24, 1897. The importers pro- 
tested, claiming, inter alia, that the rat traps were dutiable at the rate of 2 cents per 
pound, plus 14, plus two-tenths of 1 cent per pound, under the closing proviso to said 
paragraph, which claim was sustained by the board and the circuit court. 

The circuit court of appeals, which agrees with the interpretation placed upon 
paragraph 137 by the board and the circuit court, sustained the claim of the importers 
that the merchandise was dutiable at the rate of 2 cents plus 1} cents per pound, 
and based its decision upon the fact that this rate, which was approved by the depart- 
ment in its decision of September 7, 1900 (T. D. 22474), and followed thereafter by 
customs officers in the classification of similar merchandise, established an unbroken, 
continuous practice which the court ought not to overrule without cogent reasons. 

Under the circumstances the department does not deem further litigation advisable 
in this case, and you are hereby authorized to forward the usual certified statement 
for the refund of the duties exacted in excess in settlement thereof. The department, 
however, concurs in the interpretation placed upon paragraph 137 of the tariff act by 
the circuit court of appeals, as heretofore stated, and its instructions of September 7, 
1900, above referred to, are therefore revoked, and 30 days from the date hereof you 
are hereby instructed to assess additional duty at the rate of two-tenths of 1 cent per 
pound upon articles manufactured from iron or steel wire, which has been coated 
with zinc, tin, or other metal. 

Respectfully, James B. REYNOLDS, 
(46493.) Acting Secretary. 

Corrector oF Customs, Boston, Mass. 

Exams 8.—(T. D. 28202—G. A. 6603.)— Waste gunny bagging or cotton tares—Rags. 

1. WASTE BAGGING—‘SELECTED SIDES”’—‘ ORIGINAL GUNNY.”’—Large pieces of secondhand bagging 
suitable for patching or baling cotton, known as ‘selected sides,” and what is known as ‘‘original 
gnunny,” consisting of pieces of old cotton bagging unassorted and indiscriminately mixed, some of 
whieh is suitable for patching cotton, is not free of duty either under paragraph 632, tariff act of 1897, 
as waste fit only to be converted into paper, or under paragraph 648 as rags not specially provided for. 

2. TARI?F MEANING OF THE WORD ‘“ RAGS.””—The word ‘rags’ has no established and uniform commercial 
designation, but would seem to cover any old torn pieces, small or large, of any woven fabric which 
has subserved one purpose and comes into the market as secondhand material, and which is unfit for 
patching cotton. 

3. OLD ScRAP GUNNY FQEE gNDER PARAGRAPH 648, TARIFF ACT OF 1897.—Small fragments of waste bag- 
ging which are usually #dl of holes and irregular in size, and present the appearance of being ragged 
and torn, sometimes known as scrap gunny, and shown to be unfit Eras for patching or baling 
cotton, are free of duty under paragraph 648 of said act as rags not specially provided for.—Following 
Train-Smith Company ». United States (140 Fed. Rep, 113; T. D. 20484).
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United States General Appraisers, New York, May 23, 1907. 

Ln the matter of protests 58072b, ete., of Train-Smith Company et al. against the assessment of duty by the 
collector of customs at the port of Philadelphia. 

Before Board 3 (WarTe, SoMERVILLE, and HAY, General Appraisers). 

SoMERVILLE, General appraiser: The various protests contained in Schedules A and 
B, respectively, raise a question as to the proper classification of certain merchandise 
known indifferently as bagging, old waste bagging, old gunny bagging, and cotton tares. 
The articles were in all cases assessed for duty by the collector under paragraph 463 of 
the tariff act of 1897 as ‘waste not specially provided for.”” The protests embraced in 
Schedule A have all been abandoned either totally or partially, and are overruled to 
the extent there indicated and the collector’s decision affirmed. The evidence shows 
satisfactorily that the goods covered by this finding are not known as ‘‘rags,”’ and are 
used for other purposes than the manufacture of paper, and hence are not free of duty. 
As to the remainder of the merchandise, variously invoiced, the only claim insisted on 
by the importers is that such goods are free of duty under paragraph 648 of said act, 
which places on the free list ‘‘rags not speciaily provided for.” 

An analogous question was passed on by the circuit court for the southern district 
of New York in the case of Train-Smith Company v. United States (140 Fed. Rep., 
113), and reported by the Treasury Department in T. D. 26484. The principle of this 
case was applied by the board in the case of Salomon Brothers, G. A., 6562 (T. D. 28031). 
The decision there rendered must therefore be the authority which should govern the 
action of the Board of General Appraisers in the present question. Itis observed by 
Judge Townsend in that case that the question raised was one of uncertainty, in the 
first “place by reason of the difficulty in ascertaining the size and character of the pieces 
9 jute bagging under consideration. It was further stated by the same judge, as 
ollows: 
“The refuse pieces of gunny bags are generally sorted and divided abroad into two 

classes, the one comprising pieces selected because they are sufficiently large and 
whole and clean and smooth-edged to be used for purposes other than as mere rags 
for stuffing or paper stock, the other the pieces available only for the latter purposes; 
and that the bales in question contained pieces of the latter class; and that such pieces 
are regarded and denominated in common speech as rags, and in fact are rags under 
the dictionary definitions. The testimony that they are not commercially known as 
rags appears to be based on the fact that they are not generally billed or sold as rags, 
but it appears from the testimony cf all the witncsscs except one that this is because 
there is no general commercial designation of rags as rags, but that each kind of rag is 
sold under its appropriate specific name, such as cotton tares, gunny bagging, etc. 
¥ * * The whole testimony tends to show that the pieces comprised in the mer- 
chandise here in question are not of such a character as to be capable of use for patch- 
ing purposes, and that, even though some of the pieces might be as large as those 
considered in the former case, yet that by reason of their rageed edges and torn and 
dirty condition they are fit only to be used as rags. In these circumstances I think it 
is sufficiently shown that practically all the pieces selected are rags; that where pieces 
are not rags under the definition as given above, they are not packed in those bales 
because they bring a higher price when packed to be imported as fit for other purposes; 
that the principle of selection by which the two classes of rags are thus separated con- 
forms as to the class here in question to the dictionary and ordinary definition of rags, 
as given by one of the witnesses for the Government, as ‘an old, torn piece, small or 
large, of any woven fabric which has subserved one purpose and comes into the mar- 
ket as secondhand material,” and that these pieces are unfit for patching bagging. 
The conclusion reached, therefore, is that the merchandise in question did not contain 
pieces which should be assessed for duty and that the whole bale was free as rags.” 

Some of the same witnesses who testified in that case have been reexamined and 
have rendered their testimony at the present hearing, and we are unable to see that 
the evidence would justify us in coming to a different conclusion from that reached 
by the circuit court in the case above cited. The witnesses in the present case based 
their identification of the merchandise, and their description of its character and uses, 
partly from an examination of large portions of it and from certain marks by letters 
or otherwise on the invoices and by the prices of the goods. There appear to be three 
classes of these goods: (1) What is known as selected gunny, or selected sides, which 
consists of large pieces suitable for patching or baling cotton, and which command 
a higher price than any other grade of waste bagging; (2) what is known as original 
gunny, which consists of pieces of old cotton bagging unassorted, some of which are 
large and others small, some sound and others ragged, and which are indiscriminately 
mixed. This class embraces old bagging just as it comes from the cotton bales on the
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other side after being exported; (3) small fragments of old bagging which are usually 
full of holes, dirty and irregular in size, and present the appearance of being ragged 
and torn. This class is sometimes known as scrap gunny and is the result of sorting 
on the other side after the removal of the large pieces known as ‘‘selected sides.’ 
This scrap gunny is shown to be unfit practically for patching or baling cotton. While 
the relative prices of these kinds of goods are somewhat variable in the markets of the 
country whence exported, class 2 sells approximately for about 25 per cent more than 
class 1, and class 3 for about 25 per cent more than class 2. 

The importers, as we have said, confine their claim to free entry under said paragraph 
648 only to the third class above described, which, for the sake of distinction, we 
shall style scrap gunny. 1tis unnecessary to review in detail the conflicting testimony 
of the various witnesses. 

The onus devolving on the importer, in our judgment, is discharged by establish- 
ing the contention that scrap gunny so called is rags within the meaning of that term 
as decided by the circuit court in the Train-Smith case by a fair preponderance of the 
evidence. In our judgment, the protests should be sustained on all the merchandise 
covered by the invoices in Schedule B other than that abandoned specifically in 
Schedule A, 

In passing on these protests we have kept in mind the principle that the character 
of imported merchandise may be shown by witnesses familiar with the Fooly, testi- 
fying from the invoice descriptions and without the production of actual samples of 
the importations. United States v. Herrmann, C. C. A., second circuit, reported by 
the Treasury Department in T. D. 27981, followed in the case of Salomon Brothers, 
G. A. 6562 (T. D. 28031). 

The collector is instructed to reliquidate the entries accordingly to the extent 
indicated in this opinion. 

Exar 9.—(T. D. 28190)— Mocha hair on the skin. 

GoAT AND SHEEPSKIN IMPORT COMPANY v. UNITED STATES. 

United States Supreme Court. May 13, 1907. No. 261 (suit 3641). 

1. MocHA HAIR ON THE SKIN—WOOL.—The enumeration of ‘‘wool” in paragraph 351 and elsewhere in 
the tariff act of 1897 was not made in a generic sense which includes all growth upon the skin of a 
sheep; and hair on Mocha sheepskins, which is commercially known and dealt in as “Mocha hair” 
and not as wool, and which lacks the characteristics of wool, is not subject to such provisions, but, 
being still on the skin, should be regarded as a part of the skin and classified free of duty under para- 
graph 664, relating to “skins of all kinds, raw.” 

2. COMMERCIAL DESIGNATION.—The commercial designation of an article in a tariff act is the name by which 
it should be classified for duty, without regard to its scientific designation, material, or use, unless 
Congress has clearly manifested a contrary intention. 

On writ of certiorari to the United States circuit court of appeals for the second 
circuit. 

[Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
For decision below see 145 Federal Reporter, 1022 (T. D. 27190), affirming a deci- 

sion of the circuit court (141 Fed. Rep., 493; T. D. 26404), affirming a decision of the 
Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 2401 (T. D. 25499), which had 
affirmed the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New York. 

Hatch & Clute (J. Stuart Tompkins of counsel), for the importers. 
Henry M. Hoyt, Solicitor-General, and Edward T. Sanford,” Assistant Attornev-Gen- 

eral, for the United States. 
This case comes here by virtue of a writ of certiorari issued from this court to tne 

United States circuit court of appeals for the second circuit, for the purpose of review- 
ing the action of the courts and of the customs authorities in relation to an assessment 
4 Jub on certain importations made by the petitioner, appellant, at the port of New 

ork. 
The merchandise on which duty was assessed was a growth on certain skins of 

the Mocha sheep, imported from Hodeida, Arabia, which growth was classified by the 
collector as wool on the skin of the third class and assessed for duty at 3 cents per 
pound, under the provisions of paragraph 360 of the tariff act of July 24, 1897 (30 
Stat., pp. 151, 183). The importer duly protested against the classification and 
insisted that the merchandise was entitled to entry free of duty under paragraph 571 
(30 Stat., supra, p. 198) or under paragraph 664 of such act (p. 201), Paragraphs 351,
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358, and 360, under which the Government claims duty, and paragraphs 571 and 664 
under which the importer claims free entry, are set forth in the margin.a 

The collector having returned the merchandise in question as wool of the third 
class, under paragraph 360, the importer appealed to the Board of General Appraisers, 
where the ruling of the collector was sustained, and the importer then appealed to 
the circuit court and then to the circuit court of appeals, each of which courts sus- 
tained the ruling of the Board of General Appraisers and the collector. 

Before the Board of General Appraisers the importer produced six witnesses, who 
testified as to the character, use, and commercial designation of the merchandise. On 
the appeal to the circuit court a referee was there appointed, and the importer offered 
further evidence to sustain his claim that the merchandise was entitled to free entry. 

No testimony was offered by the Government. It isnot claimed by the Government 
that the merchandise in question comes under paragraph 351 as wool of the third 
class (except as it may be wool of like character), as it is not Donskoi, native South 
American, Cordova, Valparaiso, native Smyrna, or Russian camel’s hair, but it is 
asserted that the growth on the skins was wool on the skin under paragraph 360, or 
was a wool of like character as that above enumerated in paragraph 351. 

The evidence shows that the hair or wool (whichever it is called) grows on the 
Mocha white sheep, imported from Hodeida, Arabia. The growth to be found on this 
breed of sheep is not bought or sold in this country as wool, but as hair. It would 
not be accepted as a delivery of wool of any grade by those dealing in that article. 
Although there might have been a very small proportion of what might possibly be 
termed very inferior wool on these skins (not more than 10 per cent in any case, and 
frequently less) yet there was no substantial use of any portion of the growth on the 
skins for purposes for which wool is generally used. To some extent, but very little, 
it had been tried in mills to spin, and it might be used sometimes by carpet manufac- 
turers in a small way, and efforts had been made to use it, mixed with wool, in spin- 
ning, but it was not practically successful, nor was it practicable to use it for other 
purposes for which wool is used. The chief, or predominant, and almost sole use of 
the substance is as hair for stuffing, and for the saddlery trade, and by bed manu- 
facturers for stuffing purposes. It is bought and sold all over the country as Mocha 
hair. The skin upon which the substance grows is the thing that is valuable. A 
large part of the skins imported into this country is used in the manufacture of glove 
leather. One witness testified that his firm so used from 75 to 90 per cent of the skins 
imported, and the growth thereon was bought and sold as Mocha hair. It costs more 
to remove the growth from the skin than it sells for after its removal. It can not 
be used for spinning purposes, because it would not hold together. It might be 
carded, but there would not be much left after carding. The price of the skins on 
which this growth is found is not influenced by the quantity of the growth on them. 
The more of a growth there is, the less the skin will bring, or, as is said, the more 
hair, the poorer the skin. The skins are sold by the importers to tanners of gloves 
and shoe leather just as they arrive. After the growth is washed and removed from 
the skin it may be sold for from 3 to 5 cents per pound, which is less than the cost of 
removing it. In buying the skins no notice is taken of the growth, the only con- 
sideration being the value of the pelt, and the pelts are worth no more with long hair 
on than short hair. The growth has never been accepted or sold as wool, but on the 
contrary, prior to July 24, 1897, when the tariff act was passed, it was uniformly 
regarded and bought and sold in the United States as hair. ‘‘Mocha hair” was the 
trade nomenclature prior to 1899, and as such the trade name was definite and uniform 
throughout the United States, and dealers in it never knew it to be called anything 
else than Mocha hair. It has not the appearance of wool, does not feel like wool, 
and has none of the qualities of wool. It is bought from tanners after it has been 
taken from the skin by them, and it is thus sold and bought as Mocha hair, and the 
skins are used for leather by the tanners. 
  

a (Paragraphs from tariff act of 1897, under which the Government claims (30 Stat., 151, 183): 
351. Class three, that is to say, Donskoi, native South American, Cordova, Valparaiso, native Smyrna, 

Russian camel’s hair, and all such wools of like character as have been heretofore usually imported into the 
Valid States from Turkey, Greece, Syria, and elsewhere, excepting improved wools hereinafter provided 
or. : 
4358. On wools of the third class and on camel’s hair of the third class the value whereof shall be twelve 

cents or less per pound, the duty shall be four cents per pound. 
“360. The duty on wools on the skin shall be one 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.” 

Petitioner claims under following paragraphs: 
“571. Hair of horse, cattle, and other animals, cleined or uncleaned, drawn or undrawn, but unmanu- 

factured, not specially provided for in this act; and human hair, raw, uncleaned, and not drawn. 
fo: ‘ Gi Skins of all kinds, raw (except sheepskins with wool on), and hides not specially provided for in 

is act.
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One of the witnesses called on behalf of the importers was an examiner of wool 
fibers and skins at the port of New York, which position he had held for about fifteen 
years. He said that when he first went into the government employ such skins as 
those in question were returned free, the hair as well as the skin, but that practice 
has since been changed. The witness further said that if the growth in question 
were found on a goat he would return it as hair of a goat, and entitled to free entry; 
that wool could be run down, or deteriorate, to such a condition as the growth 
in question, but that it was, in fact, mostly ‘‘what they call dead hair or kemp;” 
that, although it could possibly be carded, it was not commercially suitable, and 
there would not be much left after they got through carding it. On cross-examina- 

. tion, the witness said that he would return the article in question as Mocha sheepskin 
with the wool on. On such a skin as the one in question the witness said there was 
a substance which he would call wool, which was about 10 per cent only of the growth; 
that he examines such skins as the ones in question od throws out those he con- 
giders dutiable when there is enough wool to call it dutiable, and lets the skins go 
not dutiable when you could not make anything out of the growth in any way, 
although some use might possibly be made out of it. : 

The cross-examination of other witnesses was to the effect that this growth had been 
tried in mills for the purpose of spinning, but very little, being used with other stock 
to make into yarn, but it has not been successfully used for that purpose; it might 
be used sometimes by carpet manufacturers in a small way, and while it could not 
be used or spun alone, it might be carded. It was also said on cross-examination of 
one of the witnesses that if such growth ran pretty white it is sometimes used in those 
low-grade carpet yarns where they put in such stuff as jute packing is made of and 
some hair like the growth in question. The evidence is, however, overwhelming 
and the witnesses substantially unanimous that this substance is not known as wool, 
and is neither bought nor sold as such, and is commercially known as Mocha hair and 
is not used as wool. 
isd Justice PEckuAM, after making the foregoing statement, delivered the opinion 

of the court: ; 
The evidence in this case, taken before the Board of Appraisers and also before the 

circuit court, is uncontradicted. It shows that the substance in question is not wool, 
has none of its characteristics and is not put to any of its uses, and does not appear 
like wool. On the contrary, it is composed mostly of dead hair or kemp and can not 
be remuneratively carded, nor is it commercially suited for carding, nor for spinning. 
Its commercial designation is Mocha hair, and it 1s not known or regarded or recognized 
as wool in any of the markets of the country. : 

It is not denied that the commercial designation of an article, which designation 
was known at the time of the passage of a tariff act, is the name by which the article 
should be classified for the payment of duty, and, as is stated, ‘‘ without regard to their 
scientific designation and material of which they be made or the use to which they may 
be applied.” Two Hundred Chests of Tea (9 Wheat., 430, 438); Arthur ». Morrison 
(96 U. S., 108); American Net and Twine Company v. Worthington (141 Id., 468); 
Hedden ». Richard (149 Id., 346, 348). As was said by Mr. Justice Story in Two Hun- 
dred Chests of Tea (supra), Congress did not ‘‘suppose our merchants to be naturalists 
or geologists or botanists. It applied its attention to the description of articles as they 
derived their appellations in our own markets, in our domestic as well as our foreign 
traffic.”’ And in Hedden ». Richard (supra), it was said: 

“The language of commerce * * * must be construed, * * * particularly 
when employed in the denomination of articles, according to the commercial under- 
standing of the terms used.” 

The commercial designation should prevail, unless Congress has clearly manifested 
a contrary intention. Cadwalader v. Zeh (151 U. S., 171, 176.) 

We are of opinion that the use of the word “wool” in the tariff act excluded a sub- 
stance which, while it was a growth upon a sheepskin, was nevertheless commercially 
known, designated, and dealt in as Mocha hair, having none of the characteristics 

of >ool, and which would not be accepted by dealers therein as a good delivery of 
wool. 

In this case the evidence is uncontradicted that the growth on these skins was com- 
mercially known as Mocha hair, and that it was not used in the way wool is used, or 
as a substitute for wool. It ought not, simply for the reason that the skin upon which 
it grows is the skin of a sheep, to be classified as wool under paragraph 360 of the tariff 
act, and thereby be subjected to a duty as high as the value of the substance itself. 

Although it has been so classified, and that classification has been affirmed all 
through, yet the question is not presented to this court as if it were a question of fact 
decided upon contradictory evidence, and concluding this court for that reason. 
There is, in truth, no contradictory evidence in the case. It is one, where in our 
opinion the courts below have given undue weight to the evidence elicited on cross- 
examination of witnesses called on the part of the importer, which showed that there
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possibly was, in some cases, a very little inferior wool found on these skins, while the 
courts ignored the other facts, as testified to by the same witnesses and already men- 
tioned, which showed beyond the possibility of successful contradiction that the sub- 
stance was erroneously classified as wool. 

Upon the facts, the substance ought not to have been so classified. The growth, 
being still on the skin, should have been regarded as part of such skin, and classified 
under paragraph 664, in the free list, and not as a sheepskin with wool on. 

We do not agree that the word “wool” in this act is used in a generic sense so far 
as this particular point is concerned. The word does not necessarily include all 
grime upon the coat of a sheep, even though the substance is like that in question 

ere. 
Counsel for the Government cites from the Encyclopedia Britannica, where, in 

speaking of the difficulty in determining the dividing line between hair and wool, it 
is said: 

‘At what point indeed it can be said that an animal fiber ceases to be hair and 
becomes wool it is impossible to determine, because in every characteristic the one 
class by imperceptible gradations merges into the other, so that a continuous chain 
can be formed from the finest and softest merino to the rigid bristles of the wild boar.” 

It may be difficult in some cases to define the line between “wool” and ‘‘hair” as 
a growth upon skins, but we do not regard that difficulty as an argument for the con- 
gtruction contended for by counsel for the Government. That argument leads to the 
classification of a substance like that in question, as wool, when in fact it bears no 
resemblance to it, is not used as wool, and has none of its characteristics, and is known 
commercially as Mocha hair, and is so bought and sold over the whole country. The 
case is one of degree, and because in some few cases the points may closely approach 
each other and there may be in such cases some difficulty in telling wool from hair, 
yet that fact furnishes no reason for refusing to adopt the general test which in most 
cases is easily applied, fitness, identity of use, commercial designation. To adopt 
the claim of counsel eliminates all inquiry as to whether an article is wool or hair, 
and leaves simply the question whether it is to be found on what may be called the 
wool-bearing animals or on the alpaca or other like hair-coated animals. Some sheep 
are wool-bearing animals, therefore the hair on the skin of the Mocha sheep is wool 
and must be classified as such. We do not agree with this claim. If an article does 
not, to a dealer, look like wool, can not be used as wool, is not commercially known 
as wool, but, on the contrary, is bought and sold throughout the country as Mocha 
hair and is so designated commercially by those dealing in it, it ought not to be classi- 
fied as wool or made to pay duty as such, simply because it grows on a sheep. 

We have looked over the various authorities cited by counsel for the Government, 
but we see nothing in any of them tending to the conclusion that upon the facts in 
this case the growth on the skin of the Mocha sheep was properly classified as wool. 

+ Taking all the evidence in this case, uncontradicted as it is, we feel compelled to 
the conclusion that the classification in this case, adopted by the courts below and by 
the appraisers and collector was wrong, and that the merchandise in question was 
entitled to free entry. 

The judgments of the courts below are reversed and the case remanded to the cir- 
cuit court with instructions to take such further proceedings as may be necessary, not 
inconsistent with this opinion. : 

Reversed. 
Mr. Justice MoopY took no part in the decision of this case. 

Exuisir 10.—(T. D. 28079)—Appraisement jof wool. 

GULBENKIAN v. UNITED STATES. 

U. 8. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. March 26, 1907. No. 234 (suit 4125). 

APPRAISEMENT—SEPARATION OF WOOLS—MIXED WoOLS.—In accordance with immemorial custom 
in the market of Bagdad, white and colored wools were bought together at the same price, without 
any distinction as to color; but before exportation they were separated, each color being baled by 
itself. Held that, in finding the ‘actual market value * * * inthe principal markets of the country 
from whence imported, and in the condition in which such merchandise is there bought and sold for 
exportation to the United States,” under section 19. customs administrative act of 1890, the appraising 
officers should consider only the price paid in the Bagdad market, and that no distinction should be 
made between the value of the white and colored wools, but that all should be appraised at the sama 
price.
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APPEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
York. 

Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
or decision below see T. D. 27512, affirming a decision of the Board of United 

States General Appraisers, G. A. 6151 (T. D. 26719), which had affirmed the assess- 
ment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New York on merchandise 
imported by G. Gulbenkian & Co. 

The importation in controversy consisted of 1,000 bales of wool, of which 800 were 
invoiced as white and 200 as colored. This wool was the subject of reappraisement 
proceedings under section 13, customs administrative act of 1890, before a single gen- 
eral appraiser, and then, on appeal, before a Board of General Appraisers, as a result 
of which an advance in value which was made by the local appraiser stood affirmed. 
At the hearing before the board, on proceedings brought under section 14 of said act 
for the purpose of testing the legality of the appraisement and reappraisements, 
the importers introduced evidence tending to show that the appraisement by the 
local appraiser was illegal. The board, however, held that, whatever irregularity 
may have characterized that appraisement, it would be cured by a valid reappraise- 
ment by a general appraiser, and that there was no evidence that the reappraisements 
before the general appraiser and the board had not been properly conducted. The 
assessment of duty was therefore affirmed. In the circuit court, on appeal, consid- 
erable additional evidence was introduced by the importers, but that court affirmed 
the decision of the board. ; 

The case involves the construction of section 19, customs administrative act of 1890, 
the pertinent part of which reads as follows: 

“Sec. 19. That whenever imported merchandise is subject to an ad valorem rate of 
duty, or to a duty based upon or regulated in any manner by the value thereof, the 
duty shall be assessed upon the actual market value or wholesale price of such mer- 
chandise as bought and sold in usual wholesale quantities, at the time of exportation 
to the United States, in the Principal markets of the country from whence imported, 
and in the condition in which such merchandise is there bought and sold for exporta- 
tion to the United States, or consigned to the United States for sale, including the 
value of all cartons, cases, crates, boxes, sacks, and coverings of any kind, and all 
other costs, charges, and expenses incident to placing the merchandise in conditicn, 
packed ready for shipment to the United States.” 

Hatch & Clute (J. Stuart Tompkins of counsel), for the importers. 
J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney, for the United Statcs. 

Before LacoMBE, TowNsEND, and CoxEg, Circuit Judges. 

On appeal from a judgment of the circuit court affirming a decision of the Board of 
General Appraisers, which sustained the action of the collector in appraising an 
importation of 1,000 bales of white and colored Karadi wool from Bagdad. 

he paragraphs of the tariff act of 1897 in question are as follows (30 Stat., 182-3): 
“Par. 351. Class three, that is to say, Donskoi, native South American, Cordova, 

Valparaiso, native Smyrna, Russian camel’s hair, and all such wools of like character 
as have been heretofore usually imported into the United States from Turkey, Greece, 
Syria, and elsewhere, Sepny improved wools hereinafter provided for. 

“PAR. 358. On wools of the third class and on camel’s hair of the third class the value 
whereof shall be twelve cents or less per pound, the duty shall be four cents per pound. 

“PAR. 359. On wools of the third class, and on camel’s hair of the third class, the 
Jolao whereot shall exceed twelve cents per pound, the duty shall be seven cents per 
pound.” 

Coxe, circuit judge: The question in controversy is whether the wool brought 
here from Bagdad, Turkey, shall pay 4 cents per pound under paragraph 358 or 7 
cents per pound under paragraph 359. If the value of the wool was 12 cents or less 
per pound the appellants should succeed; if more than 12 cents per pound the appellee 
should succeed. 

There is no disputed question of fact. The wool in question, without any distinc- 
tion as to color, was purchased by the importers at Bagdad for 736 piasters per oke; 
and, after adding all packing charges required by section 19 of the administrative act, 
the value of the wool at Bagdad was less than 12 cents per pound. The appellants 
have been importing wool from Bagdad for twenty-five years. They purchased white 
and colored wool in the market for the same price and always invoiced their purchases 
at the cost price precisely as in the present instance. The white and colored .wool 
are invariably sold together and for the same price.
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One of the importers testifies: 
“The owner of a lot will say ‘here is my lot, this is my price.” We take it, we pack 

it as far as possible, so-called white and so-called colored separately. We sell the wool 
in this country. It contains maybe 30 per cent of gray, from 10 or 5 per cent. We 
can never separate them; we take one fleece, for instance; you will see on one side it 
looks all white, and turn it and find it is black or some other color. It is the character 
of the wool that they never come absolutely white: there is always mixed colors, part 
of the sheep fleece may be white, might have a black mark on it, or near the skirt may 
be yellow or brown. * * * We buy them at one price. If I were to invoice it 
at any different prices I would not know what price to invoice one from the others. 
* * * There is no distinction. We have to pay the same price whether it is white 
or colored.” : 

The testimony establishes overwhelmingly and without contradiction that in the 
Bagdad market, from time immemorial, the white and colored wools have been sold 
together and always at the same price, Even when a partial separation was made, 
the price was the same for the white as for the colored wool. There is no such thing 
as a strictly white wool coming from the Bagdad markets. Wools called white by 
manufacturers and dealers are not white. There is no difference in quality between 
the so-called white and the so-called colored wools. 

The local appraiser without altering the total invoice value, reduced the value of 
the colored wool to about 9 cents per pound and added the amount so deducted to the 
white wool, making the value above 12 cents per pound and thus subject to the high 
duty of paragraph 359. The action of the local appraiser was sustained on reappraise- 
ment. The Board of General Appraisers averruled the protests and its decision was 
affirmed by the circuit court. 

We are of the opinion that the protests should have been sustained. When the mer- 
chandise arrived at the port of New York the duty of the collector was plain. Having 
ascertained that it was wool imported from Bagdad, he had only to ascertain its market 
value, not at New York or London or Marseille, but at Bagdad, add thereto the packing 
charges, and his duty was done. ; 

If the value of imported wool is to be ascertained by proof addressed to each sepa- 
rate importation, a cumbersome, unworkable system will result, which will open the 
door to uncertainty and fraud. In order that the collector may have an infallible 
standard by which io measure value, Congress enacted (sec. 19, customs administrative 
act) that duty shall be assessed upon the actual market value of the merchandise as 
bought and sold in usual wholesale quantities in the principal markets of the country 
from whence imported. The rule thus fixed by statute is plain and simple, binding 
alike on importer and collector. Neither may vary or evade it. Neither may appeal 
to other criteria of value. 

If the rule had been followed in the present case, the value of appellants’ wool 
would inevitably have been fixed at less than 12 cents per pound. By discarding the 
rule and substituting argument and conjecture, a conclusion is reached which fixes 
the value of four-fifths of the importation at 13 cents per pound and one-fifth at 9 
cents per pound. And yet, if the record contains a syllable of proof that any of this 
wool, or similar wool, was ever bought and sold in Bagdad for 13 cents or 9 cents per 
ound, or that such difference in value as this can exist in the same lot of wool, we 
ave failed to discover it. 
The argument of the appellee rests, we think, upon the initial fallacy that the white 

wool was worth more in the markets of Bagdad than the colored wool. The proof 
shows that it was not worth more, and a finding to the contrary must either be wholly 
arbitrary or based upon facts which the statute excludes from consideration, viz, value 
in this country. The value of the wool here or in foreign countries other than Turkey, 
the use to which the wool was to be put, the object of the purchaser in separating it 
are all, in our judgment, matters extraneous to the issue. By the express command 
of the statute the collector was prohibited from considering anything but the actual 
market value of the wool in the principal markets of Turkey. Having ascertained 
that value he should have levied duty accordingly. The proof establishes beyond 
contradiction or doubt that the value of the wool at Bagdad was less than 12 cents 
per pound, and it should have been so fixed. 

The decision is reversed. : 

Exuisir 11.—(T. D. 28072—G. A. 6575)—Gauge of olive oil in tins. 

1. PARAGRAPH 40, TARIFF ACT OF 1897.—Olive oil in tins is dutiable under paragraph 40, tariff act of 1897, 
at 50 cents per gallon, based on the quantity of oil actually imported, and not en the capacity of the 
tin containers.—Following Zucca’s case, G. A. 6416 (T. D. 27556). , 
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2. QUANTITY—HOW ASCERTAINED.—A gallon of olive oil weighs accurately 7.56 pounds, equal to 3.43 
kilos. Held, accordingly, that the variousentries in question should be reliquidated on the basis of the 
net weight of the oil as stated in the invoices, which should be converted into gallons on the basis of this 
weight. : 

United States General Appraisers, New York, April 8, 1907. 

In the matter of protests:177193, ete., of Acker, Merrall & Condit Company et al. against the assessment 
of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New York. 

Before Board 3 (WAITE, SOMERVILLE, and Hay, General Appraisers; WATE, G. A., 
absent). 

SOMERVILLE, general appraiser: The importations covered by the protests contained 
in the schedule consist of olive oil in tin cans, which has been made dutiable under 
paragraph 40 of the tariff act of 1897, which provides for ‘olive oil * * * in tins 
* * * fifty cents per gallon.” The collector assessed duty in each instance on a 
certain quantity of oil as ascertained and reported by the local appraiser. The claim 
is made in each of the protests that duty was assessed upon an excessive quantity of 
the oil greater than that warranted by said paragraph 40 or any other provision of the 
tariff act, and that the dutiable quantity of the merchandise should have been ascer- 
tained on the basis of 7.56 pounds of oil to the gallon, or on such other basis as would 
give the actual quantity imported or which would approximate the same with reason- 
able certainty. 

In Zucca’s case, G. A. 6416 (T. D. 27556), it was observed by this board that the 
various entries of similar merchandise then under consideration should be reliquidated 
on the basis of the net weight of the oil as stated in the invoices, unless shown to be 
incorrect, which should be converted into American gallons on the basis of the weight 
of 7.56 pounds to the gallon, equal to 3.43 kilos. It was further observed by the board 
in that case that ‘‘said paragraph 40 without doubt requires duty to be assessed on 
the quantity of olive oil actually imported, measured by the gallon, and not merely 
on the capacity of the containers.” And further: 

“The gallon measure is not one of the measures adopted in Italy, and should there- 
fore be ignored under the provisions of section 2837, Revised Statutes, which require 
such invoices to be made out ‘without any respect to the weights or measures of the 
United States.” The description of gallons, therefore, must be regarded as surplus- 
age, and would be no more conclusive as to the actual contents of the tins than the 
description in the schedule of spirits and wines of bottles designated as quart and 
pint bottles used as containers for imported liquors. 

“The evidence shows without conflict that a gallon of olive oil weighs accurately 
7.56 pounds or 3.43 kilos. This fact is recognized in Italy as well as in the United 
States, and is the weight reported for the last forty years in standard works specify- 
ing weights and measures, and has been recognized in our tariff legislation. (Heyl’s 
Edition of the Tariff, 1877, Pt. III, p. 62; same, edition of 1891, Pt. IV, p. 65.)” 

An appeal was taken from this decision to the circuit court for the southern district 
of New York, and the view of the board was there affirmed. (United States v. Zucca 
& Co., reported by the Treasury Department in T. D. 28002.) It was there observed 
by Judge Hough as follows: 

“The duty of the government officers is to ascertain as nearly as possible the actual 
quantity imported in gallons, and the method adopted by the administrative officials 
should not be disturbed except upon a clear showing of unfairness or injustice. Iam 
inclined to the opinion that the method adopted by the General Appraisers is the most 
accurate. Whether that be true or not, the testimony in this case is not sufficient to 
disturb it, there being no proof at all that the amount on which duty has been exacted 
was less than the amount actually coming into the country.” 

This decision has been acquiesced in by the Government, as we are officially in- 
formed, the Attorney-General declining to prosecute it further. 

Following the above decisions, the protests are sustained, with instructions to the 
collector to reliquidate the various entries on the basis of the net weight of the oil 
as stated in the invoices, which should be converted into gallons on the basis of 7.56 
pounds or 3.43 kilos to the gallon. 

The collector’s decision is reversed in each instance. 

Exuisir 12.—(T. D. 27773.) 

Suit 4253. —CUBAN PEso.—Havana Tobacco Company v. United States. United States circuit court 
southern district of New York, October 31, 1906. On application for review of a decision of the Board 
of United States General Appraisers. 

Decision reversed by consent. The importers contended that the Cuban peso should 
be converted into money of the United States at the rate of 91 cents. For decision 
under review see Abstract 11124 (T. D. 27318).
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Exuisir 13.—(T. D. 28145)—Scammony resin. 

UNITED STATES 2. MARTIN. 

United States Circuit Court, District of Massachusetts. April 23, 1907. No. 18 
(suit 1518). 

SCAMMONY RESIN—DRUG ADVANCED—MEDICINAL PREPARATION.—Scammony resin is dutiable under 
paragraph 20, tariff act of 1897, as a drug advanced in value and not under paragraph 67 as a medicinal 
preparation. 

On application for review of a decision of the Board of United States General 
Appraisers. 

[Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
The decision below, which was unpublished, was rendered December 6, 1901, and 

sustained the protest of Gustav Martin against the assessment of duty by the collector 
of customs at the port of Boston, on the authority of Board decision In re Parke, G. A. 
5010 (T. D. 23323). Note T. D. 23444, directing the application for review. 

The article in controversy consists of scammony resin, prepared from gum scammony 
or scammony root, which was classified under paragraph 67, tariff act of 1897, as a 
medicinal preparation in the preparation of which alcohol was used, and was claimed 
by the importer to be dutiable under paragraph 20 as a drug advanced in value or 
condition. The Board found that it was used principally in the compounding of 
medicinal preparations, but not as a medicine in its imported condition, and sustained 
the importer’s contention. 

William H. Garland, assistant United States attorney, for the United States. 

Charles P. Searle (Edward S. Hatch with him on the brief), for the importer. 

Brown, district judge: The decision of the Board of General Appraisers is affirmed. 

Exnisir 14.—(T. D. 27768)—Powdered opium. 

MERCK v. UNITED STATES. 

U. 8. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. December 4, 1906. No. 75 (suit 3556). 

1. POWDERED OPIUM—DRUG ADVANCED.—Powdered opium is not dutiable as ‘‘opium, crude or 
unmanufactured,” under paragraph 43, tariff act of 1837, but as a drug (gum) advanced in value or 
condition, under paragraph 20. 

2. SAME— “CRUDE ”—¢ UNMANUFACTURED.”’—In construing the provision for ‘opium, crude or unmanu- 
factured,” in paragraph 43, tariff act of 1897, Held that powdered opium produced from gum opium 
by drying, comminution, sifting, etc., is not “crude,” and that, by réason of having undergone a 
process which has destroyed the identity of the original article and produced another and more 
valuable one, new in its use and its commercial designation, it is not ‘‘unmanufactured.” 

3. LEGISLATIVE INTENT—FAILURE T0 ENUMERATE ARTICLE.—The courts can only ascertain the legisla- 
tive intention by the language used, and it is not thelr duty by a distorted construction to attempt 
to include in a tariff provision an article which may have been omitted by inadvertence. 

AprprEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
York. 

For decision below see 143 Federal Reporter, 694 (T. D. 27024), affirming a decision 
of the Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 1299 (T. D. 25273), which 
had affirmed the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New 
York,on merchandise imported by Merck & Co. 

Comstock & Washburn (Albert H. Washburn of counsel: Charles A. Darius on the 
brief), for the importers. 

D. Frank Lloyd, assistant United States attorney, for the United States. 

Before WALLACE, LacouMBE, and Coxe, Circuit Judges. 

Per Curiam: The controversy in this case is whether certain importations or pow- 
dered opium should have been classified for duty under paragraph 20 of the tariff act 
of July 24, 1897, or whether they were subject to duty under paragraph 43 of that act. 

Paragraph 20 prescribes a duty of one-fourth of 1 cent per pound and in addition 
thereto 10 per cent ad valorem, on— 

“Drugs, such as * * * bulbs, bulbous roots, * * * gums * * * apy 
of the foregoing which are drugs and not edible, but which are advanced in value or
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condition by refining, grinding, or other process, and not specially provided for in 
this act.’ 

Paragraph 43 prescribes a duty of $1 per pound on— 
“Opium, crude or unmanufactured, and not adulterated, containing nine per 

centum and over of morphia.”’ 
It clearly appears by the testimony in the record that opium in the crudest form in 

which it is commonly imported into this country is known as “gum opium’’ and 
comes in lump form. It contains various impurities, such as stones, seeds, ashes, etc., 
and is of varying alkaloidal strength. It also clearly appears that powdered opium is 
prepared from gum opium by subjecting the latter to artificial heat at a temperature 
regulated so as to avoid any destruction of the alkaloids present and maintained until 
the water has been dried out, then comminuting and sifting it, and then, after assay- 
ing it to ascertain its morphine strength, by adding sufficient morphine so that it will 
conform to the standard of the United States pharmacopeia. The two articles are 
dealt in as distinctive articles and are commecially known, one as “gum opium’’ and 
the other as “ powdered opium,’’ and the latter commands a price irom 25 to 50 per 
cent higher than the former. If there is any other article except the powdered opium 
which 1s known among dealers as manufactured opium, the evidence fails to disclose 
the fact. It is used for purposes to which the gum opium is not adapted, namely, the 
preparation of all the standard opium galenicals. 

We think it is plain that the importations were not crude opium in the sense in 
which it is to be assumed that Congress used the term. Nor do we think that they 
can be fairly deemed “unmanufactured opium’ within the meaning of Congress. 
They have undergone a process which has destroyed the identity of the original arti- 
cle and produced another and more valuable article, new in its use and new in its 
commercial signification. If it had been intended to subject the powdered opium to 
duty, that purpose could have been readily accomplished by placing the duty upon 
opium merely. It may be conceded that no reason is apparent why Congress should 
have intended to exempt powdered opium from duty while laying a duty upon the 
crude or unmanufactured article; but the courts can only ascertain the legislative 
intention by the language used, and it is not their duty by a distorted construction to 
attempt to cover an article which may have been omitted by inadvertence. 

Under the tariff acts of 1890 and 1894, ‘‘opium, crude or unmanufactured, and not 
adulterated, and containing nine per centum and over of morphia,”” was free of duty. 
While this provision was in force powdered opium was uniformly classified by the 
customs officers at New York as subject to duty as a gum advanced in value, etc. 
The article answered that description then and answers it now equally well. We con- 
clude that the importations should have been classified for duty under paragraph 20. 

The docigon of the court below and of the Board of General Appraisers is therefore 
reversed. 

Exmisrr 15.—(T. D. 28106)— Polished steel. 

UniTED STATES v. CRUCIBLE STEEL COMPANY. 

U. S. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. April 12,1907. No. 184 (suit 4150). 

POLISHED STEEL—STEEL, COLD ROLLED, SMOOTHED ONLY.—Cold-rolled steel strips, the only polish or 
brightening on the surface of which is that incidentally acquired in the process of cold rolling, are not 
subject to the additional duty provided in paragraph 141, tariff act of 1897, on such strips when “cold 
rolled, * * * brightened, * * * or polished by any process to such perfected surface finish or 
polish better than the grade of cold rolled, smoothed only.” 

AprpeAL from the circuit court of the Unie States for the southern district of New 
ork. 

[Decision adverse to the Government.] 

For decision below see 147 Federal Reporter, 537 (T. D. 27446), affirming a decision 
of the Board of United States General Appraisers, G. A. 6213 (T. D. 26870), which 
Bod revered the assessment of duty by the collector of customs at the port of New 

ork. 
The material in controversy consisted of cold-rolled steel strips, the only polish or 

brightening on the surface of which was that incidentally acquired in the process of 
cold-rolling. The board and the court below denied the Government’s contention 
that such steel was subject to the additional duty provided in paragraph 141, tariff 
act of 1897, on— 

“Allstrips * * * ofironorsteel, * * * which are cold rolled, * * * 
brightened, * * * or polished by any process to such perfected surface firish or 
polish better than the grade of cold rolled, smoothed only.’
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These decisions were made on the authority of the ruling of the circuit court of 
appeals, second circuit, in United States v. Crucible Steel Company (137 Fed. Rep., 
384; T. D. 26157), and held that the new evidence introduced by the Government 
failed to differentiate this case from that which was before the circuit court of appeals 
in said former case. 

J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney, for the United States, 
William J. Gibson, for the importers. 

Before WarLace and Coxe, Circuit Judges. 

Per Curiam: Judgment affirmed. 

ExuiBir 16.—(T. D. 28485)— Carbon disks. 

Entry of judgment in favor of Sweedish-American Telephone Company, suit 27533, involving the 
classification of carbon disks. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, November 6, 1907. 

Sir: The department is in receipt of a letter from the Attorney-General dated the 
1st instant, in which he states that the United States attorney for the northern district 
of Illinois has been authorized to consent to an entry of judgment in favor of the 
Swedish-American Telephone Company upon certain carbon disks, the subject of 
suit 275633, Swedish-American Telephone Company v. United States, pending in the 
United States circuit court for the northern district of Illinois, at the rate of 20 per 
centad valorem, under section 6 of the tariffact of July 24, 1897, which were held by the 
Board of United States General Appraisers in G. A. 5846 (T. D. 25765) of November 
14, 1904, to be dutiable at the rate of 35 per cent ad valorem under paragraph 97 of 
the said act. ; 

Upon receipt of information that this judgment has been entered, you are hereby 
authorized to forward a certified statement for the refund of the excess duties due in 
settlement thereof. 

Respectfully, J. H. EDWARDS, 
(2064) Acting Secretary. 

CorrLecTror oF Customs, Chicago, Ill. 

Examsir 17.—(T. D. 28000)—Gloves. 

UNITED STATES v. TREFOUSSE. UNITED STATES v. PASSAVANT, 

U. 8. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. January 18, 1907. Nos. 137 and 136 
(suits 4129 and 4128). 

LEATHER GLOVES—EMBROIDERY WITH MORE THAN THREE SINGLE CORDS OR STRANDS.—Leather gloves 
having upon them embroidery in three rows, but showing on the back of the gloves that each row pre- 
sented the appearance of three-plait crochet work, the effect being produced by the needle with only 
one cord or strand of thread, Held not to be subject to the additional duty provided in paragraph 445, 
tariff act of 1897, for “all gloves stitched or embroidered with more than three single strands or cords.” 

APPEALS from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
York. 

[The decision herein is adverse to the Government.] 

For dscision below see 144 Federal Reporter, 708 (T. D. 27023), reversing a decision 
of the Board of United States General Appraisers, Abstract 8396 (T. D. 26753). The 
board’s opinion reads as follows: 
McCLELLAND, general appraiser: These [rates relate to leather gloves, which were 

assessed with cumulative duties under the provisions of paragraph 445, tariff act of 
1897. The claim therein that not more than one of the said cumulative duties may 
legally be assessed upon leather gloves falling within two or more provisions of that 
paragraph was overruled in Douillet v. United States (133 Fed. Rep., 1007; T. D. 
256811). See G. A. 6002 (T. D. 26241). 

On the hearings three sample pairs of gloves were offered and received in evidence, 
being marked 101095, Exhibits 1, 2, and 3. The importer’s witness then examined 
the invoices and pointed out certain items which he declared were represented by the
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samples In respect ot the ornamentation on the back of the gloves. There was no 
effort to claim that any of the merchandise had been classified incorrectly except in 
this one respect, viz, that none of the items indicated by the witness as being repre- 
sented by the exhibits was subject to the cumulative duty for stitching or embroidery 
prescribed in said paragraph 445. Some of the protests were abandoned in toto and 
others were partially abandoned, but our conclusion renders it unnecessary to dis- 
tinguish between them. : 

Following the rule laid down in G. A. 5595 (T. D. 25038) for the ascertainment of 
the number of strands or cords upon a glove, we find that all of the gloves represented 
by the exhibits before us are embroidered with more than three single strands and are 
therefore subject to cumulative duties as assessed by the collector. : 

The protests are in all respects overruled and the collector’s decision in each case is 
affirmed. 

In reversing this decision it was observed by Judge Platt in the circuit court: 
The Board of Appraisers overruled the protest in this way: They followed a rule 

which they had adopted in G. A. 5595 (T. D. 25038) for the ascertainment of the num- 
ber of strands or cords upon a glove, and found that, by some peculiar method of 
reasoning, there were more than three single strands upon the gloves in question. It 
appears, however, that the same board, in G. A. 4241 (T. D. 19945), held that certain 
leather cloves having upon them embroidery in three rows, but showing on the back 
of the gioves that each row presented the appearance of three-plait crochet work, the 
effect being produced by the needle with only one cord or strand of thread, as is 
shown by the stitching through and on the inside of the glove, were in fact not 
stitched or embroidered with more than three single strands or cords. This decision, 
upon appeal, was affirmed by Judge Wheeler in United States ». Robinson (124 Fed. 
Rep., 1013), and has been acquiesced in by the Government. 

It would seem that the Board of General Appraisers in such a matter as this, when 
the gloves in respect to the manner of stitching are manifestly the same as those con- 
sidered in G. A. 4241, ought to have followed the very clearly expressed and well- 
defined rule governing the provision found in paragraph 445. 

The decision of the board, so far as it finds that the goods in question are subject 
to a duty of 40 cents per dozen pairs for ‘‘all gloves stitched or embroidered with more 
than three single strands or cords,” is reversed. 

J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney, for the United States 

Brooks & Brooks (Frederick W. Brooks of counsel), for the importers. 

Before WALLACE, LacoMBE, and TowNsEND, Circuit Judges. 

Per Curiam: Decrees affirmed in open court. 

  

Exner 18.—(T. D. 28717)—Bronze statuary. 

UNITED STATES v. TIFFANY. 

TU. 8. Circuit Court of Appeals, Second Circuit. January 7,1908. No. 106 (suit 4036). 

1. METAL STATUARY.—Paragraph 454, tariff act of 1897, providing for ‘statuary * * * wrought by 
hand from a solid block or mass of marble * * * or from metal,” doesnot require that metal statuary 
should be produced from ‘a solid block or mass.” 

2. SAME—COMPONENT EXCEEDING IN QUANTITY.—The provision in paragraph 454, tariff act of 1897, for 
statuary made ‘“from metal, ”” does not exclude statues not made wholly of metal or even in chief value 
of metal if metal predominatesin quantity; and statuary composed in chief value ofivory and slightly 
of glass, but in which metal is quantitatively the principal component, being so greatly predominant 
as to characterize the entire work, is within said provision. 

3. SAME—‘BY HAND.”—The provision in paragraph 454, tariff act of 1897, for statuary ‘wrought by 
hand” from metal, and ‘“the professional production of a statuary or sculptor only,” does not re- 
quire that the entire work on such statuary should be ‘“by hand,” nor that it should be wrought 
exclusively by the hand of the sculptor. 

4. BRONZE STATUARY.—A statue of great value and high artistic merit, in which bronze was overwhelm- 
ingly the chief component in point of quantity, was produced by the cire perdue process; after being 
cast, it was gone over carefully by hand by a renowned sculptor, who thereby made the altera- 
tions necessary to the execution of his artistic conceptions, this being the important part which gave 
the piece its distinctive personal character; and the entire work, from the original conception to the 
last touch, was under the sculptor’s constant supervision. Held that this statue was within the de- 

fiom of Jumaryy in paragraph 454, tariff act of 1897, as being such as is ‘‘ wrought by hand * * * 
rom metal. 

5. STATUARY—LEGISLATIVE INTENTION.—In providing in paragraph 454, tariff act of 1897, for a low duty 
on paintings and on statuary which is “the professional production of a statuary or sculptor only.” 
it was the evident intention of Congress to welcome the works of meritorious artists and sculptors 
and to exclude from the low rate the productions of mere artisans and empirics, such as are made by 
machinery or unskilled labor or cast in large numbers from molds by ordinary workmen.
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APPEAL from the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New 
: York. 

[Decision adverse to the Government. ] 
For decision below see 154 Federal Reporter, 168 (T. D. 27982), in which the circuit 

court reversed a decision of the Board of United States General Appraisers, which is 
reported as Abstract 6643 (T. D. 26390) and affirmed the assessment of duty by the 
collector of customs at the port of New York on an importation by Tiffany & Co. 

J. Osgood Nichols, assistant United States attorney for the United States. 
D. Macon Webster, for the importers. 

Before LacomBe, Cox, and NoYes, Circuit Judges. 

On appeal by the United States from a decision of the circuit court for the southern 
district of New York, reversing a decision of the Board of General Appraisers which 
affirmed the decision of the collector assessing an ad valorem duty of 35 per cent 
upon Gerome’s statue ‘‘La Bellona,’” as a manufacture of metal and ivory, ivory chief 
value, under paragraph 450 of the act of 1897. The circuit court held the statue 
dutiable at 15 per cent ad valorem as statuary, under paragraph 454 of the same act 
and section 3 thereof permitting the reciprocity treaty with France thereafter con- 
cluded. (30 Stat., 151, 193, 194, 203.) The paragraphs in controversy: 

Par. 450. Manufactures of leather, finished or unfinished, manufactures of fur, 
gelatin, gutta-percha, human hair, ivory, vegetable ivory, mother-of-pearl and shell, 
plaster of paris, papier maché, and vulcanized india-rubber known as “‘hard rubber,” 
or of which these substances or either of them is the component material of chief 
value, not specially provided for in this act, and shells engraved, cut, ornamented, 
or otherwise manufactured, thirty-five per centum ad valorem. 

Par. 454. Paintings in oil or water colors, pastels, pen and ink drawings, and 
statuary, not specially provided for in this act, twenty per centum ad valorem; but 
the term ‘‘statuary” as used in this act shall be understood to include only such 
statuary as is cut, carved, or otherwise wrought by hand from a solid block or mass of 
marble, stone, or alabaster, or from metal, and is the professional production of a 
statuary or sculptor only. 

Coxe, Circuit Judge: The subject of this controversy is a life-size statue, La Bel- 
lona, the Roman Goddess of War, one of the last works of the famous French sculptor 
Gerome. It is a production of wide celebrity. It was exhibited at the French 
Academy and at the Paris Exposition, ahd the French Government was considering 
its purchase for one of their museums when the appellee bought it of the sculptor’s 
widow. La Bellona is an allegorical embodiment of the hate, cruelty, vengeance, and 
excitement of war. The face, arms, and feet of the statue are of ivory, and the re- 
mainder is of metal, which, so far as quantity and bulk are concerned, is overwhelm- 
ingly the principal component. The entire body, the mantle, drapery, helmet, 
breastplate, cobra, and pedestal are of bronze. The shield is either bronze or alum- 
inum and is highly chased. The eyes are glass, with gold underneath to bring out 
more clearly the ferocity of the expression. As to the manner in which the statue 
was constructed, the record is not as explicit as it should be. It seems to be conceded, 
however, that it was made by the cire perdue process under the supervision of the 
sculptor, who gave to its construction the best effort of his genius. 

The various parts of bronze were cast from models made by Gerome, by an accom- 
plished bronzer who consulted with the sculptor as to all details of the work. After 
the various parts had been cast, the important work, that which gives it its distinctive 
personal character, was done by hand, the sculptor carefully going over the figure 
and making the alterations and changes necessary to embody his ideas. It is this 
artistic feature, this expression to the sculptor’s intentions, which gives value to the 
statue, not the price paid for the bronze and ivory. No one but a sculptor of the 
highest merit could have cut the ivory face, so symbolic of the horrors of war, or 
fashioned the cloak which is considered one of the most wonderful pieces of bronze 
in existence. In short, the statue was the work of Gerome, and to its minutest details 
he gave the best work of his brain and hand. 

La Bellona represents a new departure in art; nothing like it was ever produced 
before; its individuality is unique. It is this statue, conceded by all to be a master 
work of art, which is classified as a manufacture of metal and ivory and placed in the 
same category with articles made of india-rubber, gelatin, leather, and hair. Such a 
classification seems almost grotesque in its ineptness. The learned general appraiser 
who wrote the decision of the board evidently appreciated the injustice of the situa- 
tion, for he says:
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“It may be thought to be illogical to hold that it [Bellona] is not entitled to the 
consideration assumed to be given to works of art of this character by the statute; 
but if fault there be, it is in the law and can only be remedied by legislation.” 

Of course, if this be a true exposition of the statute, it ends the discussion; but is 
not paragraph 454 capable of a liberal construction, broad enough to include a statute 
which, it would seem, is clearly within the spirit of the law? That Congress, realizing 
the importance of works of art to a comparatively new country, has in all the later 
tariff acts discriminated in favor of paintings and statuary can not be denied. It 
was the evident intention of the lawmakers to welcome the works of meritorious 
artists and sculptors on the one side, and on the other to prevent the productions of 
mere artisans and empirics from taking advantage of the lower duty. 

We agree with counsel for the Government that— 
The purpose of paragraph 454 to provide a low rate of duty for such works of art 

only as may represent the direct work of the artist would not be pursued by including 
the great variety of commercial metal castings which would be claimed to be statuary 
in the ordinary use of that term. 

The definition of ‘‘statuary” in the paragraph was evidently intended to exclude 
such articles as were made by machinery or unskilled labor, or were cast in large 
numbers from molds by ordinary workmen. Such a statue as La Bellona is excluded 
from the paragraph only by the most strict and illiberal construction—a construction 
which, by adhering closely to the letter of the law, defeats the very purpose for which 
the law was enacted. 

The Supreme Court has repeatedly said that this should not be done. In Holy 
Trinity Church ». United States (143 U. S., 457) the court held that the contract 
made by the plaintiff in error, though clearly within the letter, was not within the 
spirit of the act of February 26, 1885, designed to prevent the importation of aliens 
under contract of employment. The court says (p. 459): 

It is a familiar rule that a thing may be within the letter of the statute and yet not 
within the statute, because not within its spirit, not within the intention of its makers. 

Again, in the recent case of American Tobacco Company ». Werckmeister (207 U. S., 
284), decided December 2, 1907, the court, construing the copyright law, says: 

But in construing a statute we are not always confined to a literal reading, and may 
consider its object and purpose, the things with which it is dealing and the conditions 
of affairs which led to its enactment, so as to effectuate rather than destroy the spirit 
and force of the law which the legislature intended to enact. * * * Ag we have 
said in the beginning, the statute is not clear; but read in the light of the purpose 
intended to be effected by the legislation, we think its ambiguities are best Sj by 
the construction here given. 

See also Taylor v. United States (207 U. S., 120), decided by the Supreme Court 
November 18, 1907; Knowlton v. Moore (178 U. S., 41), and United States v. Perry 
(133 Fed. Rep., 841; T. D. 25810). 

It can not be pretended that the words ‘‘a solid block or mass” refer to ‘‘metal,” 
first, because that is not the grammatical reading of the sentence, and, second, because 
such an interpretation would exclude all metal statuary, as it is not contended that 
statuary is at present cut or wrought from a solid block or mass of metal. 

The paragraph, then, so far as it is necessary to consider it in the present case, reads 
as follows: 

Paintings * * * and statuary * * * twenty per centum ad valorem; but 
the term ‘‘statuary” as used in this act shall be understood to include only such 
statuary as is cut, carved, or otherwise wrought by hand * * * from metal, and 
as is the professional production of a statuary or sculptor only. 

La Bellona answers every requirement of the statute. It is carved and wrought by 
hand from bronze and is the professional production of Gerome, a sculptor of world- 
wide fame. The paragraph does not say that the statue must be wrought exclusively 
by the hand of the sculptor; it recognizes the well-known fact that the great bulk of the 
carving is done by skilled workmen. Here the entire work was done under the super- 
vision of the sculptor and the finishing touches were added by his own hand; at least 
the evidence warrants such a presumption. Neither does the paragraph require that 
the entire work on the statue must be by hand. 

Bronze statues, as is well known, are cast from models precisely as marble statues 
are cut from models, the finishing being dene by the sculptor or under his supervision. 
It can not be assumed that Congress intended to exclude bronze statuary from the 
benefits of this paragraph. Indeed, the exact contrary is to be presumed; otherwise 
nothing would cs been said regarding metal statuary. Congress must have had 
bronze statuary in mind and the manner in which it was made, when it used the 
language in question. If bronze statuary, which is the metal chiefly used in the art, be 
not included it is difficult to understand to what the language applies.
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The case of Tiffany v. United States (71 Fed. Rep., 691) is principally relied on by 
the appellant. But it appeared in that case that the Government’s contention was 
that the importations were known as ‘‘commercial bronzes,” some of them being 
reproduced many times and none of them receiving more than perfunctory attention 
from the original sculptor. There was also evidence that there were bronze statues 
made not by casting, but by hand “beating.” In the present case there is no such 
testimony, and, as we have before seen, the entire work, from the original conception 
until the last touch was placed upon the statue, was under the direct and constant 
supervision of Gerome. He did everything that a sculptor could do to make his work 
complete. 

Ere recent case relating to the importations of the Italian sculptor, Angelo del Nero, 
the Board of General Appraisers used langauge which, we think, is peculiarly appli- 
cable to the case in hand and which distinguishes it from the Tiffany case (supra). 
The decision is written by the same General Appraiser who wrote in the present case, 
but nearly a year afterward. He says, G. A. 6346 (T. D. 27302): 
When the metal comes from the mold it is in an extremely rough state, having upon 

its surface protuberances left by the hardening of the metal in the conduits through 
which it is poured into the mold, and incrustations resulting from the peculiar admix- 
ture of the alloy, which is made by a secret formula designed to give the statue an 
antique tone or patina. In consequence of this the entire statue must be gone over 
carefully with the tool of the sculptor, the incrustations and protuberances removed, 
and practically all the details chiseled out by hand. This mass of metal which comes 
from the mold may be compared with the block of marble after it has been chiseled 
by artisans to a shape roughly approximating that of the marble statue when it is 
taken in hand by the sculptor who does the work which characterizes it and impresses 
the marble with his idea. The board is of the opinion that the quantity of hand work 
actually done by the sculptor on this metal statuary is as great if not greater than that 
done by the artist himself on the average marble statue. If such statuary is not 
“wrought by hand from metal,” there would seem to be no modern metal statuary to 
which paragraph 454 could apply. While in ancient and medieval times a method 
existed of making metal statuary by hammering sheets of copper or bronze into the 
desired shape, that method is practically unknown at the present day. We accord- 
ingly hold that the statuary in question is entitled to assessment as such under the 
reciprocity agreement with Italy, at 15 per cent ad valorem. 

It is asserted in the appellee’s brief that no appeal has been taken by the Govern- 
ment from the board’s decision. 

Convinced, as we are, that La Bellona is a bronze statue, we are of the opinion that 
the importer does not lose the benefit of the lower duty because the face, arms, and 
feet are of ivory. Paragraph 454 does not say that a marble statue must be exclusively 
of marble or a metal statue exclusively of metal. The limited use of ivory does not 
make La Bellona an ivory statue any more than the limited use of glass makes it a 
glass statue. It is enough that the metal so greatly predominates as to characterize 
the entire work. Any other interpretation would exclude a bronze statue supported 
on a stone pedestal, or a marble statue carrying a metal shield or spear. The distinc- 
tion is important when considering ‘‘manufactures,”’ but it becomes insignificant 
when considering works of art. The fact that we are dealing with a metal statue over- 
rides minor considerations. 

Were it necessary to do so, the well-known doctrine that duties should not be 
imposed upon the citizen upon a vague or doubtful interpretation of the law might 
be invoked in favor of the appellee. (Hartranft v. Wiegmann, 121 U. S., 609.) Espe- 
cially is this doctrine applicable to a case which is sur generis and which relates to a 
work of art which is in a class by itself. 

The judgment is affirmed. 

Exner 19—(T. D. 28426—G. A. 6666)—Black-eyed peas. 

Merchandise invoiced as ‘black-eyed beans,” but shown by testimony to be commercially known as 
black-eyed peas, Held dutiable as ‘‘ pease, dried, not specially provided for,” at 30 cents per bushel under 
paragraph 250, tariff act of 1897, and not as beans at 45 cents per bushel under paragraph 240. 

United States General Appraisers, New York, September 20, 1907. 

In the matter of protest 243685 of Wallerstein Produce Company against the assessment of duty by the 
collector of customs at the port of Richmond. 

Before Board 3 (WArre, SoMERrvVILLE, and HAY, general appraisers; SOMERVILLE, 
G. A., absent). 

WAITE, general appraiser: The importation in question in this case consists of 1,000 
bags of ‘‘black-eyed beans,”’ as described in the invoice. The testimony shows that
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the commodity is known as cowpeas or black-eyed peas. The importation was 
assessed for duty at 45 cents per bushel as beans under paragraph 240, tariff act of 1897. 
It is claimed by the importers to be dutiable at 30 cents per bushel as ‘pease, dried, 
poi specially provided for,” under paragraph 250. The paragraphs involved read as 
ollows: 
240. Beans, forty-five cents per bushel of sixty pounds. 
250. Pease, green, in bulk or in barrels, sacks, or similar packages, and seed pease, 

forty cents per bushel of sixty pounds; pease, dried, not specially provided for, 
thirty cents per bushel; split pease, forty cents per bushel of sixty pounds; pease 
in cartons, papers, or other small packages, one cent per pound. 

A portion of the importation was submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture for 
identification, and in his report he describes the article in the following language: 

. “These seeds are cowpeas, Vigna unguiculata, and consist of two varieties, the 
so-called black eye and the so-called brown eye. Botanically speaking, cowpeas are 
neither true beans nor true peas, though most closely relating to the former.” 

He further says: 
“The use of cowpeas as a crop is, however, totally different from that of either the 

true beans or the true peas. A very large proportion of the cowpea crop growing in 
this country is for use as hay, though a considerable part is plowed in under as green 
manure. * * * These two varieties, namely, the black eye and the brown eye, 
are used more or less as human food, though none of the other varieties of cowpeas are 
so employed.” 

If the testimony with regard to this commodity ended here, we should be inclined 
upon inspection of the sample, to classify it as beans. It appears, however, from the 
record that it occupies a sort of intermediate position between the bean and the pea; 
and as we can not conclude that this particular commodity is well known by the com- 
mon and universally accepted name of bean or pea, we think it is a case where, for 
duty purposes, we should rely upon commercial designation, if there is one. The 
testimony of three witnesses on the behalf of the importers is found in the record. 
They are men of integrity and good standing, apparently, and have had long experience 
in handling peas and beans—one of them at least both here and in the South, where, 
we learn, the commodity in question is extensively grown. We think the testimony 
clearly shows that they are known—and were at the time of the passage of the act— 
in the trade and commerce of this country as peas, either cowpeas or black-eyed 
peas. We do not think the evidence would warrant us in finding that they are seed 
peas, as there appears to be just as much proof that they are for table consumption 
as that they are imported for seed purposes. 

The protest is therefore sustained and the collector’s decision reversed. 
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